AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 3, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 3 , 2001, 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 the site plan for the police and courts
building at 91 North 100 East .
Review and action on the final plat of Richards Apartments
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 2 lots at 93 North 200
West.
Review a n d action on the preliminary plat of Dean's Woods
Plat C Subdivision at 880 North 500 East .
Review and action on a preliminary plat for Sunset Hills
Plat C, a Planned Unit Development at 950 North 420 West .
Review and action on a preliminary plat of Virginia Ridge
Subdivision located at 1000 North 400 West.
Review and action on a preliminary plat of Timpanogos
Heights , a Planned Unit Development at 800 East 50 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Ivona
Robinson Annexation at 575 East 1500 South consisting of
34.46 acres including the proposed zoning and annexation
concept development plan.
Discussion on the moderate income element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the December 20, 2000 ,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 22 day of December, 2000 .

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JANUARY 3, 2001
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session
on January 3, 2001, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
Those present included J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, Michael
Georgeson, James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, and *Steve Nielsen.
Tom
Hunter was excused .
Others present included Rod Despain, Howard
Denney , Richard Colborn, Paul Washburn, Mr. & Mrs. Doug Mayne,
Bruce Motogawa, Dan Richards, Scouts from Troop 1123, Roger Dudley,
Harold Fox, Tony Gonzales, Reed Pagliarini, Grant Leonard, and Ray
Lamoreaux.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR THE POLICE AND COURTS
BUILDING AT 91 NORTH 100 EAST
Bruce Motogawa from Jacobsen Construction reported that he was at
the meeting representing both the architect and the contrac tor. He
asked if there were any questions.
Howard Denney noted they needed to identify the location of the
fire OS&Y connection.
Bruce Motogawa explained that it would be located at the northeast
corner by the sally port. There was a hydrant to the southeast.
Mr. Denney stated that the drainage calculations were still n eeded .
The number of required parking spaces needed to be identified even
if those were on the other side of Church Street. An access permit
from UDOT was needed for the entrance onto 100 East.
*Steve Nielsen arrived.
Mr. Denney explained that a parking lot lighting scheme was needed.
Mr . Motogawa reported that it would be addressed at a later time as
they would do that upon the approval o f the plan.
Mr. Denney added that the approval of t he American Fork I rrigat i on
Company was needed in the changing of irrigation facilities.
Rod Despain did not have anything further.
The plan now provided
for a turn out in the front of the building to accommodate two
vehicles.
The building had been moved to the north 4 feet and
there was now a continuous driveway along the north side of the
building .
There was 12 feet from the north boundary to the safe
area of the railroad for part of the City's Trail System .
He
pointed out that there was insufficient parking on this site as it
applies to the building and the bulk of the parking was across
Church Street to the west .
Howard Denney asked that not es be place d on the plan regarding the
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meeting of City standards for hydrants, sumps, and water pipe, for
example . Waterous or Mueller hydrants should be used.
Bruce Motogawa noted that would be placed on the detail sheet .
Chairman Hadfield commented that the dumpster shown on the corner
of 100 North 100 East needed to be relocated. That was a primary
intersection and the dumpster s h ould not be there, but away from
the intersection.
Steve Nielsen felt that cross easements for parking were necessary .
Ken Baldwin asked that a pedes tri an crosswal k be placed on Church
Street between the building a nd the parking to the west.
James Hansen noted that there was an existing sidewalk along the
north property line a nd asked if there would be a new sidewalk.
Bruce Motogawa explai n ed that the area where the sidewalk was now
would be paved and the sidewalk would be in conjunct i on with a
future trail on a 12' section o f ground.
James Hans en asked that the road to the south have curb and gutter
and that it be inc luded as part of this plan and that the sidewalk
t o the north be includ ed as part of t his p l an .
Mr. Motogawa repor ted that originally there was a sidewalk shown,
and in the discussion of the trai l, there was no de cisi on to keep
it.
Howard Denney commented that the City was working on funding for
the Trail.
James Hans en felt that t h e sidewalk should be constructed in the
project . Steve Nie l sen agreed.
Keith Richan commented that the handicapped parking on the north
side , especially with a two-story parking, would not have sun for
a couple of months of the year and would be plagued with ice. He
suggested movi ng them to the west.
Chairman Hadfield commented that ADA required that the handicapped
spaces be the closest ones to the door.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the site plan for the police
and courts subject to:
1) the OS&Y connection being shown to the
approval of the City Engineer , 2) providing of the drainage
calculations, 3) identification on the plan of the location and
number of parking spaces needed along with cross agreements as
necessary, 4) obtaining of an access permit from UDOT for access
onto 100 East , 5) a parking lot lighting scheme being provided, 6)
sign off by the irrigation company on modifications to their
system, 7) use of City standard details, 8) placement of a
crosswalk across Church Street, 9) sidewalk being placed on the
north side, and 10) the placement of the dumpster at an alternate
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location .

Keith Richan seconded the motion .

Howard Denney wanted to make sure that there was a cross walk and
that the corners included ADA ramps.
Voting was as follows: Aye, James Hansen , Michael Georgeson, Keith
Richan , Ken Baldwi n, and J . H. Hadfield .
Abstain, Steve Nielsen .
The motion carried.

Rod Despain explained that the Plan ning Commission approval was all
that was needed. If the City Council desired some t hing different,
they could probably appeal it to themselves.
Chairman Hadfield recognized Scouts from Troop 1123 that were in
attendan ce. He explai n ed to them that the Planning Commission was
government at its lowest form, meaning that the Planning Commission
was made up of members of the community that were appointed by
elected officials, who received no pay, but had a desire to serve
in a capacity that in t h eir judgement they were doing things in the
best interest o f the community.
REVIEW AND ACTI ON ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE RICHARDS APARTMENTS
SUBDIVISION PLAT B CONSIST ING OF 2 LOTS AT 93 NORTH 200 WEST
Dan Richards expl ained that this would complete the water l oop. He
had started work on the o l d house to upgrade it. The three units
would be an addi t ion to the rest of the apartments t here.
There
was plenty of property. Eventually 250 West Street could end up on
300 West. Thi s was as far as he could go, however.
Howard Denney noted that they had done a technical review.
He
suggested cutting back on the 26 - foot PUE across Lot 1 to 15 feet
for the water line as the sewer did not need a PUE as it would be
a private sewer .
On Lot 2 , the PUE would be 15 feet and the
private sewer easement would be 10 feet. The cross section for 250
West Street was to be 54 fe et . This was an inner block road and
had some variance in width .
They would stil l have 36-feet of
asphalt. What was varied was that on the east side was combo and
no planter strip and 1 foot on the west side of the road. He noted
that there was quite a variance of other properties and subdi vision
plats.
There needed to be landscaping on the west side of 250
West. The cross section on 200 West actually had a 5-foot walk and
a 4- foot planter strip. All measurements should come from the back
of the walk. He asked that the sumps used be of the City standard
12-foot variety and not the 8-foot as shown. The open face, hollow
back inlet should be used . A sign off from the irrigation company
as well as t he detail on the boxes were needed.
James Hansen asked about
Rodeback's home .

connecting the pipe

in front

of Mr.

Dan Richard's reported that he had talked with Mr. Rodeback about
that and had given him a pretty good price.
Rod

Despain

commented that

the plan complied with
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the

zoning

ordinance.
He asked if that portion on the west side should be
dedicated to the City . After discussion it was felt that it shoul d
remain in private ownership.
James Hansen moved to approve Richard's Apartments Subdivision Plat
B subject to: 1) Correction of the PUE in Lot 1 to 15 feet and in
Lot 2 to 15 feet along with a 10-foot private sewer easement, 2)
that the lot meet the existing boundary of other properties, 3)
that 250 West Street line up with the existing street to the north,
4) landscaping of the 9 feet on the other side of 250 West, 5)
other engineering concerns as noted, 6) irrigation company sign
off, 7) satisfaction of the water rights , and 8) that the 54-foot
road cross section be accepted as the standard as that was the
cross section for the inner block existing to the north.
Ken
Baldwin seconded the motion.
All were in favor.

Rod Despain expl ained that the changes to the plat would need to be
made and then it would be submitted to the Council for placement on
their agenda for action.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF DEAN'S WOODS PLAT C
SUBDIVISION AT 880 NORTH 500 EAST
Mr. Harris was present to answer questions. He explained that the
road improvements were being installed by the Goodsell's i n
connection with their Apple Brook Subdivision. The utility lines
were being placed into their property along with that installation.
Howard Denney reported that the 100-year flood plain of the river
was 5 feet below the contours shown and did not go out onto the
ground.
The lots in this plat could probably have partial
basements or split entry's.
To the n orth in Apple Brook it was
demonstrated that they could have full basements. He recommended
some basement restriction, but allow 4 foot basements and split
entry homes.
Mr. Denney recommended the shading in of the building f ootprint on
the plat. He reminded the Commission that the rear set back would
be measured from the top of the bank, not the rear property line.
Howard Denney stated that he still needed the storm calculations
for the 100 year flood. He had talked with Shane Sorensen earlier
in the day who would be getting those to him .
In this plat, the
road is not included so it was important to see. The sign off by
the irrigation company and a preliminary title report was still
needed.
Rod Despain explained that this plat filled i n a gap between two
previously approved subdivisions and it was his understanding that
the developers of Apple Brook and the Dean's have struck a deal and
that no off site reimbursement would be required. The City needed
evidence of that.
There was a residual parcel behind Lot 9 that
needed to be added to Lot 9.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Dean's still had property on the
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west side of t h e river west of Apple Brook.
Janice Mayne explained t hat they had deeded that property to the
Goodse l l's .
Doug Mayne state d that the Dean Famil y still owned property in the
area of the prop osed bridge a t 980 North and that they would like
to give that to the City in the future.
Chairman Had field
property.

asked if now was

t he

time

to

consider that

Rod Despain noted that technically the a r ea of 980 North was not
part o f the s u bdi vision.
It was not buil dabl e , but maybe in
dealing with t h e same owners it might be the time to deal with the
lot.
Chairman Hadf ield noted that Mr. Binnel l needed to be shown as an
adjacent owner on that corner lot in River Edge, to the center of
the creek.
Rod Despain reported that the water rights had been satisfied on
the other lots in Dean's Woods at the time of development and they
would need t o be sat is fi ed for this deve l opment at the time of
final approval .
He discussed the notion of the riparian
conservation easements and that it would be taken care of on the
final plat.
James Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat for Dean's Woods
Subdivision Plat C subject to:
1) placement of basement
restrictions to not be greater than 4 feet, 2) the building foot
print area be identified, 3) providi ng of the storm calculations
for the 100-year storm, 4 ) irrigation company sign off , 5) title
report, 6) copy of the agreement on reimbursement on 500 East with
the Goodsell's, 7} add the derelict parcel to Lot 9 of this plat,
8} Correct the plat to add Binnell's name as an adjacent owner and
also the recently acquired parcel 9) and recommend that the Council
accept the additional dedication from the Dean Family on 980 North .
Ken Baldwin seconded the motion. All were in favor .

Rod Despain stated that the next step was to make the changes to
the preliminary plat and provide the additional requested
submissions and then submit for final approval.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR SUNSET HILLS PLAT C, A
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 950 NORTH 420 WEST
Chairman Hadfield reported that any action on this plat might be
premature in that the zoning might need to be changed.
Keith Richan identified that he was the one that started Sunset
Hills Condominiums a number of years ago and still had some
financial interest in it.
For the purposes of the upcoming
discussion this evening he stated that he would not vote but would
be available to answer questions.
He asked the Commission for
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permission to add pertinent information as needed.
that he had a conflict of interest.

He disclosed

Paul Washburn noted that he and his partner had proposed to
purchase a 55 -acre parcel from Mountain View Management, of which,
about 40 acres was being looked at by the City Council for
annexation. There was some property that was already in the City
which was zoned Rl - 9000.
In acquiring this property a portion of
it immediately bordered Sunset Hills Condominiums.
This was a
project that was brought to the City about 25 years ago.
It was
represented by the property owners to him that at least at some
point in time the City accepted a concept plan or a preliminary
plan on that parcel. Their initial view was to develop the entire
property into single family lots.
They did not have the time to
write a new zone to accommodate them.
The individuals in Sunset
Hills had bought into the property with the idea that there were
go i ng to be more units and some additi onal amenities and a
secondary access to the site.
He had met with Rod Despa i n and
talked about some of the problems. It was represented that it was
doable. They then met with the Homeowner's Association.
Recently there were some new homes completed that were on a dead
end.
The project had very shallow or no driveways at all.
The
road on 400 West needed to make a loop and at the same time they
needed to find a way to keep additional traffic out of there . They
wou ld propose a privacy gate at the upper l ocation.
Mr. Washburn explained that the presidency of the homeowner's
association was in attendance. Some wanted i t to be expanded, some
not, and some were in between.
Amenities included a clubhouse,
swimming pool , streets, and park area. They did not want excessive
open space. They came up with a compromise at 12 units. This was
way down from the density that was present in the existing project.
A concern at this point was that he did not know why this area was
ever zoned Rl-9000.
The entire parcel would comply with the R27500 z one . They were hoping that the Commission might look at Plat
Cas an amendment to the project. There were some time constraints
and they needed to work to a speedy compl etion .
James Hansen asked that when the additional units were approved
recently if it was an amendment.
Chairman Hadfield noted that it was an amended plan as it was a
change in location of buildings.
Rod Despain explained that it was allowed in that they were
changing the location of the units and not expanding the use. What
was submitted here, was to expand or enlarge it and under what
rules it would fall was the issue.
Rod Despain explained that in order to add to the project as
proposed , there would need to be a zone change. The new territory
would have to be zoned to let the density and the style of housing
be complimentary.
The current project was a non - conforming use.
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One of the dilemmas was that they were looking at adding 2.7 acres.
If it went to the PR-9000, the proposal was still too dense.
It
would need to go to R2-7500.
The existing R1-9000 did not allow
twin homes. The PR-9000 zone got them to 9+ units. The plan that
was in the packet showed 12 units.
Steve Nielsen suggested adding some additional property from the
north.
Rod Despain responded that they had looked at that alternative.
The north boundary would need to be moved to the north about 80
feet to accommodate the additional density but would be disruptive
to the Virginia Ridge Subdivision.
The PR-9000 and the R1-9000
zone allowed for the same density.
Steve Nielsen wondered if it would be a spot zone.
Paul Washburn explained that it was not spot zoning. A spot zone
was less than a half-acre and was when they allowed diametrically
opposed zoning.
A change in housing style was not a spot zone.
Here there was an existing project and he would like to finish it
off. From a financial perspective it did not make a lot of sense
to add to the project, but from a developer point of view there was
an opportunity to finish it off.
If it was going to take six
months to do that, it would not happen.
Steve Nielsen suggested 10 units.
James Hansen asked if this would be included into the existing
condominium project.
Rod Despain pointed out that the documentation would need to be
modi fied to allow this project to be included .
Mr. Hansen always thought and understood that when it was comp leted
there would be some additional units .
Paul Washburn noted that the existing Condominium documents did
note a much larger project.
When it was approved, they required
visitor parking, RV parking, and an area large enough to satisfy
the whole project.
They would make it whole with additional
property, RV parking, and visitor parking.
James Hansen
conclusion.

thought

that

it

brought

the

project

to

a

good

Chairman Hadfield agreed.
The issue was what could the Planning
Commis sion do to move this along without finding the mselves in a
court case later on . They needed to follow the existing ordinance
and the intent of those ordinances.
Zoning was the issue at this
time. The PR-9000 would allow 9+ units and it might be pushed to
ten.
Steve Nielsen felt that was the way to go as it would not be more
t han the number of single fami ly lots that he could get .
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Paul Washburn responded that 10 single family lots would sell for
a lot more and he would not have to put in the extra amenities. He
came to the Commission with numbers that worked f i nancially.
He
did not know the answer.
He had hoped that the Commission would
look at this as Plat B amended, amended, and not a new plat.
Michael Georgeson noted that the R2 - 7500 zone would make it work .
He asked what door was being cracked open if they went that
direction.
Rod Despain commented that the R2 zone would not be a spot zone.
He did not feel that the door was being cracked.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission did not have
to guarantee a developer a profit.
A number of the Commission
members felt it was a good finish to the Sunset Hills Development.
Time wise, it seemed it was at 10 or it was not going to make it .
Steve Nielsen commented that they were bound that way.
Mr. Washburn responded that he understood that issue, but he hoped
there was some flexibility.
Keith Richan felt there was another issue.
When he brought this
plan in originally 25 years ago there was a plat filed that took it
up to 1100 North . It was presented to the Planning Commission and
to the City Council and at that time that they were projecting
putting between 100 and 120 units up to 1100 North . There was no
objection to that and Mountain View Development had gone on that
basis for 25 years under the assumption that the City would stand
behind that kind of commitment. In the Ordinance now, there wasn ' t
anything that covered something like t his.
Therefore, we have a
City of straight streets and cookie - cutter subdivisions . He asked
that the Commission consider that there was a commitment made at
one time and that the project could proceed at a greater density .
Steve Nielsen stated that it could with a zone change, otherwise
they would have to live within the zone.
Paul Washburn commented that if the City Council and Planning
Commission had looked at what was being suppl ied in the first and
second phases, they would have realized that t h ey could not stand
within their own Ordinance and there would have to be another
phase. They needed RV parking and guest parking .
Rod Despain noted that the original approval of Sunset Hills
predated the whole current Ordinance system that was changed in
1976.
Roger Dudley added that it was built at an R2-7500 d ensity.
Paul Washburn continued that they were trying to finish it off in
a good fas hion. They would be using bricks and expected to have a
ve r y nice product.
He wanted to move i t forward .
If the
Commission fel t good about being finished and would approve i t at
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10 units and then they would n eed to decide if there was some basis
to appeal that to the Council.
Rod Despain explained that the only way they could get two units
per building, was with the PR-9000 z one. There would need to be a
zone change regardless because o f that fa ct .
If i t went to 12,
there would need to be either more area added or it would need a
different zone classification. He indicated that the R2-7500, PUD
option could result in that. There was a procedural process that
had to be gone through, but there was also the question of
philosophically, what did you want to do.
If the plan felt
comfortable and was a good conclusion, then they needed to jump
through the hoops that get them there.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the PR-9000 was compatible to the R1 9000 zone and not with the R2-7500 zone.
Rod Despai n stated that if they went to an R2 zone, that it would
also require a master plan change.
Steve Nielsen moved to look favorably at accepting the concept plan
with a reduction to 10 units subject to a zone change to PR-9000.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion .

Mr . Harold Fox asked if
Planning Commission.

the plan would be coming back to the

Chairman Hadfield stated that it was .
Ken Baldwin noted that they must follow due process.
Rod Despain felt that it was.
James Hansen asked if they could add to i t that the Commission
looked upon it favorably because it brought a good conclusion to
the existing Sunset Hills development.
Steve Nielsen amended his motion to include that the Commission
looked upon it favorably because it brought a good conclusion to
the existing Sunset Hills development.
Michael Georgeson agreed
with his second.

Paul Washburn stated that he would put a pencil to it.
James Hansen asked if there was representation from the Homeowner's
Associat ion.
Richard Jones stated that he and Don Youngblood, who was present,
were members of the Homeowner's Association Board of Directors and
they agreed with the addition to their development.
They had a
secret vote, and of the 31 units voting, 26 were in favor, three
voted no, and two abstained.
They would still be in favor if it
included ten units instead of twelve.
Voting was as follows :

Aye, James Hansen, Michael Georgeson, Steve
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Nielsen, and J.H . Hadfield .
The motion carried.

Abstain, Keith Richan and Ken Baldwin.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 1000 NORTH 400 WEST

OF

VIRGINIA

RIDGE

Chairman Hadfield explained that Vi rginia Ridge was just north of
Sunset Hi lls Plat C and that it was in the R1-9000 zone .
Paul Washburn expl ained that his Mother's name was Virginia .
In
answer to James Hansen's question, all of the public street was in
this plat and none was in Sunset Hills Plat C. Also, there was at
one time a suggestion for an east-west street through to Orchard
Hills Subdivision but that did not materialize. That property was
now in private hands and was not a possibility. He explained that
there were collector roads going north and south at 350 West and
540 West.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Mr. Washburn would be providing for a
collector road at 1120 North in connection with his annexation.
Mr. Washburn added that he had made arrangements with Mr. Patterson
for a road to continue north from the Washburn Annexation to the
existing Hillcrest Subdivision.
Howard Denney reported that the storm drain analysis had been done .
He had a question as to whether there was capacity in the pipe that
they were going to put the water in. The City required a 10 - year
storm detention on site .
Mr. Denney stated that the road configuration to the north outlet
needed some work. Typically road offsets needed to be less than 15
feet or more than 120 feet.
Another road issue was that it was
being requested that there be a 48-foot road cross-section for the
western most street and both east-west streets. There was enough
property fo r 60 foot streets going east-west. It was proposed that
450 West Street have combination curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and 36
feet of asphalt, and no 1 foot strip. This property was sandwiched
between subdivisions and it was difficult to make it fit. The sign
off by the irri gat i on company was needed .
Paul Washburn reported that he had met with the irrigation company
and they were waiting for the City's approval first .
Howard Denney asked that they have some flexibility with respect to
the location of the water line PRV. He preferred it moved to the
south.
Chairman Had field felt that an eyebrow should be placed at the
intersection of 400 West and 1040 North as it provided a greater
potential for parking.
Rod Despain noted that the Commission was being asked to approve
450 West as a narrower road. He commented that there may be some
boundary adjustment to accommodate Sunset Hil l s Plat C and asked
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for some flexib i lity to l ook at that .
Howard Denney noted that the title report showed numerous telephone
easements.
Paul Washburn responded that they were mainly
property lines and t hey were l ooking at that.

along

the

back

James Hansen asked if t h ere wa s enou gh water pressure not having it
looped to 1120 North.
Mr. Washburn stated that they were willing to live with a condition
of holding off on building permits until t he water line on 1120 was
installed .
Chairman Hadfield felt t hat they could install their lines and if
t h ere was adequ ate pressure, they could then move ahead.
Keith Richan noted that at the t i me this was originally projected,
they showed possible density for 440 units for the whole property.
They put in a waterl ine and sewer li ne up 4 00 West to accommodate
400 units.
James Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Virginia
Ridge subject to: 1) the change of the curv e of 400 West at 1040
North to an eyebrow, 2) that 1040 North and 990 North have a GO foot cross section, 3) that the lots possibly be tweaked to help
with Sunset Hills, 4) that they accept 450 West Street with a 48foot cross section as shown, 5) providing of the I rrigation Company
sign off, 6) prov iding of the storm drain calculations that the
City Engineer needs with regard to the adequacy of the existing
pipe, 7) location of the subdivision monuments, and 8) relocation
of the PRV at staff's direction .
Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion . Voting was as follows: Aye, James Hansen, Stev e Nielsen ,
Michael Georgeson, J . H. Hadfield, and Ken Baldwin . Abstain , Keith
Richan . The motion carried .

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF TIMPANOGOS HEIGHTS, A
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 800 EAST 50 SOUTH
Tony Gonzales from Bach Development was present. He explained that
Bach Development had been a builder and developer for approximately
23 years, mainly in Salt Lake Valley and the Ogden areas. They had
completed more than 50 subdivisions, and hundreds of homes.
In
addition they had done a shopping center, several restaurants, and
about 1000 apartment units and maintain abou t 600 of those. Bach
Development felt that the project was needed in American Fork as it
f i lled a market niche in affordable homes. The project would offer
units in the low $ 12 0 thousand range and had attributes of good
design, good traffic flow, and buildings placed so as to minimize
wasted space. The thru road was not their first choice, but it was
what staff felt to be a good compromise.
It was not a s tra ight
through road. The project was a good buffer against the commercial
area to the west .
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Mr. Gonzales provided a color rendering of the elevations of the
buildings. There would be 35, two-story townhomes and 10 rambler
style.
The total open space exceeded one acre.
There was RV
parking. There were 114 parking spaces of which 102 were required.
He reported that the math was wrong as shown on the plat, but they
did have open space at 26% . The existing fence on the west was a
block wall.
On the north and on the south, they would install a
On the east there
v inyl fence with brick pillars every 32 feet.
would be a vinyl fence with posts every 8 feet.
A project sign
would be placed in a brick area at either entrance way.
It was anticipated that 40 of the units would be sold to young
families and would have approximately 25 school age children.
There was adequate room in the school system.
An arm of Bach
Development would provide the property management and would
maintain it in the long term . Mr. Gonzales would provide to the
Commission members a list of their projects.
James Hansen asked if there was a project previously approved on
this property .
Rod Despain stated t hat Springleaf PUD was approved with 48 units,
but it also had additional territory.
This was a PUD in the R-3
zone.
Ten units to the acre were allowed.
There was 4.51 net
acres.
They met that t hreshold and they met the open space
requirement.
He noted that units 42-45 and 20-23 normally would
have 30 feet to the property line adjacent to a street.
In this
case where it was fenced it was probably okay as there would not be
a direct access to the street.
Howard Denney noted that important was the road through the middle
of the project. It was a ttached at technical review and showed 2,
12-foot lanes and a standard high back 24" curb and gutter.
He
noted that the road dedication on Bamberger needed to be reviewed .
**Ken Baldwin was excused from the meeting.
Howard Denney explained that the water line was on the north side
of 50 South Street. When the existing line was abandoned into the
project, it needed to be plugged at the tee.
Street signs were
needed along with the locations for the subdivision monuments. A
detail e d fence cross section was required.
The sight distances
needed to be adhered to.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the private roadway needed to also be
a Public Utility Easement (PUE ) for the sewer and the water l ine .
Mr. Gonzales stated that all of the common area would be a PUE.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there needed to be a sign off by the
irriga t ion company.
The water rights were being worked on and
would be ready for the fi na l plat as would the documentation.
Steve Nielsen did not like so many parking spaces being able to
back out ont o the roadway when t h ere was the probability of
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peripheral traffic using it.

It did not make sense to him.

Michael Georgeson felt that the common space was poorly planned in
that it would not be of benefit to the folks occupying units 20-23
and those adjacent to 50 South.
The Tot-Lot was not centrally
located. The streets would be played in more that the park area.
Mr. Gonzales responded that useable space meant large areas and
this configuration met the staff's review.
Michael Georgeson agreed that it was large, but he did not feel it
was that useable.
Steve Nielsen liked pulling into the small private area and felt
that the whole project should be designed that way. He would not
approve it with that many vehicles backing out onto the roadway.
Michael Georgeson would be in favor of some mixed uses with single
family housing.
Grant Leonard who was the property owner to the east addressed the
Commission.
He explained that Mr. LeBaron was going to build a
cinder block fence along their common property line.
He removed
his old fence and waited for the new fence to be constructed. It
never was. He felt that a block fence was better . He felt that a
vinyl fence was cheap. He noted that his and Mr. Pagliarini's home
set back from 50 South Street 50 or 60 feet and this would block
their view .
Reed Pagliarini stated that he was compacted in on three sides.
His driveway came out adjacent to the 6 - foot fence and he could not
see around it. He explained that he bought the h ome eleven years
ago to be in the country . His home was built in 1887 and completed
in 1890 and the Leonard's home was completed in 18 96.
Both were
Singl eton homes.
They were forced into a situation where they
would be v isually blocked.
They would be forced to deal with
whatever came in. He did not want this to happen. American Fork
City needed to look at who was already here .
Mrs. Singleton noted that from 700 East, east , there were all
single family residences.
It took away the value and the look of
their homes on that street. Sh e had started in a duplex. She felt
that the numbers of school chi ldren in the development would be
greater than presented.
It was noted that this was within the
Greenwood School boundary.
Mr. Gonzales noted
individually owned .

they

were

not

apartments,

they

would

be

Mrs. Singleton responded that they could be rented out, however .
Tony Gonzales explained that there were was a difference between
starter and low income . There would a lso be strict covenants.
Reed

Pagliarini

though t

that

when
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it

was

ori ginally approved,

access was one-way only.
He did not want to see 50 South Street
become a raceway. He asked if 50 South Street would support this
additional traf f ic.
Chairma n Hadfie l d answered that the majority of 50 South Street was
in the County.
As property was annexed, the City required the
dedication of additional right-of-way to make it collector road
width.
There were many who accepted City services but chose to
remain i n the County and that was t h eir cal l at t h is po i nt i n time.
It was currently zoned R-3 and allowed development of this type .
As Mr. Vacher decides to sell his property and it was annexed into
American Fork, it could be devel oped as well.
It was the
Commission's job to see that development meant t he intent of the
General Plan.
Keith Richan asked what the size was o f
southeast.

the open space in the

Tony Gonzales estimated i t to be about 30 , 000 squ are feet .
Rod Despain noted that t he staff coul d not dictate.
The report
that was given was along the lines that it statis t i cally met the
requirements. There may be some adjustments that could be done .
Keith Richan explained his concern was based on being able to
utilize the space.
James Hansen asked why the sideyards on some were not part of the
common open space .
Rod Despain responded that in order to qualify for open space it
could not be used for separation of buildings.
James Hansen was concerned about the use of the open space and the
closeness of the units to 50 Sout h Street and to Bamberger Drive.
Rod Despain noted the options were to recommend approval or if
unprepared and if they had some specifics, they could work t o come
back with some alternat i ves.
Chairman Hadfield noted another option was that he could withdraw
his request and comeback again .
Michael Georgeson moved to defer the site plan back to the
developer and staff to work on the comments and concerns expressed
by the Planning Commission .
Steve Nielsen seconded the motion .
Voting was as follows : Aye, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, Michael
Georgeson, James Hansen, and J.H. Hadfield. Absent, Ken Baldwin.
The motion carried.

Tony Gonzales
suggestion.

asked

Steve

Nielsen

if

he

had

an

alternative

Mr. Nielsen explained that he l iked how the units were on the
northeast portion . He was not opposed to any parking on the thru
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street but there was a lot.
Mr . Gonzales did not see how they could not have any backing out .
Steve Nielsen stated that if it just dealt with that area and that
project, he would not have a concern.
He felt that there was a
great potential of peripheral traffic.
Tony Gonzales stated that
possibilities with staff.

they

had

looked

at

some

of

those

Chairman Hadfield felt that the City Planner Rod Despain had a good
perception of the concerns of the Commission and encouraged Mr.
Gonzales to get with Mr. Despain and wor k on the design further.
He woul d then p l ace it on a future agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE IVONA
ROBINSON ANNEXATION AT 575 EAST 1500 SOUTH CONSISTING OF 34.46
ACRES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ZONING AND ANNEXATION CONCEPT
DEVELOPMENT PLAN
There were some issues that needed to be resolved . Rod Despain had
prepared a memo for tonight's meeting regarding the character of
the 1500 South Street Corridor and what kind of aesthetic treatment
that the Commission fe l t to be a p propriat e. He provided copies of
the existing Highway Frontage Overlay (HF0-1) zone rules.
After
some discussion it was felt that the number of options provided
therein were not needed.
The majority of this property was not
developed and a single treatment could work.
The Planning Commission wanted to do something in that these were
bigger parcels. Rod Despain suggested a modified approach with a
possible HF0-2 zone.
Steve Nielsen wanted to see a bermed area on either side .
Michael Georgeson agreed and would rather see a berm than a bl ock
wall.
Mr. Despain reminded them that this was a planned industrial area.
Chairman Hadfield felt t hat there were ways to mask certain uses.
He asked Mr . Despain to develop a draft HF0 - 2 zone showing a
landscaping scheme and also limited access.
James Hansen asked if there was a way to include the Ivana Robinson
Annexation in the proposed HF0-2 zone.
Rod Despain responded that there was.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Broml ey if he felt good about including
the property in the Ivana Robinson Annexation in the proposed new
HF0 -2 , and if so, the Ivana Robinson Annexation could be placed on
the next agenda.
Mr. Bromley responded that would be fine.
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DISCUSSION ON THE MODERATE INCOME ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rod Despain had provided a draft of the Moderate Income Element of
the General Plan to the Commission in their packets. This was an
element that was required.
The State had prepared a model to
evaluate Moderate Income Housing compliance and the practical
effect was that they about created cookie-cutter Moderate Income
Elements. This closely followed what Mountainlands Association of
Governments (MAG) had been providing various communities with
adaptation toward American Fork. There were five basic issues that
needed to be included. This concluded that American Fork had 226
units available beyond what was expected to be the City/s fair
share. If that was the case, the City needed to have an average of
44 new units per year over t he next five years.
These same
calculations needed to be done annually.
Keith Richan asked what the base price was of an acceptable house.
Rod Despain explained that it varied every year. This year i t was
approximately $130,000 depending on the interest rate.
Mr. Richan noted that the project before them earlier tonight would
meet the requirement for an entire year .
Mi chael Georgeson was in favor of moderate income housing being
spread throughout the community.
Rod Despain explained that with the Egg Farm EDA 20 percent of the
available tax increment would be available for affordable housing
efforts.
If t he calculations were co rrect, t h e City would have
about $1.5 million over the next 20 years for affordable housing
activities.
The Resolution regarding this was attached to Mr.
Despain S memo. This was the type of money that Mr. Alvarez was
seeking a few months ago.
1

Chairman Hadfield noted that legal Counsel Kevin Bennett asked that
they have a number to start from and then have it revi ewed each
year in January.
Keith Richan commented that the present Ordinances were providing
adequate units each year. The City was going to have it.
Chairman Hadfield was concerned of getting the ordinance in place
to meet the State Law and also on the other hand to talk about
mixe d housing. He saw the potential of 60% a project h e had looked
at previously of being in the affordabl e housing element.
The
diversity of neighborhoods has made American Fork strong.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Howard Denney had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Rod Despain commented that he had received a potential al t ernate
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annexation concept plan for the Lamoreaux No. 2 Annexation.
He
explained that the previous concept plan and the zone were
inconsistent and was kicked back. At the last Commission meeting
they took another look and came to a new recommendation for the
annexation concept plan.
The plan and the zoning should be
compatible . He had an assignment to work with Steve Sowby and in
an ef fort to work this out, they put the commercial back out to the
front.
A road would be placed to the south and the plan also provided for
the potential breach of the protection strip and access to 2000
North Street in one o r two places.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments.
Steve Nielsen felt okay with the plan as did Keith Richan.
Ray Lamoreaux felt that there may have been an illegal subdivision
on the State's property.
Steve Nielsen was in favor of condemning the nuisance strip.
Ray Lamoreaux stated that he would continue to work with Mr.
Roberts to resolve the nuisance strip. He felt acceptance of the
proposed plan would he l p.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he would put this on the next agenda
for action. He was satisfied with it.
Chairman Hadfi eld noted that a policy on lif t stations would also
be placed on the next agenda and also on the joint work session
agenda with the City Council on January 24, 2001 .
Keith Richan reported that he had done a great deal of think i ng on
the existing zoning ordinances and their impact on the community.
They cannot even complete a project that was started in good faith.
The ordinance only allowed for cookie cutter subdivisions.
Steve Nielsen took i ssue with t hat and did not think so.
Keith Richan and Steve
subdivision ordinance.

Nielsen

discussed

the

merits

of

the

Chairman Hadfield interjected that he felt that some progress had
been made.
One of the things that had hurt in the past was that
there were approvals made and then the image of the Community
changed and people were allowed to put in an 18-year old approval
that did not comply with current ordinance. The new law that only
allowed an approval for one year prior to const ruction would help .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 20 , 2000 , PLANNING
COMM ISSION MEETING
Keith Richan had submitted some requested changes earlier to
Melanie Marsh.
(They included on page 1 3 , line 36, add " of " after
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the word " coupl e. "

On page 1 7 1 line 36 1 change " a " to " is. " )

(They
Ken Baldwin s u bmi tted some r equested changes in writing.
included on page 3 I 1 ine 4 change 11 secure 11 to "as sure . " On page 4 1
line 4 change "as " to " that."
On page 17 1 line 47 1 change
"concerning" to 11 concerns. " )
James Hansen moved approval of the December 20, 2000, Planning
Commission minutes with the proposed changes provided by Keith
Richan and Ken Baldwin .
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion .
Voting was as follows: Aye, James Hansen, Michael Georgeson, Keith
Richan, J.H. Hadfield , and Steve Nielsen .
Absent, Ken Baldwin.
The motion carried .
ADJ OURNMENT
James Hansen moved adjournment at 11:38 p.m.
Michael Georgeson
seconded the motion .
Voting was as follows:
Aye, James Hansen,
Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, J.H. Hadfield, and Steve Nielsen .
Absent , Ken Baldwin . The motion carried .

rL_ h-. [)JL

Ri chard M. Col b o r n
Pl anning Admi n istrator
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 17, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the Ameri can Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 17, 2001, 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.
13.
14.
15.

Review and action on a modi fied s ite plan for Timpanogos
Professional Plaza at 15 North 1100 East for the placement
of a sign.
Review and action on the revised annexation concept plan for
Cooper Hansen Annexation consi sting of 9.71 acres at 410
North 1100 East.
Review and action on a proposed zone change at 980 North 400
West from the existing R1 -9000 to the PR-9000, Planned
Residential zone.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Sunset Hills
Plat C PUD consisting of 10 units at 980 North 400 West.
Review and action on the annexation agreement including the
annexation concept plan for the Stratton Annexation
consisting of 12.37 acres at 1650 North 900 East.
Review and action on the annexation agreement including the
annexation concept plan for the Lamoreaux No. 2 Annexation
consisting of 6.75 acres at 1750 North 900 East.
Discussion of the annexation agreement for the Gasser
Annexation consisting of 4 . 78 acres a t 1195 East 50 South.
Discussion of the annexation agreement for the Washburn
Annexation consisting of 44.77 acres at approximately 1120
North 450 West.
Review and action on the annexat i on agreement for the Ivona
Robinson Annexation at 575 East 1500 South consisting of
34.46 acres including the proposed zoning and annexation
concept development plan.
Discussion on the use of sewer lift stations as an integral
part of the City's sewer plan.
Dis cussion on the proposed concept plan for the Harbor Road
Annexation including the residential element, the commercial
element, resort element, and open space element consisting
of 632.73 acres at approximately 1000 South 100 West.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Ot her business.
Review and action on the minutes of the January 3, 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of January, 2001.
J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING CO:rv.ll\tiiSSION MEETING
JANUARY 17, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (3)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on January 17, 2001 , in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield,
*Michael Georgeson, Councilman Tom Hunter, Ken Baldwin, and James Hansen. Others present
included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, John Lundin, Melanie Marsh, Mike Raymond, William
Robinson, Jack Barratt, Mark Bartholomew, Leo Lines, Paul Washburn, Richard Jones, Stephen
Sowby, Ray Lamoreaux, Walt Heyman, Jim Cates, R eed Bromley, David Blake, John Bush,
Kathleen Bush, Paul Laing, Derek Baker, Doug Warren, Vic Deauvono, Maiia Murvosh, of the
Daily Herald, and Barbara Christiansen, of New Utah.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Richan and Mr. N ielsen because they were both out of town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR TIMP ANOGOS
PROFESSIONAL PLAZA AT 15 NORTH 1100 EAST FOR THE PLACEMENT OF A SIGN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to John Lundin.
Mr. Lundin said he would like to put up a bigger sign and in a different location than was earlier
proposed.

Chairman Hadfield said the reference to a low profile project sign on 1100 East needs to be
removed from the site plan. He said the way the proposal is currently written it looks like there
will be two signs and the ordinance does not allow for two signs. He explained that one sign is
allowed per frontage.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that the water line needs to be looped. He also stated that at each road
intersection and at the driveway intersection there needs to be clear sight vision zones so that
people can see the cars on 11 00 East. Another concern he raised was in regards to the
placement of the trees. He said the trees may need to be placed back a little bit so that there is a
clear sight distance.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed sign conforms to the City's standards for monument signs.

Mr. Georgeson moved to appmve the modified site plan for Timpanogos Professional Plaza
at 15 North 1100 East for the placement of a sign subject to: (1) the waterline being looped
(2) the trees set so that they provide a clear sight zone at the intersection of 1100 East (3) a
findin g that the sign conforms to City standards for a monument sign and (4) the refer·ence
to a sign being placed on 1100 East being removed from the site plan. Mr. Baldwin
seconded the motion.
(Plruming Conunission Minutes- January 17, 200 I)

1

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. T he motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE
COOPER HANSEN ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 9.7 1 ACRES AT 410 NORTH 11 00
EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney expressed concern with the proposed half street on the north side of the property
proposed for annexation. He pointed out that the proposed concept plan shows the water line
being installed on the property line. He stated that it is not practical to keep the water line off the
Hansen Property. He recommended that there either be enough width to install the water line in
the correct location or that there be an easement.
Mr. Denney said one ofthe main issues with the proposed annexation is in regards to what the
width of the road (400 North) should be and whether the road will be required at this time or will
it be required as development occurs. He expressed concern about when 400 North will be
developed because if the LDS Church does not decide to develop right a way the proposed
subdivision could be blocked because it would not have access onto 1100 East.

After Mr. Denney discussed the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain discussed the proposed
annexation agreement. Mr. Despain said there needs to be some additional width added to 400
North so that the water line can be placed in the proper location. He suggested that the
proposed annexation agreement be sent forward to the City Council with some changes. He stated
that the issue of 400 North needs to be addressed in the annexation agreement. He said Section
7 of the proposed annexation agreement needs to be amended to identify the additional
dedications on 400 North . Mr. Despain pointed out that before the City executes the annexation
agreement it needs to know the manner in which the water rights are going to be solved.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed annexation agreement was drafted on the basis that Mr.
Hansen and Mr. Cooper are the signatories. He said if Mr. Hansen and Mr. Cooper are not still
the signatories, then he needs to know who the appropriate signatories are.

There was some further discussion about where to put the water line. Mr. Denney discussed a
couple of different options in regards to where the water line could be placed. He said that the
water line could be put on the Hansen Property or it could be placed in the road, if there was a
44-foot road dedication and the road was shifted down. Mr. Baldwin asked what mechanism is
needed in order to have the water line put on the Hansen Property. Mr. Denney said an easement
would be needed to put the water line on the Hansen Property.
Jack Barratt expressed concern about w hat will happen to the property owners on the south side
ofthe proposed annexation. He said the proposed plan eliminates all options for a future road on
the south side of the property. Mr. Barratt expressed concern with the proposed sewer plan.
(Plmming Conm1ission Minutes - January 17, 200 I)
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Chairman Hadfield stated that what is currently proposed is a concept plan. He said the
engineering details will be worked out during the preliminary plat stage. He pointed out that the
preliminary plan must be in significant compliance with the concept plan.
Mr. Georgeson said that as they have studied the proposed annexation he was of the
understanding that a road could be put on the south so that the prope11y owners to the south of
the proposed annexation could develop their properties in the future .

Chairman Hadfield said a road on the south is a little difficult to do because it is hard to meet t he
setback requirements for Mr. Ovard' s property.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is concerned about what Mr. Barratt is saying about development
being limited for the property owners to the south of the proposed annexation. He said it is his
understanding that development will not be limited for the property owners to the south, if the
proposed concept plan is approved.
Mr. Despain said ifthe proposed concept plan is approved it will make further division of the
property on the south more difficult because there will not be a road at the northern boundary of
the property.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the alignment of the other streets would be affected if 400 North were
moved to the south in order to put the water line in its proper place. Mr. Despain explained that
400 North will not line up directly with the other roads the way that it is currently proposed .
William Robinson asked where the water line is supposed to be placed.
Chairman Hadfield explained that on a standard City street there is a 60-foot cross section of
width, "which means one foot back of walk to one foot of walk." He pointed out that on a 60foot cross section, there is 36 feet of asphalt. He said the water line would need to be 18 feet off
of the prope11y line to the north and the sewer line would need to be 18 feet off of the property
line to the south. He stated that under no circumstances should the sewer and water line be closer
than 10 feet to one another because of health reasons.
There was more discussion about the water line and what the width of 400 North should be. Mr.
Denney recommended that a width of 44 feet be required for 400 North so that the water line
could be installed in the road .
Mr. Georgeson agreed that the 44-foot wide road dedication on 400 North was a good idea
because the water line could be placed within the annexation and the developer would not have to
worry about going to Mr. Hansen in order to obtain an easement.

Mr. Georgeson moved to forward the revised annexation agreement and concept plan for
the Cooper Hansen Annexation consisting of 9.71 acres at 410 North 1100 East to the C ity
Council subject to: (1) showing the 44-foot wide road dedication on 400 North (2) the water
rights being conveyed and (3) Section 6 of the annexation agreement being revised. Mr·.
Hansen seconded the motion.
(Planning Commission M inutes - January 17, 200 I)
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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, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE AT 980 NORTH 400 WEST
FROM THE EXISTING R1-9000 TO THE PR-9000. PLANNED RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.

Mr. Denney raised the question of whether the property included in the existing Sunset Hills
Subdivision should be included in the proposed zone change request. He pointed out that
including the existing property in the Sunset Hills Subdivision in the zone change request would
bring that subdivision in closer proximity to being compliant with the City ordinances.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the minimum required area is for the PR-9000 Zone. Mr. Despain
said the minimum area required for the PR-9000 Zone is 15 acres with the provision that the City
Council with the advice of the Planning Commission may recommend less than 15 acres. Mr.
Despain said even though the acreage in the proposed plan is less than 15 acres there are grounds
for allowing a "PR-9000 project."

Mr. Despain stated that it is a good idea to include the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision in the
zone change because it is an extension of the proposed development.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about whether the Planning Commission can approve including the
existing Sunset Hills Subdivision in the zone change request when it was not included on the zone
change applicati on.

Mr. Washburn said that he can amend the zone change application. He said that his only concern
with including the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision as part of the zone change is that the City may
want to use the whole property when it calculates the density that is allowed.
Mr. Despain explained that the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision is currently non-conforming with
the current zone. He further explained that if the property in the Sunset Hill Subdivision were
rezoned to the PR-9000 Zone, the prope1iy would still be non-conforming in the new zone; bu t it
would be less non-conforming.

Mr. D espain st ated that the intent of the PR-9000 Zone is to facilitate projects like the one that is
being proposed.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is any problem with the way that the zone change was advertised, if
the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision is included in the zone change and the zone change is
(Pimming Conm1ission Minutes- January 17, 2001)
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approved tonight by the Planning Commission. Mr. Despain said including the existing Sunset
Hills Subdivision in the zone change is a City-initiated recommendation and there should not be a
problem.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend the proposed zone change at 980 North 400 West
from the existing R1-9000 Zone to the PR-9000 Zone, Planned Residential Zone subject to:
(1) including the property in the entire Sunset Hills Subdivision to rezone that as aPR9000 (2) a finding that the proposed project meets the intent of t he PR-9000 Zone
Ordinance even though the acreage involved in the proposed project is less than 15 acres
and (3) noting that the proposed project is also consistent with the General Plan.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman H adfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR SUNSET HILLS PLAT C PUP
CONSISTING OF 10 UNITS AT 980 NORTH 400 WEST
Chairman H adfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said based on the direction that was given at the last Planning Commission
Meeting they have removed two of the units. He pointed out that they have expanded the RV
parking.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission can legally act on the proposed preliminary
plan until the zone change for the property proposed for development is filed.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has acted on preliminary plans before the zone change
has been filed and sometimes when they have done that there has been some problems. H e
explained that the City's policy states that no actions can be taken until the zone has been
approved.
Mr. Washburn said that if the Planning Commission grants preliminary approval, then the
proposed preliminary plan still has to go to the City Council for its approval. He said as a
developer he would like to see things move faster, but he understands that the Planning
Commission has to do what it has to do.
After some discussion about whether the Planning Commission can take action on the proposed
preliminary plan, Chairman Hadfield then asked Mr. Denney to discuss the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the minimum width required for a private road is 28 feet. H e
expressed concern about the 26-foot cross section that is proposed. He also expressed concern
about the proposed 20-foot setbacks because the City ordinance states that the minimum setback
(Planning Conmussion Minutes - Janumy 17 , 200 l )
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is 25 feet. Another concern Mr. Denney expressed was in regards to there being no sidewalk
proposed in the project. Mr. Denney said he realizes that the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision
has little or no sidewalks. He stated that R on Morrill, Chief Building Inspector, believes that in
order to meet the ADA requirements there needs to be some provision made to allow for
pedestrian access.
Mr. Denney stated that the drainage calculations were provided for the pond, but he still needs
additional drainage calculations to make sure that the storm drain line that will be put in is
adequate.
He said the American Fork Irrigation Company still needs to sign off on the
proposed project.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the tightness of some of the curves because it may be
difficult for the traffic to flow smoothly.
Mr. Hansen asked if buildings 3 and 4 could be moved back to help resolve the problem with the
tight curves.
Mr. Washburn said buildings 3 and 4 could possibly be moved back. He explained that they were
trying to tie into the existing road as much as they could. Mr. Washburn said it will be a probl em
to have setbacks that go beyond 20 feet. He stated that they are looking at the private street as
more of a driveway than a private street. He said they want people to use 980 North Street
rather t han driving through the project.
Mr. Washburn said that he has no problem with putting sidewalks in the proposed project. He
said they have been looking at doing some meandering sidewalks throughout the project, but have
not decided on the design of the sidewalk yet. He said they wanted to see if they could get
preliminary approval and ift hey get preliminary approval they would like to meet with the
homeowner's association to have them help them with the final design before they do the final
plat.
Mr. Washburn explained that the City has to do certain things before he can get approval from the
American Fork Irrigation Company on the proposed proj ect.
M r. Washburn discussed the proposed private street. H e said that he would like to reduce the
speed limit on the private street to 10 mph. H e said he does want to make sure that emergency
vehicles can easily drive on the proposed private street, but he thinks the idea of designing a 25
mph to 30 mph street in the proposed development is " horrible."
There was a lot of concern about whether the emergency vehicles would be able t o safely and
easily maneuver on the proposed private street.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the phasing associated with Virginia Ridge and the
proposed project in regard s to utility issues.
Mr. Washburn said that he is the owner of the Virginia Ridge all the way through. He said the
intention is to develop the proposed project and Virginia Ridge simultaneously.
(Plalll1ing Commission Minutes- January 17, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain stated that 25 feet is the minimum setback requirement. H e pointed out that a
sidewalk may affect the spacing ofthe setback area. He said the Planning Commission needs to
decide if it is comfortable with the 20-foot setbacks that are proposed.
Mr. Despain suggested that the north boundary be moved five feet to the north. He stated that
the proposed open space meets the requirements ofthe ordinance.
Mr. Hansen said it is good to include the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision as part of the proposed
project because it will finish the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision.

Richard Jones, Chairman of the Board of Trustees of Sunset Hills, said 26 of the 31 homeowners
voted in favor of adding the proposed development to the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision. He
pointed out that only three homeowners voted no and two abstained .
Mr. Washburn pointed out that Harold Fox had some questions about the engineering detail. He
said the engineering details can easily be worked.

It was discussed that the 31 units in the existing Sunset Hills Subdivision are currently on one
master water meter. Mr. Hansen asked if the proposed units will also be on one master water
meter.
Mr. Washburn said the issue of whether the proposed units will be on one master water meter has
not been resolved yet. He said he would not mind if the proposed units were all one master water
meter. He said there are some engineering problems to work out in regards to looping of the
water line and deciding if the units will be on one master water meter.

Chairman Hadfield asked what the Planning Commission' s comfort level was in regards to the
proposed preliminary plan. He asked if the Planning Commission wanted to wait until the zone
change was filed . Chairman Hadfield said there are a number ofthings that still need to be
resolved .

Mr. Washburn stated that they are not sure where to place the sidewalk. Mr. Denney said if the
sidewalk is placed along the road, the setback area will be affected. Mr. Washburn said the
intention is not to put the sidewalk along the road .
Mr. Baldwin said there are too many questions that still need to be answered . Mr. Hansen also
said that he feels that there are too many questions that need to be answered. He said he would
like to see the zone change completed before they act on the proposed preliminary plan.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item with the intent of staff working with the developer
until the zone change is complete and stated that the developer needs to make the
conections that have been discussed tonight. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilman Hunter.
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Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT INCLUDING THE
ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE STRATTON ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF
12.37 ACRES AT 1650 NORTH 900 EAST
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Stratton Annexation consists of two parcels ofland . He said

one of the issues that needs to be resolved is in regards to the intended zone classifi cation. He
said Highland Farms would like to expand its current greenhouse operation He said the zone
classification that is proposed for the greenhouse operation is the RA-1 Zone. He said the zone
classification that is proposed for the Harvey Parcel and the portion of the Stratton Parcel that has
the permanent sales building on it is the GC-2 Zone. He said the GC-2 Zone is the closest zone
that the City has to a design zone.

Mr. Despain said another issue associated with the Stratton Annexation that needs to be resolved
is in regards to the extension of what is known as Harvey Boulevard. He said Cedar Hills would
like to see Harvey Boulevard be a 66-foot road that would serve as a collector class road into the
interior of Cedar Hill s to the east. He said the applicant is proposing to make Harvey Boulevard
a 56-foot road on the eastern boundary of the Stratton-Jackson Parcel and to continue it so that it
connects to 900 East. Mr. Despain stated that the Harvey home will have to be removed so that
Harvey Boulevard will have the proper alignment. He pointed out that in the annexation
agreement for Mr. Harvey it indicates that some road right of way will have to be acquired as a
condition of annexation, but it is proposed that the dwelling will not have to be removed until
such time as "the subsequent land use occurred on the Harvey Lands."
Mr. Despain discussed two options that could be used to develop the property and ensure that

Harvey Boulevard is extended. The two options are attached to the minutes. Alternative SA is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1 and Alternative SB is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #2. After Mr. Despain explained the two options, he stated that either option
would work well.

Mr. Despain pointed out t hat development of Harvey Boulevard will require the removal of a
major pole and a major fiber optics stand to better accommodate the right of way.
Mr. Stratton said that he would prefer to go with Alternative SB.
After much discussion about Harvey Boulevard, Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation has
raised some concerns from some of the neighbors in Cedar Hills. H e pointed out that some of the
neighbors near the proposed annexation have submitted a letter to the City that states their
concerns. The letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3. Some time was then
turned over to John Bush, a resident of Cedar Hills who lives near the proposed annexation.

Mr. Bush stated that he lives along the eastern edge of the Highland Farms Property on the far
north end. He said the primary concern that he and some of his neighbors have with the
proposed annexation is that the owner ofHighland Farms would like to build a greenhouse within
six feet of the edge of their property. He said they are not objecting to the operation ofthe
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nursery, but would just like to see a reasonable setback.

Mr. Bush stated some oftheir concerns with the proposed annexation. Following is a list oftheir
concerns:
1.

Health and Safety oftheir Children
If the greenhouses and air conditioning units are too close to their homes there will be
potential health risks to their children because of the use of pesticides and
herbicides that are used in the greenhouses.

2.

Value of their Properties

If the greenhouses are too close to their property, it will be difficult for them to sell their
homes at fair market value.
3.

Non-conforming Agreement
If no setback requirements are imposed at this time, it will perpetuate the lack of setback
requirements and safety requirements for a future developer or landowner.

4.

Use and Enjoyment of their Property
They would be concerned about letting their children play in their backyards, if there
were a commercial activity that close to their homes. Also concerned about chemical
storage and application.

Mr. Bush said that in June 2000 they learned that Utah County had sent Mr. Stratton a Notice to
Comply, which listed several violations that Mr. Stratton was in violation of He said one
violation is in regards to a 25-foot setback. He said the Notice to Comply also asked Mr.
Stratton to cease construction since he was building without a permit. He said Mr. Stratton was
also asked to cease business operation since he did not have a proper business license.
Mr. Bush said in July 2000, he and some of his neighbors approached Mr. Stratton to see if he
was still planning on building the greenhouse along their fence line and his reply to them was
"What business is it of yours what I do on my property?" He said they told Mr. Stratton that it
was none oftheir business until he violates the law and it affects the value of their property. Mr.
Bush said Mr. Stratton told them that he was going to build the greenhouse on the fence line and
if he has to tear down his greenhouse, he will park his trucks and store his chemicals on the fence
line in order to make it as unsightly as he can.
Mr. Bush said Utah County continued to pursue the problem and beginning on August 4, 2000,
they gave Mr. Stratton 15 days to meet the Notice of Comply. He said Mr. Stratton continued
construction and did not comply. Mr. Bush said on August 25 , 2000, the Ju stice Court ofUtah
County received a lawsuit listing seven violations. He said that they realize that ifMr. Stratton is
annexed into American Fork all the problems will go away, which they feel has been Mr.
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Stratton's strategy all along.

Mr. Bush said they are recommending that a reasonable setback requirement of25 feet be
required along the edge of the property. He said they also are recommending that the eastern
most greenhouse not be taller than 10 feet and that Mr. Stratton not be allowed to store chemicals
and dangerous supplies or park his truck along the fence line.
Mr. Bush expressed appreciation for being allowed to state t heir concerns even though he and his
neighbors are not residents of American Fork City.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there is a setback requirement in the RA-1 Zone.

Mr. Despain said the setback requirements in the RA-1 Zone are varied. He said the setback
requirements are different for a main building and for an accessory building. He stated that the
setback requirements on the side yard for a main building are 8 feet and the setback requirements
for an accessory building on the side yard are 5 feet with some provisions that let the setback
requirements be less than 5 feet if there are special efforts made to help reduce the chances of a
fire spreading to the main building. He explained that the setback requirements for the rear yard
for a main building is 5 feet and for an accessory building it is also 5 feet. Mr. Despain said one
would have to decide whether the proposed greenhouses should be considered a main building or
an accessory building.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Bush would be allowed to put a shed in the rear of his yard on the
zero lot line. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Bush would be allowed to put a shed in the rear of his
yard on the zero lot line. He stated that a shed is not a main building. Chairman Hadfield said
he believes that things need to be equal on both sides of the fence. He pointed out that if Mr.
Bush were to park a boat in the rear of his yard by his fence, would that be fair to Mr. Stratton
since Mr. Bush is asking that Mr. Stratton not be allowed to park his trucks or to build a
greenhouse near the fence. He again stated that things have to be fair and equal on both sides.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission needed to get a legal opinion on what
should be considered as main buildings for the Highland Farms Project.

Mr. Stratton stated that he could build a greenhouse that is only 7 or 8 feet tall and he could have
the greenhouse built 17 feet from the fence so that a legal opinion would not be necessary.
There was some discussion about whether greenhouses are allowed in the RA-1 Zone. Mr.
Despain said that greenhouses are allowed in the RA-1 Zone.
There was more discussion about what constitutes a main building and an accessory building. Mr.
Despain said that he has difficulty concluding that a greenhouse, which is much like a tent rises to
the level of a primary or main building.
There was some discussion that when the City annexes property into the City it takes it as it is.
Mr. Despain said that ifthe City is looking at annexing property into the City and it does not like
the current status of it, then it does not have to annex it into the City. Mr. D espain said that in
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regards to the proposed annexation the City does not want to get into the middle of a fight
between the applicant and the neighbors who live near the proposed annexation. H e pointed out
that Mr. Stratton has proposed tonight that he would be willing to build the greenhouses 17 feet
away from the fence line. Mr. Despain pointed out that the City' s ordinance only requires a
setback of8 feet. He said that he believes that Mr. Stratton's proposal to build the greenhouses
17 feet from the fence line is a reasonable compromise that would help resolve some of the
adjacent property owner's concerns.
Mr. Bush pointed out that Mr. Stratton currently has 94 greenhouses on his property. He said
that the greenhouses should be treated as main buildings and not as accessory buildings. He said
the greenhouses still block views and the sun.
Mr. Stratton stated that they do not use herbicides and pesticides are not used in large amount s.
He said that the actual traffic that the neighbors will see once the additional greenhouses are built
is very minimal. He pointed out that they will put the plants in the greenhouses in April and move
them out of the greenhouse by mid June. Mr. Stratton said there will only be people in the
greenhouses two months out of the year. He said that he does not understand the concerns about
danger.
Mr. Laing said any traffic going in and out of the greenhouses would be a nuisance 6 feet away
from his fence line. He said that he hopes the City will require Mr. Stratton to have a greater
setback.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the use and storage of pesticides are under the regulation ofthe
Department of Agriculture and Foods so any questions about the suitability of this area to store
and use pesticides should be directed to them.
Mr. Georgeson said the property owner has a right to the lawful use of his property. He said if
the property were to be annexed into the City, the setback requirement is 8 feet. He said that the
City ought to be moving forward with the proposed annexation. He said he "does share their (the
neighbors) concern that the greenhouses do constitute a primary building on the property as
opposed to an auxiliary building."
Chairman Hadfield had some questions about the height of the greenhouses.
Mr. Stratton said the greenhouses with the posts in are 13 feet high. He said the greenhouse that
is the furthest to the east is approximately 3 7 feet from the property line. He said that he can put
up a greenhouse that is only 8 feet high so that the neighbors would not see it.
Kathleen Bush said Mr. Stratton has not showed good faith with Utah County and has broken
many laws. She said any time Mr. Stratton has been given a Notice to Comply he has not done
what he is supposed to do. She said the City can assume that he will not follow the laws and
ordinances of American Fork City, if he is annexed into the City.
Mr. Stratton said Utah County understands what he is doing and it is simply waiting for a decision
from American Fork City. He said depending on what happens with American Fork City he is
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scheduled to meet with Utah County on May 22, 2001 to correct the problems if the property is
not annexed into the City.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Highland Farms has been on City Water for a number of
years.
There was some discussion about whether the Harvey portion of the proposed annexation should
be acted on at a later time after Mr. Harvey has had time to review the proposed annexation
agreement and is aware of some of the solutions that have been discussed tonight. The Planning
Commission decided that it would act on the entire proposed annexation and ifMr. Harvey has
any problem with what is proposed he can let the City know about that before the City Council
takes action on the proposed annexation agreement.
Chairman Hadfield asked if some of the voluntary things that Mr. Stratton has proposed tonight
should be included in the proposed annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission would like to include in the annexation
agreement some of the things that Mr. Stratton has proposed tonight he would have no problem
adding those to the annexation agreement. He pointed out that from an enforcement standpoint,
some of the things that Mr. Stratton has proposed are more than what the ordinance requires.
He said if the things that Mr. Stratton has proposed tonight were included in the agreement it
would be easier for the City to enforce them.
Chairman Hadfield said if the things proposed by Mr. Stratton were included in the agreement
they would be binding and it would help give the neighbors near the proposed annexation some
comfort.
Mr. Georgeson said there has been a lot of discussion about Highland Farms not being in
conformity with Utah County' s ordinances. He asked if the property would conform to the City
ordinances, ifit were annexed into the City.

Mr. Despain said the City does not have the same rules as Utah County does. He said Highland
Farms is "not non-conforming in the County. It is illegal." He said ifthe greenhouses are
considered to be primary structures, then they would be required to have an 8-foot setback
requirement under the RA-1 Zone.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend the proposed annexation agreement subject to (1) the
setbacks for the greenhouses meeting the American Fork City Development Code and (2)
Alternative SB being the road plan that is used. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, M1._ Baldwin, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion car.-ied.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT INCLUDING THE
ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE LAMOREAUX NO . 2 ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 6.75 ACRES AT 1750 NORTH 900 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the public hearings for the proposed annexation have been held . He
said they are present tonight to request approval ofthe proposed annexation agreement and
concept plan. He said they are proposing a nine-lot residential subdivision and one-lot
commercial project. He said they are requesting that the property be annexed into the City under
the Rl-9000 Zone and the GC-2 Commercial Zone. He pointed out that the water rights have
already been turned into the City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the earlier proposed concept plans basically "turned its back on the
nuisance strip," which the City finally determined was not a good idea. He pointed out that the
proposed concept plan acknowledges the existence of the nuisance strip. He said the proposed
concept plan is an effort to move forward with the proposed annexation, but at this time does not
require any approval from the property owner who owns the nuisance strip. He said the proposed
concept plan shows accesses to both 900 East and 2000 North. The proposed concept plan
leaves somewhat unresolved the question about access across the nuisance strip, but there is some
expectation that could be resolved in the future .

Mr. Despain said the desire is to keep as few accesses onto 900 East as possible.
Chairman Hadfield said at some point in time the nuisance strip is going to have to be breeched
because there are utilities that are going to have to go through it. H e expressed concern about
what will happen if the City "chooses to play hardball with Mr. Heyman and requires that there
only be access off of 2000 North." He said that if the City only allows access off of 2000 North,
then Mr. Heyman will have a disadvantage because he will be required t o deal with the owner of
the nuisance strip .
There was some discussion that the ordinance does not limit access to 11 00 East and 900 East.
Mr. Despain explained that the ordinance merely talks about the character of the accesses as far as
how the properties would fit. H e said one option is that the access on the south could be
temporary until such time as the connection to the north is " some how achieved" at which point
the access to 900 East would be eliminated and there would be permanent access to the north.
Chairman Hadfield said he does not think it is the Planning Commission's role to choose winners
and losers when dealing with such things as nuisance strips, placement of roads and a number of
other issues. H e said that he does not have a problem going forward with the proposed
annexation as long as there is some guarantee in the future that there will be curb, gutter and
sidewalk and a full width street on 2000 North. He said that he does have a problem turning his
back on a problem knowing that he is here (on the Planning Commission) for a short time and that
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whoever takes his place will have to answer for some "of the dumb things that he did ."

Mr. Hansen asked if the developers are willing to bond for the curb, gutter, and sidewalk on 2000
North.
Mr. Sowby said the developers are willing to bond for curb, gutter, and sidewalk on the south
side, but not on the north side.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the bond is only good for two years under the City's bonding
procedures and so if things are not resolved in two years the bond is no longer valid.

Mr. Georgeson asked how long the annexation approval would be valid . Mr. Despain explained
that there is no statute of limitations on annexations. He further explained that the "Cinderella
Clause kicks in at the subdivision stage."
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about whether 1.29 acres was big enough to put a mortuary
on. The applicants seemed to think that 1.29 acres was big enough to put a mortuary on.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement including the
concept plan for the Lamoreaux No. Annexation consisting of 6.75 acres at 1750 North 900
East. Councilman Hunter 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. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEN!ENT FOR THE GASSER ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 4.78 ACRES AT 1195 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to David Blake.

Mr. Blake said they are hoping that the property proposed for annexation will be annexed into the
City under the Professional Office Zone. He said they are proposing to build senior care
apartments.
Mr. Blake pointed out that the largest provider of care for the elderly is done in individual homes;
however, as people get older and their needs become more acute people rely on assisted living or
nursing homes . He said the proposed facilities fill a niche for three groups of people ( 1) people
that can't afford assisted living (2) people who are healthy except for some physical concerns, i.e.,
wheelchairs, walkers, severe arthritis, etc. and (3) people who want to be a primary care giver for
an elderly relative, but the elderly relative can 't be accommodated in the primary care giver' s
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home.

Mr. Blake said they are proposing to build the units in three phases beginning on the south and
working around to the north and then back to the south where Mrs. Gasser's principal residence
is located. He pointed out that there are 80 units proposed.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about whether the Professional Office Zone was really the
correct zone to accommodate senior care faci lities. He raised the question of whether a special
zone needed to be created for senior care facilities. He expressed concern about 80 units on 4 .7
acres especially because the City does not have a zone that dense anywhere in the City.
Mr. Hansen said the density seems high to him also .

Mr. Despain pointed out that in a truly residential complex the maximum number of units that
would be allowed is 13 units per acre. He asked if calling a project senior housing is a reason to
depart from the City's density requirements. He explained that part ofthe reason the
Professional Office Zone was utilized for care facilities similar to the one being proposed is
because it was seen as an extension of the hospital.
Mr. Despain said one issue that needs to be addressed with the proposed project is in regards to
where the common facility is. He also expressed concern about the parking. He said he sees
the proposed project as being rental housing focused at the elderly. He said that he is not sure
that the Professional Office Zone is the right place to put the proposed project. He pointed out
that one problem with the Professional Office Zone is that it does not have any density limitations.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the City's most dense residential zone is the R-4 Zone, which
allows 13 units per acre. He said that he does not have any problem with the proposed
annexation, but he is concerned about "pushing" the proposed project under the Professional
Office Zone. He raised the issue of what happens if the proposed project is allowed with the
proposed density and then someone else comes to the City and wants to have a similar density in
a residential zone and the City tells that person he or she can't because the density is too high.
He again asked the Planning Commission if the City needs to have a specific ordinance that allows
living accommodations for the elderly.
Mr. Despain pointed out that other communities have adopted elderly housing zones .
Mr. Blake discussed the proposed parking. He said it is anticipated that half of the residences will
have cars.

Mr. Washburn said the Professional Office Zone is a "horrible way" do deal with senior housing,
but currently it is all the City has to accommodate senior housing.
After a great deal of discussion regarding the need for creating a zone that will help accommodate
senior housing, Mr. Despain stated that one issue that needs to be addressed is the availability of
the sewer for the proposed project. He pointed out that at the present time sewer is available at
the north end ofthe property proposed for development, but it is not available at the south end of
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the property. Mr. Despain said another thing that needs to be addressed is in regards to the
extension of 50 North.
Mr. Blake said that based on the preliminary information that they received from the City

regarding the sewer it is his understanding that would have adequate fall to sewer the south part
of the property. He stated that the units will not have basements.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about whether the whole project can be sewered.
Chairman Hadfield said he is not comfortable looking at 80 units on 4 acres in the Professional
Office Zone and calling it equitable. He asked Mr. Blake if he is willing to wait for the Planning
Commission to create an ordinance that allows a dense level for elderly care housing
Mr. Blake said he is willing to wait for the Planning Commission to create a senior hou sing zone.
Mr. Baldwin said a senior housing zone is very much needed. He told Mr. Blake that he would

like to talk with him about the design of the proposed floor plan because he does not think the
proposed floor plan is "amenable" to the target group.
Mr. Blake told Mr. Baldwin that he would be happy to receive his comments relative to the
proposed floor plan.

Mr. Despain said there are some physical items associated with the site plan that need to be
resolved, i.e., road, depth of sewer, etc. He said that he will work on putting together an
ordinanGe on elderly housing so that it can be discussed at the next Planning Commission
Meeting.
DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WASHBURN
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 44.77 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 1120 NORTH 450
WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.

Mr. Washburn said in the extreme north east corner ofthe project he has made arrangements with
Mr. Patterson to allow 520 West to extend up to 1300 North Street. He stated that all of the
proposed lots will be a minimum of9,000 square feet. He pointed out that the average lot is
about 9,500 square feet. He said the irrigation issues still need to be worked out. Mr. Washburn
said they have been working with Horrocks Engineers to get the construction standards for 1120
North . He pointed out that the City Council has already agreed to put a storm sewer and increase
the size of the water line along 1120 North. He said they are happy to assume the responsibility
of oversizing the water line along 1120 North, but would like to work out a reimbursement
agreement for the oversizings.
Mr. Washburn said there needs to be a boundary line agreement with American Fork City.
Mr. Despain asked if the adjacent Patterson Parcel on the north is included in the proposed
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annexation. Mr. Washburn said the adjacent Patterson Parcel is not included in the proposed
annexation, but it is shown on the concept plan. He explained that Patterson' s annexation will
probably be beginning in the next couple of days.

Mr. Washburn said he is requesting that the proposed annexation be brought into the City under
the R1-9000 Zone. He said he has been working with the LDS Church on a church site.
Mr. Despain said there have been some questions raised regarding 540 West. He said it is
proposed that the through route to 1340 North would be along 520 West. He said there has
been some discussion about whether it is advantageous to continue 540 West north of 1120
North . It was discussed that 540 West is part ofthe City's collector class system. Mr. Despain
suggested that it may be a good idea for the collector class status of 540 West to terminate at
1120 North because it does not look like the road will be able to continue to 9600 North like was
originally planned. He raised the question about whether it would be a good idea to encourage
through traffic further to the north when traffic will not be able to go all the way to 9600 North.
Mr. Georgeson asked what the General Plan shows in regards to the status of 540 West.
Mr. Despain said the General Plan does not show 540 West as a collector class road above 11 20
North. He pointed out that a link between 1100 North and 9600 North is not part of the major
street plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the proposed width of 1120 North is in the proposed location.
Mr. Washburn said 1120 North is an 82-foot width and pointed out that the rest of the road in the
area have widths of 60 feet.
.Mr. Denney asked if there would be vehicles backing out onto 11 20 North. Mr. Washburn said
they have tried very hard not to have vehicles backing out onto 1120 North, but " along the
bott om ofthe" proposed project they do not have any other choice.
Mr. Despain stated that there needs to be circulation between the proposed proj ect and the
Hillcrest Subdivision.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the proposed density meets the intent of the proposed zone.
Mr. Baldwin said it looks like the provisions made for the north-south traffic are really important
with respect to the anticipated traffic.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to work on an annexation agreement for the proposed
annexation and he will put this item on the next Planning Commission Agenda.

1\llr. Despain said the boundary adjustment between American Fork City will need to be addressed
in the annexation agreement.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMEN T FOR THE IVONA
ROBINSON ANNEXATION AT 575 EAST 1500 SOUTH CON SISTING OF 34.46 ACRES
INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ZONING AND ANNEXATION CON CEPT DEVELOPMENT
PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.

Mr. Despain said at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some discussion about the
southern boundary of the proposed annexation and also the notion ofthe applicant providing an
improved concept plan. He said the applicant has provided a new concept plan that identifies the
additional width required for 1500 South. He said the proposed plan also shows the area that will
be in the Highway Frontage Overlay Zone. Mr. Despain pointed out that a Highway Overlay
Zone Ordinance has not been drafted yet, but they have talked about what should be included in
the ordinance.
Mr. Bromley said they are not opposed to a Highway Overlay Zone as long as the City is up-front
and makes it clear what will be required. He discussed the issue of the water rights. Mr.
Bromley said because of the uncertainty about how much water will be required for each
individual site he would like to wait to transfer the water rights to the City until the time of
development. Chairman Hadfield said that the City appreciates the fact that Mr. Bromley would
like to wait to convey the water rights until the time of development because the City does not
know how much water will be needed at this point in time.

Mr. Georgeson pointed out that a number of people that he deals with at his work put the water
rights in escrow until they are asked for .
Chairman Hadfield said that he frequently sees standing water on a lot of the property proposed
for development. He asked if the freestanding water is a result of the wells or is it because there
are legitimate wetlands.
Mr. Bromley said the water is from the wells. He said there are not wetlands on the property.

Mr. Baldwin asked if there is going to be a problem with sewering the property proposed for
annexation. It was discussed that there should not be a problem with sewering the property
proposed for annexation.

Mr. Bromley asked what the characteristics of the Highway Frontage Overlay Zone are.
Mr. Despain discussed the characteristics of the Highway Frontage Overlay Zone. He said the
Highway Frontage Overlay Zone will address issues like access to the road and also landscape
features and the cross section that will be used. He said the Highway Frontage Overlay Zone
will address the concerns about landscape treatments adjacent to the road and it will also add ress
the setback of major structures.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Kevin Bennett has suggested some minor wording changes to
Section 10 and 11 of the proposed agreement.
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Mr. Hansen moved to recommend the annexation agreement for· the lvona Robinson
Annexation at 575 East 1500 South consisting of 34.46 acres including the proposed zoning
and annexation concept development plan. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman H adfield called for a vote on the motion.

T hose voting aye: M r. H ansen, M r. Baldwin, M r. Hunter and Chairm an Hadfield. Mr.
Georgeson was not present when the vote was taken. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON THE USE OF SEWER LIFT STATIONS AS IN INTEGRAL PART OF
THE CITY'S SEWER PLAN
Mr. Denney stated that he and Chairman Hadfield have contacted many cities and also Timp.
Special Service District to find out more about the use of sewer lift stations. H e said the advice
that many of the people they talked to gave was that gravity flow systems are the best to use and
that sewer lift stations should be avoided. He said many of the people they talked to from the
various cities cautioned that the City should be careful with approving private lift stations because
the City may become the owner of a private lift station. H e said many of the people t hat they
talked to also t alked about the high costs associated with the maintenance of lift stations as well
as the amount of time that it takes to maintain a lift station. Mr. Denney pointed out that lift
stations require an inspection visit every working day.

Mr. D enney showed a map of T imp. Special Service District's existing system He pointed out
some places where a metering station would possibly be needed for American Fork City. He
stated that each metering station costs about $50,000.
Mr. D enney said it is Timp. Special Service District's policy that no private connection be made
to their lines. He stated that the 60-inch outfall line is about 22 feet to the ground and the lift
station currently lifts only about 17 feet. H e explained that ifthe City can run a sewer line
parallel to the shoreline, which would be parallel to the 100-year flood plain line; then the City can
run a main and have a gravity feed system and lift stations will not be needed .
Mr. Hansen asked if there is a need for lift stations any where in t he City.
Mr. Denney stated that there are some lift stations that exist in the ZCMI Annexation. Chairman
Hadfield stated that as Westfield develops they will eventually hook onto the City' s sewer. H e
pointed out that Northgate has now gone to a gravity flow system.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the odors associated wit h lift stations are controlled.
Mr. Denney said many of the people that they talked to indicated that a lift station should not be
sized for more t han 2 years of growth.
(Plam1ing Conunission Minutes- January 17, 200 l)

19

Mr. Georgeson asked if the ozone is used to help with the odor problems.

Mr. Sowby said ozone is not used to help with odor problems. He said the ozone is not a really
good option. He pointed out that the Timp. Special Service District plans to cover their lift
station, which will help control the odor problems. He said that if covering the lift station does
not help with the odor problem, then scrubbers may have to be used.
Mr. Baldwin said it sounds like the research conducted by Mr. Denney and Chairman Hadfield
reinforces the City' s current policy on lift stations.
Mr. Sowby stated that the City does not really have a policy on lift stations. He said the City 's
policy relative to lift stations is "sort of a defacto policy." He encouraged the Planning
Commission to write a lift station policy that discusses some of the things that Mr. Denney has
discussed tonight, i.e., public vs. private lift stations, temporary vs. permanent, etc. so that the
City Council will have something to review at the January 24, 2001 , Joint City Council and
Planning Commission Work Session.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will work with Mr. Denney and get some type of policy written
before the work session on January 24, 2001.
DISCUSSION ON THE PROPOSED CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION INCLUDING THE RESIDENTIAL ELEMENT THE COMMERCIAL
ELEMENT, RESORT ELEJ\1ENT, AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT CONSISTING OF 632.73
ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 1000 SOUTH 100 WEST

Mr. Despain said the last time the Planning Commission discussed the Harbor Road Annexation
there was some disagreement between the City and the developer regarding how the residential
densities were calculated. He said that since the last meeting he has met with Larry Howden to
try to understand the differences in the residential density numbers. He said the basis of the
design by the applicant is that the plan should be based on a gross residential density of three
dwelling units per acre for all lands within the annexation area except for lands held by nonproject owners and lands designated as commercial.
Mr. Despain said the principal feature of the plan is that the proposed marina and ski area
including the portions occupied by the "Utah Lake surface" should be included and used to
calculate the allowable density. He said the proposed plan makes no attempt at compliance with
the terms of the proposed general plan and the applicants believe that the City' s general plan for
the area proposed for development should be altered to conform with their proposals. He said the
City and the applicants are at an impasse regarding the residential density that is proposed. He
said the issue of density for the proposed project will be discussed at the Joint City Council and
Planning Commission Work Session on January 24, 2001 , which he hopes will give the applicant
and the Planning Commission some direction as to what adjustments need to be made in order for
the annexation to proceed.
Mr. Despain said there has been a lot of focus on the proposed residential density, but said there
are four areas of development possible within in the proposed annexation. Following are the four
(Pla1ming Conunission Minutes- Janua1y 17 , 200 1)

20

areas:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Residential density
Commercial
Park areas
Open space areas and the ski area

Mr. Despain said the idea of using the right-of-way underneath the 345 KV line is consistent with

the General Plan. He said one issue that needs to be discussed is the preservation of the existing
drains because it does not look like the proposed plan preserves them. He said the proposed
plan suggests a change in the flood plain elevation, but there is very little detail about that shown
in the proposed plan.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the applicants have reduced the proposed density from 1448 units to
1260 units. He said that he still has some questions about how the applicants arrived at 1260
units because when he calculates the density he comes up with more than 1260 units.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed plan complies with the road plan for the area. Mr.
Despain said he believes the proposed plan "comes close" to meeting the road plan for the area.
He said some of the roads across non-pa11icipant properties are very critical to the development
of the proposed project so there may be some timing problems.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed plan complies with the City's proposed trail and open
space element of the General Plan. Mr. Despain said most of what is proposed does comply with
the City's proposed trail and open space element of the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is glad that all 644 acres have finally been accounted for.
There was some discussion about how much ofthe proposed project was designed below the
100-year flood plain. Mr. Warren stated that the proposed project has been designed around the
FEMA flood plain.
Mr. Deauvono talked a great deal about how they have reduced the density from 1448 units to

1260 units. He said that he does not believe that he and the Planning Commission are at an
impasse. He said the area proposed for development is a great area for the City to be involved in
the planning of
Mr. Deauvono talked about the great recreational facility that they are proposing. He stated that

there are tremendous walking paths proposed. He also pointed out that there will be a mix of
housing styles, i.e., condos, twin homes, starter homes, etc. He said that they are offering a
project that will be a great "legacy" for the people of American Fork in the future.
Mr. Deauvono said they will stick with the densities that are proposed. He said they have done

all the things that the City has asked them to do. He said they have spent a lot of time, money and
energy on the proposed project and they would like to see it begin to move forward.
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After Mr. Deauvono' s comments, Chairman Hadfield pointed out that many of the issues
associated with the proposed project will be discussed at the Joint City Council and Planning
Commission Work Session on January 24, 2001 in an effort to help both the applicant and the
Planning Commission see what direction needs to be taken to move the proposed project along.
Doug Warren talked about the idea of having a factory outlet shopping center developed on part
of the property proposed for annexation. He said the commercial areas proposed will be more
than a neighborhood shopping center. He said the revenues that will be generated from the
proposed commercial developments can be very substantial and can provide a good tax base for
the City.
Derek Baker said that he understands the City's concern with the density issues, but he is very
excited that the developers want to develop a competition ski area. He ·said he is very excited
about the proposed project and thinks it is great idea.
SITE PLAN COMlvfiTTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield reported that the Planning Commission's annual winter dinner will be held on
February 16, 2001 at Carvers.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 3. 2001. PLANNING
COMlvfiSSION MEETING
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the January 3, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 37 "at" should be changed to "in." On Page 4, Line 12 "6)" should be
changed to "7)" and "7)" should be changed to "8)."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Hunter and Mr. Baldwin abstained from the vote. The motion carried.

Councilman

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The motion carried. The meeting adjourned at 11 :30 p.m.
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Melanie Marsh _
Deputy Recorder
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January 10, 2001

Mr. Richard Colborn
City of American Fork
31 North Church St.
American Fork, UT 84003

.

,·

l - ·; - - - - - - - - - - -

Dear Mr. Colborn,
We are writing this letter to formally express our concern over the proposed annexation
of Highland Farms Nursery into the city of American Fork. Our homes border the
eastern property boundary of the nursery expansion. We are not objecting to the
operation of a nursery on this property. Our objection is to the fact that the owners want
to build a greenhouse approximately 6 ft from our fence line.
We plan to attend the planning commission meeting next Wednesday, January 17, to
present the following concerns:
• Health and SafetY of our Families We are concerned that having the
greenhouse that close to our homes and air conditioning units poses a potential
health risk given the concentrated use of pesticides and herbicides that are used in
greenhouses. Additionally, there will be water runoff, odor, dust, and debris as a
result of the nursery activity.
• Value of our Properties We feel that having the greenhouse that close and
apparent will make it difficult for us to sell our homes in the event that we have to
move.
• Non-Conforming Agreement We are concerned that annexing this property
under a non-conforming agreement and having no setback requirements imposed
at this time will perpetuate the Jack of restrictions to the next landowner/
developer.
• Use and Enjovment of our Propertv Business activity (pesticide application,
merchants. laborers, and vehicle operations, etc.) within 6 feet of our yards
negatively impacts the use and enjoyment of our property. Furthermore, without
a setback requirement the greenhouse in question would block western sun
exposure to our property affecting the growth of our trees, shrubs, and gardens
When we moved into our homes in 1999 the property in question was an apple orchard
owned by Harvey Land Company. We assumed the orchard would eventually be
developed. So when Ken Stratton and Lance Jackson purchased the land and started
cutting down and burning the orchard last spring, we were disappointed but not surprised.
However. we became surprised when we saw footing holes for a greenhouse dug within 6
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ft from our backyard property line (the greenhouse, approximately 200 ft long and 10ft
high, would run parallel to our fence line - see map enclosed).
We learned from the County that there is a 25 ft setback for all structures on RA-5
property (zoned agriculture). In June, the County sent a "notice to comply" dated June
21 , 2000 (see attached enclosure). This "notice to comply" lists several violations
including the violation of the 25 ft setback. This notice also informed them to stop
construction immediately since they were building illegally without a permit. Mr.
Stratton and Mr. Jackson were given until July 3, 2000 to brin~ their property into
compliance. Not only did they not comply but continued construction on the
greenhouses.
Last July we approached Mr. Stratton to simply enquire as to whether he was still
planning on building the greenhouse along the fence line. He replied, "What business is
it of yours what I do on my property?" We responded, "It only becomes our business
when you violate the law and consequently affect our property value." Mr. Stratton went
on to say, "I'm going to build that greenhouse, and ifl'm forced to take it down I'll park
my trucks back there and use that area for storage .. .I'll make it really unsightly."
On August 4, 2000, the owners were given 15 days to bring the property into compliance
or the County would move forward with a lawsuit. Construction continued without
compliance. On August 25, 2000 the Justice Court of Utah County received the suit
listing 7 violations of county law (see enclosure). Construction continued still.
Last week we learned from Mr. Chris Vannelli, (county attorney) that Highland Farms
was "close" to being annexed into American Fork. We have also since learned that if
Highland Farms is annexed under a non-conforming agreement this would nullify their
past violations of the law and would enable them to finish the construction of the
greenhouse in question without any setback requirements. We are confident that this has
been Mr. Stratton· s plan from the beginning- to build the greenhouses as fast as possible
before a county or private suit could be enforced and then be annexed as is under a nonconforming agreement.
We hope the city of American Fork realizes Highland Farms's lack of respect for the law
(i.e. operating a business without a proper business license. constructing without a
building permit, illegally subdividing their property, building within setback
requirements, etc.). It appears their modus operandi is to do whatever they please in
order to maximize their profit. even if it is illegal. We believe it is reasonable to assume
they will engage in the same type of unethical business practices once they have been
annexed into your city.
Our recommendation to the city is to enforce a minimum 25 ft setback for all structures
including greenhouses. We feel that these greenhouses- given their size, use, and
proximity to a residential community - should not qualify as an "accessory building." On
this parcel in question, Highland Farms will build at least I 0 greenhouses that are
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approximately 30' wide and up to 204' long. Furthermore these greenhouses are places
where the public, as well as the nursery's laborers, will conduct business on a daily basis.
We respectfully submit that an "accessory building" status would not be appropriate.
We want to make it clear that we are not opposing the land use; the homeowners realize
that there are indeed worse things we could have in our backyard in terms of a
commercial entity. We are also not trying to deny Mr. Stratton and Mr. Jackson of their
right to operate a nursery on their property. Our objection is to the proximity of the
greenhouse, the storage of chemicals, and the operation and parking of commercial
vehicles adjacent to our backyards.
In summary, we are requesting that the city enforce a reasonable set back of 25 ft for all
structures and that the eastern most greenhouse not be taller than 10ft. We are also
requesting that the city not allow the nursery to park trucks and store supplies and
chemicals along our fence line. We only add these specific parameters to protect us from
the retaliation with which Mr. Stratton threatened us if he is not allowed a greenhouse
along our fence line.
It is apparent that Highland Farms is seeking annexation at this time partially to avoid
setback and reasonable safety requirements enforced by the county. Should we be wrong
in this assessment, Mr. Stratton and Mr. Jackson would still seek annexation even with
reasonable setback and safety restrictions imposed. Annexation under a non-conforming
agreement would enable the owners to benefit from their illegal activities, which they
engaged in knowing they were in violation of the law.
We want to thank you and the members of the planning commission for yo ur time and
consideration of our concerns.
Sincerely,

~

John & Kathleen Bush
9823 North 4680 \Vest

Enclosures:
1. Notice to Comply from the Utah County Depanment of Community Development
-June 21. 2000
2. Lawsuit filed in the Justice Court of Utah County- August 25, 2000
3. Boundary and Parcel Map furnished by the Utah County Planning Depanment
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NUMBER:~~~

WITif TilE ADOPTED CODES OF BUD..DING INSPECTION,
ZONING & BUSINESS REGULATIONS ADMINISTERED
BY THE UTAH COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
.100 East Center, Room 3800
Provo, Utah 84606
(801) 370-8344

DATF.: 21 JUNE 2000 PERMIT NUMBER: NONE
OWNERS: KENNETH G. STRATTON & LANCE G. JACKSON; HIGHLAND FARMS, INC.~ HARVEY LAND
COMPANY
MAll .lNG ADDRESS: (STRATTON & JACKSON) 9736 NORTil 4800 WEST J-ITGHLAND, UT 84003; (HIGHLAND
FARMS) 2181 NORTH SUNSET DR. LEIIT, UT 84043; (HARVEY LAND CO.) 9826 NOR1H 4800 WEST AMERICAN
FOHK, UT M003
LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 9736 NORTH 4800 WEST & APPROXJMATt~Y 9826 NORTH 4800 WEST, UTAH
COUNTY
Ll~<;ALDESCRJPTION:

SECTION 6 TSS, R2E, SLM TAX ID NUMBERS: 14:003:0154; 14:003:0280

RE: UTAH COUNTY CODES WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN COMPLIED Wmi AND A DESCRIPTION OF TilE
NONCOMPLIANCE:

UTAJ I COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE
SE<.:TlON7-S & 7-10:13UlLDlNG PERMlT AND ZONJNGCOMPLIANCEPERMITREQUIRED FORALLBUILDlNGS AND STRUCTURES
SECTION 7-9: USE TO COMPLY WITH PERMIT - TIIE SELLING OF PLANTS DOES NOT COMPLY WITH 111U
PERMIT AND ·nm LIMITATIONS OF THE PROTECTIVE COVENANTS FOR THE PREVIOUS LAND DIVISIONS
SEC'l'JON 5·2-F: STRUCTURES MUST BE 25 FEET FROM rnE SIDE AND REAR PROPERTY LINn
SriCTfON 3-37 -D-1: SIGNS IN THE RA.-5 ZONE· SIGN ON THE PREMISE DOES NOT COMPLY
[RE: SECTION 2·2-B-114: RETAIL: THE SALE OF COMMODITIES OR GOODS IN SMALL QUANTITITIS TO
ULllMATE CONSOMERS]

UTAH COUNTY CODE
SEC110N 11-1-9: LT SHALL BE UNLAWFUL TO ENGAGE IN ANY BUSINESS WITHOUT RECElVfNG A UTAH
COUNTY BUSINESS LICENSE
UNIFORM SIGN CODE
SIJCTJON 301 : :SIGN SHALL NOT 13E ERECTED WITHOUT A PERMIT
A l'lUtiOlJ OFTEN (JO)DAYS J:I'ROMTHEDATE OFTIDSNOTICEWILLBE GIVEN TO COMPLYWITHTIIE

FOLLOWlNGREQ11lREMENTS. NO WORK ORACTION,OTIIERTifANCORRECTIVEMEASlJRES,CANBE
PERMI'ITEJ> UNTJL CORRECTIONS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED, JNSPECfED, AND APPROVED. PLEASE
NOTIFY THIS OFFICE WHEN THE FOLLOWING REQUESTED CORRECTIONS HAVE BEEN MADE TO
UJUNG THIS SLTUATION JNTO COMPLIANCE WITH CODES:

PLEASE APPLY FOR AND OBTAIN APERMIT FOR THE STRUCTURES BEING BUILT. PLEASE ALSO MEET ALL
SETBACK REQUIREMENTS FOUND IN THE UTAH COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE. PLEASE REMOVE 111E
13tJSTNESS SIGN AND CEASE COMMERCJALACTlVITlES INCLUDING RETAIL SALES OF PLANTS AND OTHER
GOOD:S.
iF COMPLIANCE HAS NOT BEEN COMPLETED BY 3 JULY 2000 TillS NOTICE
FORWARDED TO TIJE UTAH COUNTY ATIORNEY'S OFFICE FOR LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. ,:JJ

WlLL.BI~

Bilek Ro!tfl

ee.

Cl'rJNG Olt'FlCER

'Yr::

~

(.CJI...V~ArNT

ACKNOWLEDGM EN'f: MAILED 21 JUNE 2000
(fhis notice hns heel\ uppro,•cd a~ to form by the Office of the Utah County Attorney Civil Di\'ision.)

MARK W. BRADY (#5591)
Deputy County Attorney
KAY BRYSON (#473)
Utah County Attorney
100 East Center, Suite 2100
Provo, Utah 84606
Telephone: 370-8001

IN THE JUSTICE COURT OF UTAH COUNTY
STATE OF UTAH

UTAH COUNTY
Plaintiff,

vs.
KENNElli K. S1RATTON,
9736 North 4800 West
Highland, Utah 84003

INFORMATION
LANCE G. JACKSON,
973 6 North 4800 West
Highland, Utah 84003

HIGHLAND FARMS, INC.,

CiviiNo.

~-Cff93 ~CiJ

2181 North Sunset Dr.
Lehi, Utah 84043
HARVEY LAND COMPANY
9826 North 4800 West
American Fork, Utah 84003
Defendants.

KAY BRYSON, Utah County Attorney, accuses the defendant of the following crime(s):
COUNT 1: FAILURE TO OBTAIN A BUILDING PERMIT, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of
Section 7-5, Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or abou t july 25, 2000, did fail to
obtain a building permit for construction of greenhouses.
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COUNT II: FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH PERMIT, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of Sections 7-9,
Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or abm~t july 25, 2000, in Utah County, Utah
did fail to use his property in compliance with the permit previous1y issued for. land divisions.
COUNT Ill: FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH LOCATION REQUIREMENTS, a Class C misdemeanor, in
violation of Section 5-2-F, Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or about july 25,
2000, did fail to comply with the requirement that all buildings and structures have a setback at least
25 feet from property line.
C.O UNT IV: TRANSFER OF REQUIRED LOT SPACE, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of Section
3-5, Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or about july 25, 2000, in Utah County,
Utah, did use a parcel of real property situated in Utah County which did not contain the space
necessary to meet the· requirements for such use.
COUNTY: UNPERMITIED SIGN, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of Section 3-37-D, Utah County
Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or about july 25, 2000, in Utah County, Utah, did maintain
a sign.
COUNT VI : ILLEGAL SUBDIVISION, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of Sections 3-53, 6-1, 6-3,
and 2-2-B, Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or about July 25, 2000, in Utah
County, Utah, was in possession of and did use a parcel of property that had been illegally subdivided.
COUNT VII: ILLEGAL NONCONFORMING USE, a Class C misdemeanor, in violation of Section 3-6-B,
Utah County Zoning Ordinance, in that defendant, on or about july 25, 2000, in Utah County, Utah,
continued a non-conforming use on a parcel of property after the lot size had been changed.

Information is based on evidence sworn to by: BUCK ROSE
Defendant appears by: Summons (X) Warrant ( ) In Custody (
DATED, in Provo, thi s

.

~ K.

Utah County Attorney

5:~day of
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 7, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 7, 2001, 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.
13.
14.
15 .
16 .

Election of Officers for 2001.
Review and ac tion on text amendments to the Development
Code.
a.
Reduction of lot size r equirements for schools in
residential zones .
b.
Addition of Alpacas to the list of permitted animals in
the RA-1 zone at the rate of 6 per 14,000 square feet.
Review and action on a sewer lift station policy .
Review and action on a prel iminary plan for Sunset Hills
Plat C PUD consisting of 10 u nits at 980 North 400 West.
Review and action on the final plat of Virginia Ridge
Subdivision Plat A consist i ng of 28 units at 1000 North 400
West.
Review and action on the final plat of Dean's Woods Plat C
consisting of 6 lots at 885 North 500 East.
Review and action on Timpanogos Heights PUD consisting of 45
units at 790 East 50 South.
Review and action on a zone change request at 64 East 100
South from the existing R2- 75 00 to the R- 4 zone and a review
of a concept deve lopment plan.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for t h e
Washburn Annexation cons i sting of 44.77 acres at
approximately 1120 North 450 West .
Discussion on zoning for Senior Housing Projects.
Continued discussion on elements of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the January 17, 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Revi ew and action on t he minutes of the J a nuary 24 , 2001,
joint work session minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 3 0 day of January, 2001.
J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COJ\1MISSION l\IJEETING
FEBRUARY 7, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on February 7, 2001 , in
the City Hall commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Michael
Georgeson, Councilman Tom Hunter, Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and James
Hansen. Others present included Howard Denn.ey, Rod Despain Melanie Marsh, George Bible,
Paul Washburn, Roger Dudley, Lisa McMillian, Joni Hepworth, Kenneth Hepwo1ih, Harold Fox,
Doug Mayne, Janice Mayne, Ken Bushman, Kathy Gagen, Grant Leonard, Tony Gonzales, and
Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR 2001

Mr. Hansen moved that J.H. Hadfield serve as chairman of the Planning Commission.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
M r. Georgeson moved that nominations cease and that Mr. Hadfield be elected.
Mr. Baldwin moved to nominate James Hansen as the vice-chairman.
seconded the motion.

Mr. Richan

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. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON TEXT AMENDl\IJENTS TO THE DEVELOPl\IJENT CODE
a.

REDUCTION OF LOT SIZE REQUIREl\IJENTS FOR SCHOOLS IN
RESIDENTIAL ZONES

Mr. Despain explained that the current ordinance allows public schools in
residential zones, but they must be on a minimum of five acres. He said the
applicants are requesting to be allowed to have a school where the subjects
taught are generally equivalent to the subjects taught in primary and secondary
schools, but to do so in a setting that is not a minimum of five acres. He said
if the Planning Commission would like to proceed with this request he has
"coined the term private home schools, which is something that will need to be
defined."

Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission would like to accommodate the
change in the ordinance, the following three issues need to be addressed:
(1) definition ofthe use (2) restrictions on location and (3) size restrictions and
conditions (i.e., fire safety, adequate parking, etc.).
Lisa McMillian stated that she has children that go to House of Learning. She
passed out a brief description of what House ofLeaming does, which is attached
to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
Joni Hepworth, Directress ofHouse ofLearning, said it is her intention to keep
enrollment very small. She explained that House ofLearning is a multiple grade
school. She pointed out that the class sizes are small. She said that the older
children are encouraged to help with the younger children. She said the school
is very community oriented. Mrs. Hepworth said that they may have some
meetings at night, but basically they will be out ofthe building by around 2:00p.m.
every day.
Mrs. McMillian discussed some benefits of having the school in the proposed
location. She stated that locating House ofLearning in the proposed location
would help raise property values and would help preserve the character of the
neighborhood.
Mr. Despain pointed out that some years ago the City had a negative experience
with a gymnastic school on 700 North and was forced to resort to court action
because the level of traffic generated from the gymnastic school posed a hazard
and became a violation ofthe City's ordinance. He said the proposed school
has some pluses and some minuses.
Mr. Despain said it is easy to define public and parochial schools because they are
certified by the State so there are some measures in place. He said that private
schools are not certified by the State. He said that he has some fear about the
unintended consequences that may come because of the way that a private school
is defined in the ordinance. He expressed concern about what some private
schools will teach or what character some private schools will take if there are no
measuring devices or no regulatory agencies.
Mrs. Hepworth stated that she follows Alpine School District's curriculum. She
said technically the children who attend House of Learning are being home taught.
She stated that she has 15 children currently enrolled and the maximum she could
take is 20. She said there are many people who are finding that their children
are getting lost in the shuffie at public schools. She said there is a need for
House of Learning.
Chairman Hadfield asked if someone will live in the residence where the school
is proposed. Mrs. Hepworth said that no one will live in the residence.

It was discussed that Mrs. Hepworth has 25 years experience in running private
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type schools.

Mr. Nielsen stated that he is not opposed to allowing the proposed school as long
as the Planning Commission can see a site plan.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to define the use of the private school.
Mr. Hansen asked how other communities address private schools.

Mr. Despain stated that there are some commercial aspects to private schools. He
said many private schools are placed in commercial zones. He explained that he
does not know how other communities address private schools.
Mr. Despain said it is going to be difficult to define what a private school is so that
things do not get out of hand. He said there is also the issue of adequate parking
that is going to have to be addressed.
Mr. Georgeson said many of the comments that have been made tonight have been
in regards to the proposed school, which is not the proper way to address whether
the ordinance should be changed. He said things need to be looked at in a more
general fashion . He said the ordinance has to be "carefully crafted if private
schools are going to be allowed in a residential area. " He said that a private school
in a residential zone should be able to be easily returned to a residential type
facility. He said parking is an issue that needs to be addressed. Another issue
that needs to be addressed is the size of the school. He said that he is most
concerned that small schools may not have the resources to stay in operation
ifthere are adverse economic conditions that arise and he raised the question of
w hat will happen to the property where a small schools has closed down.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that staffwork on some definitions for the ordinance
and that the Planning Commission should move onto the next item on the agenda.
Mr. Hansen said there are many types of subjects that can be taught and one
subject that he has concern about is auto mechanics because there may end up
being a mechanic shop placed in a residential area on the basis that it is a school, if
the ordinance is not written correctly.
Chairman Hadfield said the ordinance needs to be written carefully so that certain
things do not happen. He said that he would like to see what other communities
of a similar size have done in regards to allowing private schools in residential
zones.

Mr. Despain said that all parties involved need to understand that the issue of
allowing private schools in a residential zone is not a simple issue. He said the
law of"unintended consequences is one that haunts" the City all ofthe time. He
pointed out that Mr. Nielsen has expressed his viewpoint that philosophically he
is not opposed to small schools in residential zones.

(Planning Commission Minutes- February 7. 2001 )

3

Mr. Nielsen said allowing small schools in residential zones needs to be addressed
on a case by case basis.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is not opposed to private schools in residential zones,
but he does not want to end up with a pile of junk when a private school closes
down.
In regards to the proposed school, Mr. Baldwin said that he has concerns about
whether the restroom facilities will be adequate for 50 students. He said that he
is also concerned about the traffic impact because he thinks the traffic impact will
be much greater than what the applicants have described in their proposal. Mr.
Baldwin said some streets may handle more traffic than others and he said these
type of issues need to be addressed in the ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to visit some communities similar to
American Fork to get some ideas on how they handle small schools in residential
zones. He said he will put this item on the next Planning Commission Agenda.
Chairman Hadfield told the applicants that the Planning Commission is not against
allowing small schools in residential zones. He encouraged the applicants to get
with Mr. Despain to discuss some oftheir ideas.
Mrs. Hepworth said the way that she runs her school may be not be the same way
that someone else runs their school. She also stated that they have children of
different ages coming and leaving at different times throughout the day. She said
that when Mr. Despain is doing his research he is going to have a hard time finding
another school like her school.
b.

ADDITION OF ALPACAS TO THE LIST OF PERMITTED ANIMALS IN
THE RA-1 ZONE AT THE RATE OF 6 PER 14.000 SQUARE FEET
Mr. Despain explained that in the RA-1 Zone there are limited animal rights.
He said the applicant is requesting that alpacas be added to the ordinance as
one ofthe permitted animals in the RA-1 Zone at the rate of 6 per 14,000
square feet.
Mr. Georgeson asked where the request for six alpacas per 14,000 square feet
came from. He asked is there has been some research done to come up with
six alpacas per 14,000 square feet. He asked if six alpacas are equivalent to
four sheep.

Mr. Despain talked about management area. It was discussed that the house
is included as part of the management area. Mr. Despain stated that in some
ordinances they have defined the animal management area and it did not include
the house itself
Mr. Georgeson recommended that staff research the equivalency of alpacas to
sheep, to horses or goats. He recommend that possibly the language regarding
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the net area or the lot less the net of the house be added to the ordinance. He
suggested that staff may want to contact the Department of Agriculture to see if
they have any recommendations.
Kathy Gagon, the applicant for the text amendment, said alpacas are quite small
animals. She said alpacas are almost equivalent to the size of sheep . She
pointed out that llamas are a lot larger than alpacas. She stated that alpacas are
about 150 pounds when they are full grown. She explained that alpacas are
raised for fleece and are an investment animal. She said they are quite a
vulnerable animal. She said alpacas do not try to get out of fenced in areas.
Mr. Georgeson again asked why six alpacas per 14,000 square feet is being
proposed.
Mrs. Gagon stated that she has called all the cities in Utah County to determine
how they have approached the subject of alpacas. She said that Mapleton is the
only city that has discussed alpacas, but it has not come to a final conclusion on
how many alpacas should be allowed. She said that Mr. Jones ofMapleton City
suggested that 24 alpacas an acres would be a good amount to allow.
Mr. Despain said the issue is in regards to equivalency. He asked Mrs. Gagon
how alpaca compare to sheep. Mr. Georgeson said that maybe Mrs. Gagon does
not have experience with sheep.
Mr. Hansen asked if alpacas require a special type of fencing .
Mrs. Gagon said alpacas do not require a special type of fencing. She said the
fencing that is used for alpacas is basically used for the purpose of keeping
predators out.
Mr. Despain asked about the odor associated with alpacas.
Mrs. Gagon said that there are not a lot of odors associated with alpacas. She said
alpacas are a very tidy animal.
Mr. Despain asked if alpacas make a lot of noise.
Mrs. Gagon said they make some "tiny noise." She explained that the noise that
alpacas make is more of a hum.
Chairman Hadfield asked staff to do some fur1her research and he will put this
item on the next agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SEWER LIFT STATION POLICY
Mr. Denney discussed the proposed resolution regarding sewer lift stations. He said the proposed
resolution identifies to two types of lift stations ( 1) temporary lift stations, which is privately
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owned and (2) permanent lift stations He pointed out that it in the past it has been the desire of
the City that all lift stations should be privately owned. He said the verbiage in the proposed
resolution states that all permanent lift stations should be owned by the City because if the City
does not own a permanent lift stations initially, if will probably at sometime in the future.
Mr. Denney said the proposed resolution states that temporary lift stations will be financed by the
homeowners association. Permanent lift stations will be financed through the capital improvement
plan.

Mr. Denney said the proposed resolution also suggests that temporary lift stations should not
exceed ten years. The resolution also suggests that temporary lift st ations should be put on the
general plan and capital improvements plan so eventually a gravity feed system can be put in.
lt was discussed that the proposed resolution was created by taking various sections of other
cities's sewer lift station resolutions. Mr. Georgeson asked staffifsome ofthe other cities that
they contacted felt like their lift station policy was working well or whether they would like to see
other things included in their resolutions.
Mr. Denney stated that some of the cities that they contacted suggested that lift stations should
not be oversized to accommodate more than a couple of years because there will be odor
problems. He said that one city suggested that the City not be involved with grinder type pumps
and that the pumps should be large enough to carry all the solids at once.

Mr. Hansen asked how many residential pumps there are in the City. Mr. Denney said there are
about a dozen. Chairman Hadfield said there are probably more than a dozen residential pumps in
the City. There was some brief discussion on Section 2 of the proposed resolution. After some
di scussion on Section 2 ofthe proposed resolution, Mr. Denney said after doing their research
they have come to the conclusion that the City needs to require gravity flow out of the home
whenever possible.
Mr. Richan said that on Page 1 of the proposed resolution where it says "exuberant and a higher
level gravity flow system" the word "exuberant" should be changed to "exorbitant."

Mr. Richan asked if the engineering study that will be required will have to be done by a special
engineer or can anyone who is an engineer do the study. He expressed concern about allowing
the study to be done by anyone who is an engineer because of all the technical issues.
Mr. Georgeson said that just because he is an engineer he would be reluctant to do a study in an
area that he does not have a lot of expertise in because then he would become liable if something
went wrong. He suggested that the resolution could include that the engineer must be
experienced in sewer engineer design.
Mr. Richan said that he feels uncomfortable leaving it worded so that anyone who is an engineer
could conduct the study.

Mr. Denney said there are some typos in the resolution that still need to be corrected, but asked if
the Planning Commission is comfortable with the direction of the proposed resolution.
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Mr. Georgeson said his concern is whether the other cities who have sewer lift station policies are
comfortable with their standards since the proposed resolution is based on other cities' standards.
He said he is pleased to see that a sewer lift station would have to go through the general plan
amendment process. He raised a question about whether charcoal filter vents should be used .
Mr. Hansen asked if a developer always has to go through the capital improvement fund or could
the developer fund the permanent lift station if he or she so chose to do that.
Mr. Denney said that the option of going through the capital improvement system needs to be left
open.
Mr. Denney raised the question of whether land that can't be sewered by a gravity flow system is
reason to not allow development or is a sewer lift station an acceptable alternative to the gravity
flow system.
Mr. Richan suggested that staff should try to find a city who has information on sewer lift stations
and see what their history is.
Mr. Denney stated that he and Chairman Hadfield have contacted every city from Springville to
Lehi, except Provo. He pointed out that he also has input from Cedar City.
Mr. Richan stated based on the information that has been collected from other cities it sounds like
sewer lift stations should be avoided whenever possible.
Mr. Georgeson said he is comfortable with the idea that those wishing to put in a sewer lift station
would have to come to the Planning Commission to justify why they want to put in a sewer lift
station.
Mr. Baldwin said he recommends that all permanent lift stations should be owned by the City.
He said the people who are serviced by lift stations should have to pay for it by the City
establishing a special taxing district.
There was some discussion that a fee resolution can be used to help make sure people who are on
a sewer lift station know that they will have to pay for that service.
Roger Dudley suggested that staff may want to contact Provo City because it has a number of lift
stations.
Chairman Hadfield directed Mr. Denney to contact Provo City and to do some further research
and he will put this item back on the next agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMJNARY PLAN FOR SUNSET HILLS PLAT C PUD
CONSISTING OF 10 UNITS AT 980 NORTH 400 WEST
Mr. Richan said that since he has a financial interest in the proposed project, he will not vote on
this item and he said the only time that he will speak is when he knows something to be untrue.
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Mr. Denney said he still needs more information to make sure the proposed drainage solution is
adequate. He expressed concern about the adequacy ofthe 18-inch storm drain. He said the
applicant still needs to provide the approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Washburn explained that the American Fork Irrigation Company approval is actually
associated with the property that is above the proposed for development. He said the American
Fork Irrigation Company is waiting for sign off from American Fork City before it signs off. Mr.
Washburn said he spoke with Carl Wanlass, City Administrator and he told him that the irrigation
aspect is being reviewed by the City and he told him that he will be getting back with him soon.
Mr. Washburn said that he has contacted the American Fork Irrigation Company regarding the
18-inch storm drain line and they told him that it is the property of American Fork City and t hat
they do not have any information on it. He stated that the holding area never has a drop of
water on it.
Mr. Denney said he needs the storm drain calculations and the percolation rates.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there are still some closure problems.
Mr. Denney said there are still some closure problems, but said they can be resolved later.
Chairman Hadfield said there is a gap between the proposed project and the original Sunset Hills
Project that needs to be cleaned up.
There was some discussion that the improvements for Virginia Ridge need to be put in before
development begins on the property proposed for development.

Mr. Despain said the water rights still need to be conveyed. He also had some questions about
the proposed project will be fenced.
Mr. Washburn stated that there will be a white vinyl fence around the perimeter of the project.
Mr. Hansen asked if all the setback requirements are now met. Mr. Despain said the setback
requirements have now all been met.

Mr. Hansen said at a previous meeting there was some discussion about who owns the storm
drain. He asked if the issue of who owns the storm drain is something that is going to be
resolved.
Mr. Despain said the American Fork Irrigation Company does not own the storm drain, but they
want the right to put their return flows into it. He raised the question of where the surplus
irrigation water will go.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the positioning ofthe proposed gate.
they can look at adjusting the gate.

Mr. Washburn said

There was some discussion that the road in Virginia Ridge should be put in before construction
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begins on the property proposed for development.
Ridge will be bonded for.

Mr. Dudley stated that the road in Virginia

Mr. Washburn stated that he would be happy to set up a meeting with Kay Robinson and the City
in order to talk about who owns the storm drain.
Mr. Denney said the capacity of the pipe is really the bigger issue. Mr. Washburn said he does
not have any way of knowing how much water is in the 18-inch line.

There was some discussion about water being dumped into the existing orchard.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the prelimina•'Y plan
for Sunset Hill Plat C PUD consisting of 10 units at 980 North 400 West subject to: (1)
storm drain calculations being provided to the City engineer and that the storm drainage
be adequate to handle the water (2) approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company
(3) the roadway in the adjoining Virginia Ridge Subdivision being completed before the
proposed subdivision and (4) whatever closure errors remain being corrected. Mr. Hansen
seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney said the water line and sewer line for the Virginia Ridge Subdivision also needs to be
put in before construction on Sunset Hills Plat C begins.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that all the improvements for the Virginia
Ridge Subdivision need to be put in before construction on Sunset Hills Plat C begins.
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. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion caiTied.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 28 UNITS AT 1000 NORTH 400 WEST

Mr. Washburn pointed out that the lot lines on the extreme south end have been shifted.
Mr. Denney said that he needs more detailed drawings of the off site water. He said he also needs
some preliminary plan that shows the road elevations.
Chairman Hadfield asked if all the lot closure errors have been corrected. Mr. Dudley stated that
all the lot closure errors have been corrected.
Mr. Despain said prior to recording the final plat the City will need the actual conveyance of the
water rights.
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Mr. Denney said he hopes that the applicants look for an alternative other than the big gravel area
around the sump.

Mr·. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 28 units at 1000 North 400 West subject to: (1) approval from the American
Fork Irrigation Company (2) drainage issues that are similar to those associated with
Sunset Hills Plat C (3) details for off site water line and (4)conveyance of the water rights.
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, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF DEAN'S WOODS PLAT C
CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS AT 885 NORTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield stated that the line that is closest to the rear lot line of lot 10 through 14 is the
top lip of the bank of the river. He said the PUE and riparian easement can also shift accordingly.
He said Mr. Jensen' s letter to the Planning Commission asked that the City Engi neer be given the
responsibility to work with him on the appropriate riparian conservation easements.
Mr. Denney discussed the basement restrictions due to the elevations and the ground water
situation.

Mr. Despain said the water rights have to be addressed concurrently with action by the City
Council. He stated that Mr. Jensen has given him a proposed draft of the riparian easement and
conservation easement, but he has indicated that different description needs to be provided. He
explained that the practical effect of the easement if that the development rights off from the
riparian easement will be conveyed to the City and therefore it will have to be left in its natural
condition.
Chairman Hadfield asked if now is the time to accept from the family the appropriate off site
description or legal description for the road on 980 North. Mr. Despain said the deed has been
prepared and it would be appropriate at this time to accept it.

Mr·. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of the Dean's Woods Plat C consisting of 6
lots at 885 North 500 East and send it forward to the City Council for their action subject
to: (1) water rights being conveyed to the City (2) final riparian conservation easement
being provided (3) conveyance of the property identified for 980 North being conveyed to
the City. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

(Planning Commission M in utes- February 7 , 200 I)

10

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

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON TIMP ANOGOS HEIGHTS PUD CONSISTING OF 45 UNITS
AT 790 EAST 50 SOUTH
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan is different from the plan that was earlier submitted to the
Planning Commission. He said the proposed plan represents a better design compared to what
was earlier proposed. He stated that there are still 45 units proposed.
Mr. Despain said the proposed project is the first project that the City has had where the amount
of sealed surface has reached the maximum that is allowed. He stated that the off street parking
complies. He said the proposed project meets the setback requirements. The proposed project
also meets the open space requirements even though it is marginal. Mr. Despain said the
additional water rights will be required at the time of final approval.

There was a lot of discussion about the project stretching the limit of the sealed surface standard
to the maximum allowed. Mr. Denney pointed out that compliance with the sealed surface
standard is only met based on the assumption that the RV storage will not be asphalted.
Mr. Denney stated that he does not know what the storm water impact will be on the site. He
said ifthe proposed project is approved it needs to be approved subject to the applicant providing
the calculations for the storm water and subject to it complying with the City's policy on storm
water discharge. He stated that if there is some detention on site there is some capacity for
discharging it into the irrigation line, which would require approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the applicant is interested in extending the sewer line to 50 South
Street. He stated that currently there is no sewer in 50 South.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the sewer is on 700 East and it is 23 feet deep.
manhole could be put in somewhere on 50 South Street.

He stated that a

Tony Gonzales ofBach Development asked if they would be required to pay for the additional
expense of extending the sewer to 50 South Street.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the P lanning Commission can' t commit the City to reimburse the
applicant for extending the sewer beyond what is required, but said the applicant could petition
the City Council to see ift he City would be willing to pay for the portion of the sewer line that the
applicant is not required to put in.
Grant Leonard asked if the applicant will have to get approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company for the water line on the east side of the property.
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Mr. Gonzales said they want to address the irrigation issues at the final plat stage.
In regards to the amount of marginal open space, Mr. Hansen asked if there was concern about
pushing the envelope too far. He asked if it is better to have less units and better open space and
less sealed surface.
Mr. Despain said similar projects have been given credit for open space such as this project is
being given credit for open space. He said the City may want to look at making the criteria for
open space more stiff.

Mr. Gonzales stated that they like the proposed design better than the previous plan that they
proposed. He pointed out that they have relocated the open space area so that it is in a more
central location. He said there will be a picnic area and a basketball court. He said they are
proposing a vinyl fence with brick columns every 32 feet.
Councilman Hunter stated that he wished the units had more brick on them.
Mr. Gonzales stated that the prices ofthe units will range from $120,000 to $ 130,000.

Mr. Nielsen suggested that possibly units 34 through 37 be taken out since the project barely
meets the open space requirements.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about whether there will be a problem with the existing cell tower
being close to a residential project. Mr. Despain said since the cell tower already exists there is
not a problem with it.
Mr. Denney stated that typically the water line is placed on the east and north side of the road .
He said the applicant is trying to use the existing connection so the water line is being proposed
on the west and the sewer is proposed to be on the east side of the road, which is the opposite of
the City' s standard.

Mr. Gonzales explained that in order to make the sewer line up correctly with the existing
manhole that is why they are proposing to put the sewer on the east side ofthe road. He said if
he is required to put the sewer on the west side of the road he will have to completely relocate the
sewer.
Mr. Leonard asked ifthe proposed project will be phased.
Mr. Gonzales stated that there will be phasing to a certain degree. He explained that there will be
phasing for the construction of the building, but the improvements will not be phased.
Mr. Leonard expressed concern about dust and dirt from the project causing problems. He said
that when Mr. LeBarron did his last project he had to run his sprinklers frequently to keep the
dust down. He said that he will be complaining to the City if there is a lot of dust that is
generated because of construction on the prope1iy proposed for development.
Mr. Gonzales stated that they have every intention of complying with the air quality requirements
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and they will follow the golden rule.
developing the property.

He said they will be good neighbors while they are

Mr. Denney said the City does have ordinances in place that require dirt to be kept off the road .
Councilman Hunter moved to approve Timpanogos Heights PUD consisting of 45 units at
790 East 50 South subject to: (1) storm drainage calculations being provided (2) approval
from the American Fork Irrigation Company (3) extending the sewer line into 50 South
and (4) water rights conveyance. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.

Mr. Despain said that the City should know whether the storm water element is satisfactory at this
stage. He recommended that part of the motion should state that the public hearing for the
proposed project should not be scheduled until the storm water calculations have been received
and approved by the City Engineer.

Mr. Gonzales asked for some clarification on what Mr. Despain was requesting in regards to the
storm water calculations.
Mr. Denney explained to Mr. Gonzales that they need to show that they are detaining between the
100-year storm and the 10-year storm without discharging off site for a 10-year storm.
Mr. Gonzales explained that they are handling the required amount of water within the sumps, but
they would have the detention pond as an if needed item.
Councilman Hunter amended his motion to include that the proposed project not be
scheduled for a public hearing until the storm water calculations are received and
approved by the City Engineer. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
T hose voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Georgeson stated that the common space is more useable in the proposed project than the
common space that was proposed in the earlier plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 64 EAST 100 SOUTH
FROM THE EXISTING R2-7500 TO THE R-4 ZONE AND A REVIEW OF A CONCEPT
DEVELOPMENT PLAN
George Bible discussed his proposed plan for the property located at 64 East 100 South. He
explained that in order to do his proposed plan 50 feet of the property needs to be rezoned . He
pointed out that the front 100 feet ofthe property proposed for development is zoned R-4 and
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230 feet ofthe property is zoned R-2. He said that he is asking for a rezone ofthe property that
is 50 feet closest to the front of the R-2 Zone.

Mr. Despain said the width ofthe lot is 165 feet. He said that under the R-4 Zone, 140 feet
would be required to meet the width requirements for a nine-unit structure. He pointed out that
the Planning Commission does not have a particular plan to approve at this point in time. He said
the applicant is just requesting a zone change at this point in time.

It was discussed that the applicant would like to put 10 units on the property proposed for
development.

Mr. Despain suggested that if the Planning Commission were to approve the zone change tonight
it should recommend that the public hearing and action on the zone change should be held until
the final plat comes back through the process.
There was some discussion about whether it would be acceptable to have the parking in the R-2
Zone. It was discussed that it will be acceptable to have the parking in the R-2 Zone.

Mr. Bible stated that his proposed project will be a first class development that will be an asset to
the neighborhood and to the City.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend to the City Council the zone change request at 64 East
100 South from the existing R2-7500 Zone to the R-4 Zone subject to the City Council
taking no action on the zone change until there is a preliminary plan for the project
approved. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WASHBURN
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 44.77 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 1120 NORTH 4 50
WEST

Mr. Despain said Mr. Bennett has suggested some corrections to the proposed agreement. He
said Section 11 needs to be deleted from the agreement.
Mr. Despain said one issue that needs to be addressed in Section 10 is in regards to the storm
water removal. He said the proposed project does not propose a detention pond and he is not
sure if the proposed project can get by without some form of detention for storm water.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 9 discusses that the applicant will deed the necessary right-
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of-way width to accommodate the extension of 1120 North Street.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the annexation concept plan includes property that is not annexed
into the City yet (the Patterson Parcel to the north of the property proposed for annexation), but
hopes that the portion of the property that is not annexed into the City will be annexed very soon
because the property involved in the proposed annexation will be difficult to develop if that
property is not included in the concept plan.
Mr. Despain stated that there are some boundary line agreements that have to be worked out with
the City in the northwest corner ofthe property proposed for annexation. Mr. Washburn stated
that the boundary line agreements between him and the City have been provided to Mr. Wanlass.
He also stated that he met with Mr. Patterson today and he is going to extend the street that goes
up to 1340 North and he is also in the process of getting ready to annex the property that is to the
north of the proposed annexation.

Mr. Despain suggested that some slight modifications be made to Section 10. He suggested
that the statement that a storm water detention area may be required . He pointed out that there
is a major east-west storm water line along 1120 North, which may be sufficient. He said there is
some uncertainty about the storm water control because it is proposed that the storm water will
be deposited into Mitchell Hollow, which is the City's park property. He raised the question of
whether the City wants its park to be used as a storm water removal facility .
Chairman Hadfield stated that many of the residents who live in Hillcrest are interested in having a
park near their neighborhood . He asked ifthere is a desire to look for additional park space in the
Hillcrest area.

Mr. Washburn said there is about 3 acres of property that is west of 560 West that could be
developed into a park.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that when the Planning Commission was working on the parks and
open space element of the General Plan, Mr. Dutson of Bear West stated that the trend in regards
to parks was that there should be fewer neighborhood parks, but there should be larger parks.

Mr. Despain stated that the General Plan does not propose that there will be a park on the
prope1iy that is proposed for annexation.
Chairman H adfield stated that he just wanted to bring the issue up of whether the Planning
Commission felt like there should be a park somewhere on the prope1iy proposed for annexation
because some of the Hillcrest residents had talked to him about their desire for a park near their
neighborhood so he felt he needed to bring the issue up.
Mr. Denney pointed that the General Plan shows that there will be a trail along 1120 North.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend the Washburn Annexation Agreement consisting of
44.77 acres at approximately 1120 North 450 West to the City Council subject to the
corrections that have been noted tonight. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson and Cou ncilman
Hunter. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON ZONING FOR SENIOR HOUSING PROJECTS
Mr. Despain said there needs to be a clear definition of what a senior housing project is. There
was some discussion about whether the PO Zone is the appropriate zone for senior housing
projects. He stated four options that could be used to accommodate Mr. Blake's proposed
senior housing project that would be located at 11 95 East 50 South. Following are the four
options:
1.

Consider the current project as a mutli-family project and zone the property under the R-3
or R-4 requirements. (Is this the right area for multi-family zone?)

2.

Same as above, but with the notion that because it is for senior housing we should reward
the developer with some density bonus (we don't use bonuses. So should we start and
if so, is senior housing the only use that justifies that sort of encouragement.)

3.

Create a whole new zone class that would allow them anywhere in the City.

4.

Modify the PO Zone to permit the more medically dependent versions (assisted living
units, nursing care, but not the independent living versions. Or change the PO Zones to
permit all forms of senior housing as an authorized use.

Chairman Hadfield said there are certain things that can be tied with the Professional Office Zone,
but he raised the question of at what point does the housing element make it so that people do not
want to locate their professional office in the PO-l Zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the PO-l Zone does not have any density standards. He stated that
Mr. Blake' s proposed project does not propose to be a part of a larger health care related project.
He stated that it looks like Mr. Blake's project is purely an independent living facility. He said it
looks like the PO-l Zone needs to be re-evaluated. He said it looks like Mr. Blake's project
would fit better in an R-4 Zone.
Mr. Denney cautioned the Planning Commission to be careful about going with an R-4 Zone
approach because recently the developer of Temple Meadows was discouraged from going with
an R-4 Zone. He raised the question of whether it is still the philosophy of the City to keep the R4 Zones more centrally located or is it now the philosophy that the R-4 Zones can be scattered
throughout the City.
There was some discussion about coming up with a zone specifically to accommodate senior
housing projects. Mr. Georgeson said he believes that it would be most difficult to designate a
specific zone for senior housing. He said that the age criteria would be something that could be
legally challenged. He asked how other cities have addressed senior housing projects. He said
that he does not know how to create an ordinance that would accommodate the elderly and not be
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open to everyone.
There was a Jot of discussion about not being able to discriminate against age. David Blake stated
that there are two federal guidelines that allow discrimination by age. He explained that one of
the parties needs to be above a certain age and the other can be younger.
Mr. Blake stated that an ordinance regarding senior housing could state that a project has to have
certain amenities that are commensurate with the target market. He said a senior housing facilities
will look a lot different from a regular apartment complex, i.e., a senior housing facility will have
large width hallways. He said a senior housing facility will have a lot of amenities that a regular
apartment complex will not have. Mr. Richan suggested that what Mr. Blake is calling amenities
really are more of necessity items than amenities.

Mr. Blake suggested that an ordinance for senior housing could include the age factor and could
also include a list of things that must be included in a senior housing project to truly be a senior
housing project, i.e., larger width hallways than what are in a normal apartment complex,
handrails, single floor with not a lot of steps, etc. He said the project that he is proposing is not a
guise to get high density housing.
There was some discussion about the different levels of assisted living facilities. It was discussed
that a Level 1 care facility provides assistance with daily activities like meals and grooming. It
was discussed that a Level 2 care facility provides some assistance with physical therapy,
injections and blood pressure monitoring, but that if some kind of real health care were needed
then a nurse would have to be called. Mr. Blake explained that assisted living is a legal term . He
also explained that the legal definition of a Level 1 is that the people in the facility require care 24
hours a day. He stated that some ofthe people that will live in his proposed project will not
require care 24 hours a day . Mr. Blake stated that his proposed project is something that will fill
a niche between independent living and assisted living. He said his proposed project is more
closely related to independent living.
Mr. Despain asked if anyone has tried to define what a senior care facility is. Mr. Blake stated
that most of the literature on senior care facilities talks about them as being more of a retirement
home to make them more attractive so that people will want to move into them. He stated that
the term senior care facility is not a legal term.
Mr. Denney cautioned the Planning Commission to proceed with caution in regards to creating an
ordinance to accommodate senior housing projects. He pointed out that when the LDS Temple
was built many people came to the City requesting to be allowed to build projects with seniors in
mind . He said some people requested to be allowed to build three-story apartment units, which
they were told was not the intent of the City' s General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that if they create a senior housing ordinance, it should not allow density
to be greater than what is allowed in the City's most dense zone. In reference to Chairman
Hadfield' s above comment about density, Mr. Nielsen asked why. Chairman Hadfield said that he
"does not want someone to sell him an orange and call it a peach." He said a senior housing
project needs to stand on its own merit.
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Mr. Richan stated that he has a problem with "the idea that lack of density automatically makes a
project good." He said that is project provides a need then he is willing to look at the project
and see what it has to offer to the people. He said that he is more inclined to see if the proposed
project is needed and wanted before he decides not to consider it because it is too dense.
Mr. Richan said that 20 units per acre is not dense.

Chairman Hadfield said a project should have more amenities than asphalt. He said there should
be an area where people can walk.
Mr. Richan asked if the Planning Commission has the right to tell someone that they can' t put
more than 3 units on an acre, if their project is something that supplies a real need .
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission does have a right to say that someone can 't put more
than 3 units on an acre.
Mr. Richan talked about the need for more assisted living homes in American Fork. He stated
that when his 102-year old mom needed to go into an assisted living facility there was not one
available in American Fork. He said the City needs to start looking at broader spectrums in
order to meet the needs of the people. He said the City needs to start looking beyond the idea
that 3.2 is the maximum amount of density that is allowed per acre.

Chairman Hadfield said if there is a real need for senior care housing he is willing to look at it.
He said there are some amenities that need to be looked at in regards to senior housing.
Mr. Georgeson said they need to be careful when creating an ordinance to accommodate senior
housing projects. He said that at his work they allowed developers of recreational subdivisions
to provide less water because the people who lived in these subdivisions would not be using the
water every day. He said now they are finding that people are living year-around in the
recreational subdivisions, which means they are using more water than was originally thought they
would use. He said if an ordinance for senior housing projects is created then there will have to
be safeguards so that certain things do not happen that will affect people's health and welfare.
Barbara Christiansen pointed out that the Golden Age Apartments used to be geared for seniors,
but that did not last. She said projects do not stay the same.

It was discussed that Mr. Despain should do some research to see what other communities have
done in regards to senior housing projects. Mr. Hansen stated that Orem's ordinance regarding
senior housing lacks the amenities that would be needed to consider a project a senior housing
project. He said Orem' s ordinance is more concerned with landscaping issues and it does not
talk about the amenities t hat Mr. Blake stated would be needed for a senior housing project.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
There was no discussion on this item.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There is nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain provided the Planning Commission a discussion outline for the Seger Annexation,
which is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2. He discussed the outline with the
Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield expressed the need to see a plan for the entire Seger Parcel so that he could
better talk about where streets and accesses into the property need to be.
The Planning Commission discussed that it would like to see an annexation concept plan for the
proposed annexation. It was discussed that once Mr. Despain and Mr. Bushman work out some
of the issues that Mr. Despain discussed on the discussion outline this will be put on a future
Planning Commission Agenda.

Financingfor the Future: The Economic Benefits o(Parks and Open Space
Mr. Hansen pointed out that each member of the Planning Commission should have received a
copy of an article titled Planning for the Future : The Economic Benefits of Parks and Open
Space, which he asked to include in the Planning Commission packets. He said the article talks
about the economic benefit of open space.
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. Hansen for providing the article to the Planning Commission
members.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that included in the Planning Commission packet this time is the
Progress of Projects (POP) Report .
Chairman Hadfield reminded everyone of the Planning Commission Dinner on February 16, 2001
at Carver's in Orem at 6 :30p.m.
Chairman Hadfield reported that he attended the North Utah County Corridor Study Open House
study tonight and he was asked to be more active in that study.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 17.200 1. PLANNING
COJviMISSION MEETING
Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the January 17, 2001 , Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 25 "moved" should be changed to "removed." On Page 8, Line 12 "sells"
should be changed to "sales." On Page 11, Line 31 " a primary a building" should be
changed to "a primary building." On Page 13, Line 32 "unfair advantage" should be
changed to "disadvantage." On Page 14, Line 42 "there" should be changed to " their."
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On Page 15, Line 10 "that dense a zone anywhere in the City" should be changed to "a
zone that dense anywhere in the City. On Page 18, Line 37 "Mr. Georgeson exited the
room " should be deleted.
On Page 19, Line 42 the " are" after "Annexation" should be
deleted.
M r. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Mr.
Georgeson. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 24. 2001. JOINT WORK
SESSION MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the January 24, 2001, Joint Work Session with corrections.
(There were no corrections provided.)
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mt·. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Baldwin. Mr.
Richan and Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
Mr. Georgeson expressed his appreciation to Richard Colborn and Chairman Hadfield for the
POP Report that was provided in the Planning Commission packet.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:28 p.m.

~~c~1~
Melanie Marsh
Deputy Recorder
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE FEBRUARY 7, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

1iou~~

of b~arning

EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION

JONI HEPWORTH, DIRECTRESS

There is now a new and innovative approach to primary education. This approach is the
concept of a neighborhood homeschool with a maximum student enrollment of fifty, where the
children are taught in a roomy residence with a warm home-like atmosphere. Educator Joni
Hepworth has designed and developed a highly successful and proven ~ands on, "right brained"
program that blends traditional educational methods with enhanced Montessori techniques. This
method enables students to understand their style of learning, which opens the door to their
personal progression. Her program, in its uniqueness, offers many advantages to the students, their
parents and the community.
With intimate class sizes of eight pupils or less, students receive needed individual attention.
Specialized curriculum is also available for all students from kindergarten on up that would
normally not even be an option for younger grade levels. It optimizes the learning experience by
encouraging and empowering students to develop in areas of preferred interests. Below are
examples of activities and instruction that are offered in addition to core academics:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Literature & Authors
Foreign language
Cultural education and experiences
Artists & Composers
Violin instruction (optional)
Humanitarian & Compassionate service
Values & Morality ie; kindness, honesty, etc.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cooking & Food experience
Art program
Gardening
Animal care
Science & History fairs
Talent show
Fieldtrips, many and varied

Parents are encouraged and expected to participate extensively in the education of their
children. Participation of the parents in the classroom is a wonderful way for them to be more
involved with their children and enables them to give suggestions and ideas that are constructive.
An appealing attraction for parental involvement is that tuition costs are kept affordable for the
average family.
The community benefits as well. Humanitarian aid and compassionate service are done
routinely by the entire school for needy individuals or families within the community. In addition, a
child that would normally be labeled as a "trouble child" or those that tend to get lost between the
cracks in larger classrooms are instead nurtured and thrive academically and socially in a
neighborhood homeschool. Such a school gives options to the community in which it exists by
creating an attractive alternative.
After many years of development, Joni Hepworth is about to embark publicly with this
revolutionary educational system and invites you to support her in her efforts. A school with this
diversity and commitment level will undoubtedly be duplicated time and time again as it proves its
success in educating our children.

Copywrite 2001 © Joni Hepworth
All rights reserved
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DISCUSSION OUTLINE
SEGER ANNEXATION
The Seger Annexation consists of 2.5 acres of private land
located immediately east of Stewarts RV Sales at approximately
900 East on Sam White Lane. The site fronts on I-15 and has been
purchased by a sign manufacturing firm as the location of their
sign fabrication activities.
The major subjects to be addressed in the agreement include:
1.

Zone Classification - Stewarts Trailers is GC-2, but it
appears that the use will be primarily office and light
manufacturing.
·

2.

Annexation Concept Plan - This is a single user and we do
not typically require a detailed plan in such instances,
however, there are several unique site issues that need to
be addressed at annexation time.
I would suggest that an
annexation concept plan is appropriate . The several unique
issues include:

4.

A.

Road aliqnment and dedication of additional right-of way for Sam White Lane .

B.

Treatment of the Seger/Ovard slough which courses along
the western boundary of the property. Also the need
for a storm water impoundment on the property
(upstream from the freeway) including sizing of the
impoundment and placement of any dam structure. This
will also require a determination of the extent of the
City's financial involvement for land acquisition,
construction and maintenance responsibility.

C.

On-site storm water treatment - in light of the recent
shift in attitude of downstream users.

D.

Sign Zone Classification - the adjacent property is in
the freeway overlay zone which does not permit
independent pylon signs. However, it is immediately
opposite the Air Stream Mechanical building with its
flashing red sign. Plus the applicants, being a sign
manufacturing firm have indicated a desire to be able
to display a sample of their work.

Water Rights - amount will need to be determined, however,
the required amount will be substantially influenced by the
amount of the site devoted to storm water facilities .

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 21, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 21, 2001, 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 .
1 3.
14.
15 .
16.
17 .

Review and action on tex t amendments to the ·Development
Code .
a.
Reduction of lot si ze requirements for private schools
in residential zones .
b.
Addition of Alpacas and other spec"ies to the list of
permitted animals in the RA-1 zone along with area
requirements.
Rev iew and action on a sewer lift station policy.
Review and action on a presentation by the Beautification
Committee regarding the placement of benches in the Downt own
Area.
Review and action on the final plat of Chapel View
Subdiv ision Plat A at 50 7 West 700 North.
Review and action on an amended final plat f or Stone Ho llow
PUD Plat A at 1083 East 390 North.
Review and action on an amended Subdivision Plat for Sunwest
Plaza Plat A consisting of 4 lots at 190 North West State
Road.
Review and action on an amended site plan fo r Kwal-Howel l
Paints at 1 90 North West State Road.
Review and action on the fina l pl a t Roundup Chevron
Subdivision Plat A at 86 2 East State Road .
Review and act i on on the site plan for Roundup Chevron at
862 East State Road.
Rev iew and ac tion on a revised annexation agreement for the
Childs/Merril l Annexation at 1000 We st Main Street including
a revis ed annexation concept plan.
Review and action on a request b y Robert Carlisle to split
off the Carlisle Annexat ion consisting of 9 . 43 acres from
the B. J oe Barney Annexation at 1125 East 1100 North
including the approval of a modifi ed annexation agreement.
Review and act i q n on the Annexation Agreement for the Sager
Annexati on consisting o f 4.10 acres at 880 East 1100 South .
Discussion on element s of the Genera l Plan .
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other bus iness .
Review and action on the minutes of the February 7, 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 1 2 day of February, 200 1.
J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
FEBRUARY 21 , 2001

ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on February 21, 2001 , in
the City Hall commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Michael
Georgeson, Ken Baldwin, and James Hansen. Others present included Howard Denney, Rod
Despain, Melanie Marsh, Lisa McMillian, Kathy Gagen, Mary Fox, Marilyn Fowles, Jim Hardy,
Keith Swain, Daryl Berlin, Steve Sowby, Denis Butler, Eric Vanderkooi, David Blake, Robert
Carlisle, and Ken Bushman.
Chairman Hadfield excused Councilman Tom Hunter and Keith Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON TEXT AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
a.

REDUCTION OF LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS
IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo that he included
in the Planning Commission Packet regarding some proposed amendments to the
Development Code. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT
#1. Mr. Despain said there are three issues that need to be clarified in the
proposed ordinance regarding private schools. Following are the three issues:

1.
2.
3.

Definition of private schools
Protection ofthe residential environment
Protection of the occupants of the structure

Mr. Despain pointed out that one thing that defines a public school is that it is
accredited by the State ofUtah. He raised the question of how one defines a
private school. He read the definition for a private school that he included
in the proposed ordinance.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain why he chose 50 students as the maximum
number of students that could be in attendance at one time at a private school.
Mr. Despain said he chose 50 students as the maximum number of students that
could be in attendance at one time at a private school because that is what the
applicants for the proposed school at 163 South 300 West were asking for. He
pointed out that there has been some discussion that the Ensign School located at
2 15 North Center has around 100 students. Mr. Despain stated that he is not sure
what the maximum number of students allowed at one time should be.

1

There was some discussion that the proposed ordinance does not require a
minimum area for private schools and that the limit is based on the maximum
number of students that would be allowed at one time.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about whether there should
be drop-off zones for private schools. He stated that drop-off zones are required
for daycare facilities.
Chairman Hadfield talked about the traffic problems that were created when a
home on 700 North had a dance studio in it and the neighbors who lived near the
home could not get in and out of their driveways. He expressed concern that there
could possibly be a traffic jam with 50 students attending a private school in a
residential zone.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the proposed definition for private
schools. He also expressed concern that the proposed definition would not
allow the Heritage School to be in American Fork. He then asked Mr. Despain
how he would define the Heritage School.
Mr. Despain said the Heritage School would fall under the existing definition for
a parochial school. Mr. Hansen stated that the Heritage School is not a public or
parochial school. Mr. Despain said the Heritage School is operated by a religious
or private organization that does conform to the State's standards.
Mr. Hansen said that the Heritage School is a private school, not a parochial
school. There was a lot of discussion about how the Heritage School should
be defined. Mr. Despain read Section 7 of the American Fork Development
Code, which defines what a parochial school is. After Mr. Despain read the
definition of a parochial school, Mr. Hansen stated that the Heritage School is not
accredited by the State ofUtah. Mr. Despain said it was his understanding that the
Heritage Schools are accredited by the State ofUtah.
There was a lot of discussion about the maximum number of students that could
be allowed at one time in a private school. Mr. Baldwin suggested that a standard
be established regarding how much space per student will need to be provided.
He expressed concern about how many students can be "packed into a room ."
He said the issue is more a health and safety concern rather than just putting in an
arbitrary number for the amount of students that will be allowed at one time.
Mr. Hansen again expressed concern about the definition of private schools in the
proposed ordinance because it reduces the ability for large private schools to
locate in American Fork in residential zones.
Mr. Baldwin said there has been some discussion in the past about the traffic
concerns. He said the ingress and egress are issues have not been addressed in the
proposed ordinance, which is something that still needs to be addressed. He said
inspection standards need to be addressed in the ordinance. He raised the question
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of what the food services will be in a private school in a residential zone because
the kitchen facility will probably be very limited. H e pointed out that by
making a residence a private school that will create more water and sewer usage
than if the home were just a typical residence. He raised the question of whether
a residence that is turned into a private school will be able to handle the additional
water and sewer usage. Mr. Baldwin said fire protection and public safety is also
something else that needs to be addressed in the ordinance.
Lisa McMillian stated that Ron Morrill already has what the square footage
requirements are. Chairman Hadfield suggested that the maximum number
of students should be equivalent to what is identified in the Uniform Building
Code. He said the proposed ordinance should state that the Uniform Building
Code must be met.

Mr. Georgeson raised the question of whether they needed to include the
requirements of the Uniform Building Code in the proposed ordinance because
they are probably covered in other ordinances.
Mr. Baldwin said he is just suggesting that the ordinance include a simple sentence
about what inspections need to be done so that when one looks at the ordinance
he/she can decide whether it is something that they can really do .
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the ordinance state that before an application
for a private schools is approved there has to be a site plan submitted to the City.
The Planning Commission felt the proposed ordinance needed some more work
and directed Mr. Despain to do some more work on it. Mr. Despain asked
Mr. H ansen who he could call to find out more about what schools are accredi ted
by the State so that he could more clearly define what private schools are. Mr.
Hansen said that he would do some checking about what schools are accredited by
the State and give him a call.
b.

ADDITION OF ALPACAS AND OTHER SPECIES TO THE LIST OF
PERMITTED ANIMALS IN THE RA- 1 ZONE ALONG WITH AREA
REQUIREMENTS

Mr. Despain said "the animal unit is defined as a definition and not as part of
the regulation itself" He said the proposed ordinance includes an animal
management area in the RA-1 Zone per Mr. Georgeson's request.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is satisfied with the animal management area
that is defined in the proposed ordinance.
T he Planning Commission felt comfortable w ith the proposed ordinance regarding
alpacas, but took no action on this item because the proposed ordinance was
written in a way that included three other major sections that could not be acted
upon tonight because two of the proposed sections were not on the agenda and the
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section regarding private schools needed some additional work. The Planning
Commission decided it did not want to approve just this section regarding the
addition of alpacas tonight so it would put this item back on the next Planning
Commission Agenda.
c.

ELDERLY HOUSING AND PO ZONE AMENDl\1ENTS.
Mr. Despain said the proposed amendments to the ordinance adds nursing homes
and assisted living facilities to the list of permitted uses in the PO Zone. He
discussed some of the proposed changes to the PO Zone. He pointed out that in
regards to the independent living unit projects there is a reference made to the R47500 Zone. He pointed out that the other projects, i.e., nursing homes,
congregate care, and assisted living facilities do not have a reference to density
because it is assumed that there legitimate uses and are primarily for the purpose of
providing care for the elderly and has some service component to them. He said
the proposed amendment to the PO-l Zone states that an independent living
project would be allowed in the PO-l Zone subject to the density requirements for
an R4-7500 Zone.
Mr. Hansen said that in Section 3 ofthe proposed ordinance nursing homes need
to be defined.

Mr. Georgeson stated that on Page 4 of the proposed ordinance it makes reference
to the state division of social services and there is no division of social services.
He pointed out that there is a Department of Human Services. He suggested that
on Page 4 "state division of social services" should be changed to "Department of
Human Services or the successor agency."
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether independent living facilities should be
allowed in zones other than just the PO-l Zone.

Chairman Hadfield said it might be a good idea to allow independent living
facilities near the track station when it is built in American Fork. He said
Envision Utah has talked a lot about creating walkable communities where there
is some housing in commercial zones so that residents can easily walk to various
businesses.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about whether an independent living facility
in an Rl-9000 Zone would be overwhelming because of things like the amount
of parking that would be required.
Mr. Despain raised the question about whether there is some justification to allow
densities to be greater than what is allowed in a particular zone based on the
character of the occupancy of particular units.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about allowing too much density in some ofthe
zones in the City that are not used to high density because of the roads and
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how easy it will be for emergency vehicles to respond.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he does not want to see something "built in the
name of senior housing," but then it ends up being leased to four college students
who each have a car.
Mr. Despain said he does not know ifthere is a way to totally prohibit senior
housing units from being rented to people who are not seniors. Mr. Hansen said
elderly housing has to be defined in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain asked ifthere should be some type ofbonusing allowed for senior
housing projects. Chairman Hadfield said that he does not like the bonusing
idea. Mr. Georgeson said that he is not to "keen" on the bonusing idea either, but
he does not want to eliminate that option.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the commercial zone would be a good zone to
allow senior housing so that people can walk to the grocery store or the dry
cleaners, etc.
The Planning Commission took no action on this item because it was not on the
agenda.
d.

ZONE MAP AMENDMENT FOR STONE HOLLOW
Mr. Despain stated that the zone map amendment for Stone Hollow is just
a clean up item. He explained that there was a portion of the Stone Hollow
Project that was already in the City before the rest of the Stone Hollow Project
was annexed into the City. He said the zone classification for the part of the
Stone Hollow project that was already in the City should have been changed too
concurrently with the approval of the annexation and the site plan.

Daryl Berlin stated that he was present on behalf of Washburn & Associates who is
dealing with Stone Hollow. He asked if they can continue proceeding with
construction in the Stone Hollow Project or do they have to wait until the zone
is changed.
Mr. Despain pointed out that construction is currently taking place in the Stone
Hollow Project. He said the zone change is just a clean up item. Mr. Despain
stated that action on the zone change will be placed on the March 7, 200 1,
Planning Commission Agenda.

No action was taken on this item because it was not noticed on the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SEWER LIFT STATION POLICY
Mr. Denney discussed the proposed sewer lift station policy. The sewer lift station policy is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
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Mr. Georgeson stated that on Page 2, Section 4, Item #2 where it talks about a period of time he
would suggest that the time period be for a period of20 years. On Page 3, Item #4 where it
states "where users sewer fees shall include all costs for maintenance, repair, and replacement of
the Lift Station system on going. These fees shall be billed monthly and attached as part of the
utility billing" should be changed to "where the users sewer fees shall include all ongoing costs for
maintenance. These fees shall be billed monthly and attached as part of the utility billing."
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Bennett has also made some recommendations in regards
to the format that should be used.
Mr. Baldwin stated that there are acronyms in the proposed resolution that the general public may
not be familiar with. He suggested that the acronyms be defined or spelled out in the ordinance.
It was discussed that the proposed resolution will be discussed at the work session next
Wednesday.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Mr. Despain has suggested that permanent lift stations should be
discussed at the beginning of the resolution and that the temporary lift stations should be
discussed after permanent lift stations have been discussed.
Mr. Georgeson suggested in the introductory paragraph of Section 4 after "given the City's
current method of sewage transportation treatment and disposal" should be added after
"possible."

Mr. Baldwin moved to table action on this item until after the Joint Work Session with the
City Council next Wednesday.
The motion died for lack of a second.
Mr. Sowby suggested that the criteria for what determine whether something is a permanent lift
station or a temporary lift station needs to be clarified. He said he would also appreciate it if the
ordinance included some economic consideration. Chairman Hadfield said there has been a lot of
discussion that economics should not be the driving force. He said what is necessary is to make
sure what the long term best interest is.

Mr. Sowby said he wishes the resolution would include something about the financi al evaluation
or cost benefits of the capital expenditure.
Mr. Georgeson reported that he will not be at the meeting next Wednesday nor will he be present
at the next Planning Commission Meeting so that is why he did not second the motion. He
stated that he is not sure that the Planning Commission is ready to vote on the sewer lift station.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to make the recommended changes that have been given
tonight and to try to include some ofMr. Sowby's ideas and he will put this item back on the next
agenda.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRESENTATION BY THE BEAUTIFICATION
COMMITTEE REGARDING THE PLACEMENT OF BENCHES IN THE DOWNTOWN
AREA
Chairman Hadfield reported that the Beautification Committee wants to put some benches in the
downtown area. He said they are currently proposing to put six benches in. He pointed out that
only two of the six proposed benches are near bus stops. He said that he does not think very
many people will sit on the bench that will be placed in front of the ATM Machine. He said that
he sees the need for the benches that will be placed near the bus stops, but he is not sure if the
benches in the other location are really needed. He said that he hoped that someone from the
Beautification Committee would be present to discuss their proposal.
Mr. Hansen asked where the benches would be located on the sidewalk. Chairman Hadfield said
the benches will be located at about the same distance that the litter containers are. He said
there will be 8 feet of unobstructed walking area adjacent to the building.
Chairman Hadfield recommended that no action be taken on this item until someone from the
Beautification Committee is present.
Mary Fox and Marilyn Fowles from the Beautification Committee arrived later in the meeting so
the Planning Commission returned to this item so that the Beautification Committee could make
their presentation.
Mary Fox stated that three years ago the Beautification Committee started to make some
improvements in the downtown area. She said the Beautification Committee envisioned the
benches, the litter containers, and the flower pots as a unit that would be placed at various
locations in the downtown area.
She stated that the Beautification Committee has already
placed 12 litter containers on Main Street and now it would like to start placing benches near the
litter containers. She said the Beautification Committee' s budget will only allow them to place six
benches on Main Street at this time, but in the future they would like to place six more benches in
the downtown area.
Mrs. Fox discussed where the six benches will be located (1) in front ofthe Bank of American
Fork Drive-Up (2) in front ofFamily Floral (3) in front ofBank of American Fork (4) in front of
Pacific Corp. (5) in front ofHorrocks Engineers and (6) in front of Olsen Chiropractic.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that two of the six benches will be placed near the UTA Bus
Stops.
Mrs. Fox said the benches are an attempt to beautify American Fork.
She said Downtown
American Fork Inc. is very involved in trying to revitalize the downtown area and is aware of
where the benches will be placed. She stated that all of the merchants and the property owners
have been contacted regarding the placement of the benches and they are in favor of them.
Mrs. Fox pointed out that the benches will be placed back against the buildings.
There was some discussion about whether there will be enough room for the walking public to
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walk on the sidewalk. It was discussed that there is a minimum of9 feet ofwidth that the public
will be able to walk on.
Mr. Hansen asked if the benches that are not located near t he bus stops will be used. M rs. Fox
stated that the benches in the pocket park are being used. She pointed out that some of the
benches will be shaded more than others. Mr. Hansen asked why a bench is not being placed
down by the Yogurt Parlor. Mrs. Fox said ifthey were able to put in all12 benches right now
they would put one by the Yogurt Parlor. She said there are already a lot ofbenches in the
pocket park than can be used to accommodate people who would like a place to sit and eat their
yogurt .
Mrs. Fox stated that the Beautification is in the process of developing a streetscape, which will
involve many changes on Main Street. She said it will probably be three to five years before the
streetscape will be completed. She said they have to raise the money to do the streetscape.
Chairman Hadfield expressed his appreciation for the work that the Beautification Committee
does. He said eventually there needs to be bench placed out by Deseret Industries and one placed
by McDonalds.
Mrs. Fox said the downtown district between 100 East and 100 West is "really the heart of the
City." She said that they hope that the downtown town area can be t he historic area for American
Fork. She said that the benches they are proposing to install are expensive. She said the
Beautification Committee needs to look at what other bus stop locations benches should be
placed.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the placement of the benches in the downtown area as
presented. Mt·. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Jim Hardy asked if the benches are going to be fixed. He said if they are not fixed they will be
moved around and could become a nuisance. Mrs. Fox said the benches will be fixed to the
concrete.
Chairman Hadfield said the placement of the benches will require that permission be obtained
from UDOT. He asked that staff work with the Beautification Committee to obtain the necessary
permits from UDOT.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mt·. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF CHAPEL VIEW SUBDIVISION PLAT A
AT 507 WEST 700 NORTH
Mr. Denney recommended that the public utility easement on the west be doubled from the 7 feet
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that is proposed to 15 feet so that there will be enough room to allow for the placement of the
irrigation pipe and future utilities. He also recommended that there be a 37-foot strip off of Lot 2
so that there will be access to the future 600 North Street.
Mr. Hansen stated that he is now surprised to hear that access to 600 North is now being required
because he suggested that when the site plan for Chapel View originally came to the Planning
Commission and it was discussed that access to 600 North was not needed. He said if the
Planning Commission approves the subdivision with the requirement that there needs to be access
to 600 North, then the site plan needs to be amended to show the access to 600 North. He said
that he thinks it is important to have the access to 600 North, but he wonders why the Planing
Commission did not require the access to 600 North when it approved the site plan.
Mr. Despain said he believes that there should be an access route on the south. He suggested that
one option would be to "add or delete the line between Lot 1 and Lot 2 and make one lot."
Chairman Hadfield stated that he could not answer the question of why the Planning Commission
did not require the access to 600 North when it approved the site plan.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Butler met with the American Fork Irrigation Company on
February 7, 2001 and they have reviewed the proposed plan. He said that the City has the letter
from the American Fork Irrigation Company that the proposed plan is in accordance with the
American Fork Irrigation Company requirements.
Mr. Hansen asked ifthere will be enough parking now because of the driveway and asked if there
will need to be some expansion into Lot 2.

Mr. Despain said the proposed plan meets the parking requirements based on the requirements fo r
overlapping sessions.
Mr. Hansen stated that the LDS Church was required to put in sidewalk from 200 East to the
church and it still has not been installed. He said he would like some assurance that the sidewalk
on 200 East is going to be installed before he approves the proposed subdivision.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he is not sure if the LDS Church included in its contract that
sidewalk on 200 East needed to be installed.

Mr. Hansen stated that he will not approve the proposed plan without assurance from the LDS
Church that the sidewalk on 200 East will be put in.
Mr. Georgeson stated that there is redundancy on the plat because it states public PUE easement.
There was a lot of discussion about why the extension of 600 North was not required when the
Planning Commission approved the site plan. Mr. Despain stated that part of the reason the
extension of 600 North was not required when the site plan was approved was because there
really is not a "valid road" for 600 North to go onto because it is only 19 feet and diminishing.
He said the City could not really force the construction of 600 North when the site plan was
approved because of the lack of access. Mr. Hansen asked why the City can't force the extension
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of 600 North on the side of the street that is going to be there even though it is not going to be
used until the street is put in.
Mr. Despain said if 600 North is constructed at this time it will only be 19 feet wide.
Chairman
Hadfield said that he can see the problem with building something without having fini shed grades
on the future 600 North.
Mr. Hansen said 600 North goes to the edge of the property and it is not that far from grades.
He said put the sidewalk in on 600 North so that people can walk to church. Mr. Despain said if
600 North were limited to just people walking that would be fine. He said it is all a timing issue.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of Chapel View Subdivision Plat A at 507
West 700 North subject to: (1) 37-foot wide strip being removed from the east side of Lot 2
and attached to Lot 1 allowing Lot 1 access to the future 600 North Str·eet and (2) the
utility easement on the west side of Lot 1 being increased in size to 15 feet.
Mr-. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if the applicant is going to be required to amend the site plan.
Mr. Georgeson said his motion did not include that the site plan would have to be amended.
Mr. Hansen said 600 North will never be installed, if the site plan is not amended.
Mr. Butler said that when Lot 2 is sold 600 North will be installed .

In reference to Mr. Butler' s above comment, Mr. Hansen said Lot 2 does not have the frontage
because the frontage on Lot 2 is gone.
Mr. Butler stated that three lots could be made. Mr. Hansen asked how three lots could be
developed when the LDS Church does not own the property to get to t he road. Mr. Butler said
it would be a real economic advantage to the property owners who own the property to get to the
road to buy Lot 2. After Mr. Butler talked about the possibility that three lots could be
developed, Mr. Hansen said he is not going to approve the proposed subdivision because then
there will be a derelict parcel.
There was some concern about the possibility t hat Lot 2 would be a derelict parcel.
It was
discussed that Lot 2 could be eliminated and included as part ofLot 1 and at sometime in the
future Lot 1 could be subdivided.
Mr. Despain said he thought it would be easier to subdivide
the property, but it looks like that is not the best solution.
Mr. Hansen again expressed concern about not having any guarantee that 600 North would be put
in, ifthe site plan is not amended.

Mr. Hansen moved to amend the original motion and make the approval subject to (1) the
subdivision being shown as a one-lot subdivision with the so mentioned changes of the PUE
and driveway dedication on the south (2) the site plan being amended to show that 600
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North is a future development and that it does not need to be constructed now, but that it
would have to be constructed in the future. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR STONE HOLLOW PUP
PLAT A AT 1083 EAST 390 NORTH
Mr. Sowby said the reason the plat has been amended is because when the architect provided the
drawings to the twin home plans they did not fit in the pads. He stated that the pads on the
proposed plat are slightly larger than what was earlier proposed. He said all the property
boundaries, the roads, the sewer, and the number of units are the same.
After Mr. Sowby' s brief explanation about why the plat has been amended, Mr. Denney stated the
engineering concerns. He said he needs the sign off from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
He said there are areas where there is groundwater and so there needs to be a note placed on the
plat about basement restrictions. He said the bearing distances need to be corrected. Mr. Denney
also expressed concern about the proposed setbacks between the pads. He pointed out that
before the plat was amended the setbacks were 20 feet between pads and now there are 16 foot
setbacks between the pads.
Mr. Despain explained that the general standard for separation between pad sites is 20 feet, but
the Planning Commission can allow the setbacks to go down to 15 feet, if it so chooses. He
stated that the proposed 16-foot separation between pads is allowed, but it is different from what
the plan originally showed.
Mr. Despain said the preliminary plans showed building footprints, but now the proposed plat
shows building envelopes with lines in them. He said that he assumes that the lines in the
building envelopes are where the buildings will be placed within the envelopes. Mr. Sowby said
the lines in the building envelopes do show where the buildings will be placed. Mr. Despain
asked if there is something on that proposed plat that says what the lines are. Mr. Sowby said
that there is nothing on the plat that shows what the lines are, but if the lines need to be explained
on the plat they can do that.

Mr. Denney said it would be helpful if more front setback designations were noted on the plat.
Chairman Hadfield stated that when the plat was originally approved Lots 4,5, 11 , 14, 15,23,26, 34,
35, 37 and 41 were all approved as 26 foot wide lots and now the proposed plat shows those lots
being 30.5 feet wide, which equates to a difference of 4 Y2 feet. Chairman Hadfield said that the
Planning Commission has been promised certain things and then once the building footprint is
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approved, people think they can put whatever they want inside the building footprint. He said at
what point in time do we say enough is enough.

Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Sowby if he has the architect' s drawings with him. Mr. Sowby said that he
does not have the architect drawings with him.

Mr. Hansen moved to defer this item until the Planning Commission can look at the
architect renderings so it can verify the actual footprints of the home. Mr. Baldwin
seconded the motion.
Mr. Sowby said that he could be back in twenty minutes with the architect renderings.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
After Mr. Sowby returned with the architectural drawings, the Planning Commission again
discussed this item. Chairman Hadfield stated that the issue is that the ordinance calls for 20 feet
setbacks, but it allows the Planning Commission to authorize down to a 15-foot setback. He said
the proposed plan shows 16-foot setbacks.
Mr. Sowby explained that the reason the setbacks have been reduced from 20 feet to 16 feet is to
accommodate the bay windows and the chimneys.
Mr. Baldwin asked ifthe architect had the original plan when he drew the plans. Mr. Berlin said
that the architect had the plan, but he blew it.
Mr. Baldwin said it gives him "heartburn" that the architect ignored the building envelope.

Chairman Hadfield said he believes the fire place and the bay window will enhance the structure.
He said the Planning Commission is just trying to be cautious because there are people who make
their living by "bait and switch."
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the developer trying to press the building envelope. He
said he does not want to see the building extended beyond the envelope. He suggested that if the
Planning Commission approves the proposed amended final plat that it should make a finding that
decrease in the setbacks is the result of the addition of space for a chimney and a bay window and
no further pressing of the envelope is acceptable. It was discussed that the additional 2 feet can' t
be consumed with a new wall location and then a bump out.

Mr. Denney stated that the City may be able to enforce that there be no further pressing of the
building envelope when the original construction takes place on the lots, but there is always the
opportunity to remodel the homes and when the permit is applied for at that time the actual
footprint of the lot will be looked at and not the representation of where the building is. He said
there should be something mentioned on the plat about what will take place if a home is ever
remodeled to help ensure that the building envelope is not pressed any further.
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Mr. Despain said there could be a condition attached to the motion that no building would occupy
area except for that shown on the final plat as the building footprint portion. H e said Mr. Morrill
will probably not see the motion when he is looking at issuing a building permit, but if the
Planning Commission feels keenly about it could include the above stated condition.
Mr. Baldwin said that he would like to officially express that there has been a violation of trust
because the setbacks have been reduced from 20 feet to 16 feet.
Mr. Sowby and Mr. Berlin both stated that the architect has been made aware that he has made
some mistakes and he has been made aware that they are not pleased with the mistakes that have
been made.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the amended final plat for Stone Hollow PUD Plat A at
1083 East 390 North subject to: (1) approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company
(2) correcting the bearing distance (3) adding the disclaimer concerning use of basements
due to the levels of groundwater and ( 4) the finding that the decrease in setbacks is due to
the addition of bay windows and chimneys and no other pressing of the building envelope
will be allowed.
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, Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR SUNWEST PLAZA
A CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 190 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This item was not discussed at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR KW AL-HOWELL PAINTS
AT 190 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This item was not discussed at t he request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT ROUNDUP CHEVRON SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT 862 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed project was originally called the Tanner Subdivision and was
approved by the Planning Commission and City Council about a year ago. He said for whatever
reason the Tanner Subdivision was never recorded . H e said the proposed plat is a replacement
plat for the Tanner Subdivision.
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It was discussed that the only change to the proposed plat is the name of it.
Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the final plat of the Roundup Chevron Subdivision Plat
A at 862 East State Road as a replacement plat for the Tanner Subdivision. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR ROUNDUP CHEVRON AT 862 EAST
STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield said that the proposed site plan has been amended to include a 5-bay carwash.
He pointed out that the old radiator shop has now been torn down and this is where the 5-bay
carwash will be located. Chairman Hadfield then asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney suggested that approval ofthe proposed site plan be subject to the City Council
approving the final plat for the Roundup Chevron and subject to bonding for the improvements.
He said there needs to be cross easements for drainage across the Tanner Property.

Mr. Vanderkooi stated that in the original plan they were going to plumb over to the existing
grease trap, but now with the new demands they are going to install another grease trap and a
sampling manhole.
There was some discussion about how the traffic will circulate through the site and around the
carwash bays. There was some concern about how the traffic will circulate through the site if
they enter the site from 860 East. Mr. Vanderkooi said there will not be a problem with traffic
entering the site off of 860 East. He pointed out that most of the customers who enter their site
will enter the site off of State Street. Mr. Denney asked for some turning radiuses to be included
on the plan.
Chairman Hadfield talked about some site improvements that need to be put in. One thing that
needs to be completed is the landscaping. He said the sidewalk needs to be extended to the
property line. Chairman Hadfield said there is also a drainage structure that needs to be put in.
He pointed out that along the southern boundary there needs to be some kind of curb and gutter
installed t o accommodate the drainage as well as protect the future fence that will go along the
south side of the property.
Chairman Hadfield asked if additional water shares will be required because of the increased water
usage that there will be. Mr. Despain said there will be additional water shares required, but he
needs to determine what the requirement will be.
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Mr. Hansen asked how close t he east bay is to the property line. H e asked if the public utility
easement is going to be built on. He pointed out that the ordinance was recently changed so that
permanent structures could not be built over public utility easements.
Mr. E ric said there will be a 5-foot space between the building and the property line. It was
concluded that the building will not be built on the public ut ility easement. It was discussed that
the roof line hangs over the public utility easement, but not the building.
Mr. Denney stated that the proposed plan needs to conform with Timp. Special Service District 's
regulations, i.e., sampling manholes and sediment traps.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the site plan for Roundup Chevron at 862 East State Road
subject to: (1) recording of the plat (2) the City Council approving the final plat of the
Roundup Chevron Subdivision Plat A (3) cross easements for drainage across the Tanner
Property ( 4) correction of the sewer lines that are noted (5) conformance to Timp. Special
Service District's regulations (6) completing the improvements that were required with th e
original site plan approval (7) the water share review and (8) the building being off the
public utility easement on the east.
M r. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman H adfield 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. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN REVISED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
CHILDS/MERRILL ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST MAIN STREET INCLUDING A
REVI SED ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN
Chairman Hadfield pointed out t hat the Childs/Merrill Annexation Agreement was approved by
the Planning Commission on April 5, 2000. He said there have now been some text changes
made to the Childs/Merrill Annexation because Mr. Childs is no longer a player in the annexation .
He said the concept plan has also been amended.

Mr. Despain said the City is now dealing with Bill Merrill. H e stated that the plat remains the
same, but the contracting party has changed. He stated that the language in the proposed
annexation agreement regarding the City acquiring land to add to the existing park and ride has
not changed from the original annexation agreement that was approved by the Planning
Commission. He pointed out t hat the City has one year to make arrangements to purchase the
property to expand the park and ride lot.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that when the Planning Commission approved the Childs/Merrill
Annexation on April 5, 2000, it did not know what the layout ofthe park and ride would be, but
now it knows how much property will be needed to expand the park and ride. He stated the park
and ride will really be more of an intermodal center. He pointed out that there will be some bays
for bus parking at the park and ride.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Merrill has now decided on a road alignment that he prefers. He said
the proposed concept plan shows the road coming in off from Main Street and then going in a
diagonal, sharing the right-of-way on the north with what would ultimately be the Bennett
Property and then it makes a turn at 1020 West.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Denney suggested that Attachment # 2 of the proposed annexation
agreement should be modified so that anything outside the boundary lines of the annexation
property are deleted. He suggested that the concept plan be approved as a revised concept plan.
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the revised annexation agreement for the Childs/Merrill
Annexation at 1000 West Main Street including a revised concept plan. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY ROBERT CARLISLE TO SPLIT OFF THE
CARLISLE ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 9.43 ACRES FROM THE B. JOE BARNEY
ANNEXATION AT 1125 EAST 11 00 NORTH INCLUDING APPROVAL OF THE
MODIFIED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

Mr. Despain discussed some of the text changes that were made to the annexation agreement. He
said there was some earlier discussion that the park fees would be waived in exchange for the
property that will be deeded to the City for a park, but it has been discussed that the City does not
waive t he park fees any longer. He said the City will just pay cash for the land that will be
developed into a park.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation concept plan. He said t he proposed annexation
concept plan is actually the same plan that the City had when the Carlisle Property was part of the
Barney Annexation. He said one change that he can see being made to the plan is in regards to
the S-curve in the road that goes from the Richard ' s property to the Carlisle property. He said it
is likely that the road will now be straightened out. He said the S-curve was suggested in order to
provide an opportunity for Mr. Barney so that he could develop a PUD and get the open space
that he needed.
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There was some discussion that the lot along 1100 North will be 200 feet deep . Mr. Carlisle said
the reason the lot along 1100 North is 200 feet deep is because he wanted to have the option of
having either one big lot or at some time subdividing and making two small lots.
It was discussed that the improvements will continue to Mr. Carlisle's home. Chairman Hadfield
asked at what point in time the curb and gutter will be installed in front of Mr. Carlisle' s rental
units. Mr. Carlisle said he would rather not be required to put in curb and gutter in front of his
two rentals at this time because there is a patch of lilacs that would have to be eliminated in order
to install curb and gutter. He also stated that he did not want to install curb and gutter until the
storm water issues have been properly resolved. He said that he is just looking at annexing his
property at this time and is not planning on developing his property at this time.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there are going to be some future developments that take place
soon and the curb and gutter in front of the two existing homes will have to be put in at some
point in time.
Mr. Despain stated that the issue of curb, gutter and sidewalk is something t hat is usually not
addressed at the time of annexation, but is addressed at the time of development.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the sewer line down the road is still in the ownership of Cedar Hills.
He told Mr. Carlisle not to assume that he can just tap into the sewer line when he decides to
develop.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the request by Robert Carlisle to split off the Carlisle
Annexation consisting of 9.43 acres from the B. Joe Barney Annexation at 1125 East 1100
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. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE SAGER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.10 ACRES AT 880 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.

Mr. Despain said the proposed agreement is very much a working draft because there are some
details that still need to be worked out. One of the details that needs to be worked out is the
location of the Ovard or Sager Slough and the extent of the area within the property that will be
occupied by a flood facility or a storm water control facility. He said it has not been determined
whether the City will purchase the pond area or whether the City will hold the development rights
in the form of an easement. He said part of the reason that not all of the details have been worked
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out is because they have to decide how big the pond needs to be. He said that the City must
acquire an ownership interest of some form in regards to the storm water detention facility.
Chairman Hadfield said there are some trade offs that can be allowed. H e said maybe the City
could work out some type of arrangement with the property owner so that he does not have to
provide water shares in exchange for the property that will be used for the storm water detention
facility.

Mr. Hansen asked why the Sagers are not annexing the whole piece of property so that American
Fork can be protected.
Mr. Despain said the City is primarily working with the Sager's son and he has a different attitude
than Ellery Sager. He stated that he is comfortable with recommending approval of the
annexation agreement subject to some modifications that staff can work out with the applicant.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the Annexation Agreement for the Sager Annexation
consisting of 4.10 acres at 880 East 1100 South subject to staff refining the annexation
agreement so that some of the uncertainties are addressed.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vot e on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission will meet in a Joint Work Session with the City
Council next Wednesday to discuss some of the elements of the General Plan. He said one thing
that will be discussed at the meeting next Wednesday is the road pattern issues. He said the City
needs to come to closure on whether it is going to live with the existing underpass structures at
300 West and 100 East as being the sole access points or will it look at a third notion of having an
overpass structure, which Mr. Georgeson has expressed reservation about.
There was some discussion that the City' s road plan is 19,000 vehicle trips a day short. Mr.
Despain stated that the transportation element of the General Plan will be discussed at the joint
work session with the City Council next Wednesday. Mr. Georgeson suggested that the
possibility of using 100 West as a corridor instead of Center Street should not be ignored. Mr.
Despain suggested that the City may want to spend some money t o see if an overpass structure is
something that could be a feasible option.
Mr. Despain reported that Woodbury is beginning to work on the project on the west side of the
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City again and are now planning to move full speed ahead because they have some key players
that are very interested in developing on their property.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 7. 2001 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the February 7, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 29 "predator" should be changed to " predators." On Page 6, Line 22 "as
once" should be changed to "at once." On P~ge 6, Line 32 "absorbent" should be changed
to "exorbitant." On Page 7, Line 13 "seer" should be changed to "sewer." On Page 12,
Line 21 "verily" should be changed to "barely." On Page 13, Line 36 the second "M•·.
Richan" should be deleted and "Mr. Baldwin" should be added. On Page 15, Line 22
"perceives" should be changed to "wants." On Page 16, Line 9 " house" should be
changed to "housing." On Page 17, Line 8 "has to certain" should be changed to "has to
have certain."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman Hadfield.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:29 p.m.

1flfiturut
Mefanie Marsh

1~
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Feb 16, 2001

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain
Subject: Proposed Amendments to Development Code
The attached document contains drafts for amendment of the
Development Code in four major areas, as follows:
Sections 1 and 2 include revised language relating to the
placement of private schools in residential zones and the
standards of approval. As I understand, the Commission was
favorable to the notion of allowing small priv ate schools to
located within all residential zones . The primary concern in
preparing the draft has been to minimize the potential unintended
consequences to the neighborhood that may arise, either from the
operation of the school or the establishment of a such a school
that may not fit the mold of the typical 11 Home School 11 • One
thought, if the number of students gets to be substantial, does
the City assume a responsibility for safety concerns i.e.
crossing guards etc.
Section 3 includes several new definitions, required as a result
of the proposed change including additional definitions of
11
Animal Units 11 and other livestock related te rms, Private Schools
and definitions relating to the subject of elderly housing.
Section 4 is a major change to the subject of livestock in the
RA-1 Zone and is in response to some of the comments made by Mike
Georgeson. This represents a slightly different approach than
the existing ordinapce, as follows: (1) It raises the notion of
an 11 Animal Management Area 11 not just lot size as a criteria fo r
approval (2) It proposes that the b oard of adjustment make
interpretations for unmentioned animals, but specifically
prohibit Pigs and mink, and (3) attaches some spacing
requirements f.or livestock facilities.
Section 5 represents an effort at amending the PO - l zone
requirements to accomplish three things:m (1) it seeks to more
clearly address some of the elderly housing facility questions
that have been with us for some time, particularly the
appropriateness of allowing nursing h omes and similar assisted
living p rojects in the zone. (2 ) It adds Independent Living unit
project s as an au thori zed use (Elderly Housing without assis t ed
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living services), (3) clarifies the procedures for approval of
all types of uses in the zone, (4) corrects the accessory
building setback regulations (I missed this zone with the recent
amendment ) .
The areas of amendment are underlined, for your convenience.
Also, the matter of elderly housing projects in other zones is
not addressed by the proposed amendment . This should . be part of
our discussion on the 21.
·
Section 6 serves to correct an oversite with the recent Stone
Hollow project, in that the zone classification for the portion
of the project that was already in the City should have been
changed concurrently with the approval of tne annexation and site
plan - The planner blew it .
It is intended that this draft be used as the basis for
discussion of each of the above subjects - If I didn't get it
right or if you have further ideas please come prepared to help
us work it out.
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2-15-01
Draft #2
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF
AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH, RELATING TO THE REQUIRED AREA FOR SCHOOLS
WITHIN RESIDENTIAL ZONES; AUTHORIZING THE PLACEMENT AND OPERATION
OF PRIVATE AND CHARTER SCHOOLS AND SETTING FORTH STANDARDS APPROVAL
OF SUCH USES; REVISING THE REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO· THE KEEPING OF
LIVESTOCK IN THE RA-1 ZONE; AMENDING THE DEFINITION OF "ANIMAL
UNIT"; REVISING VARIOUS PORTIONS OF SECTION 2-4~15 (PROFESSIONAL
OFFICE ZONE); AMENDING CHAPTER 7 BY ADDING SEVERAL DEFINITIONS TO
THE LIST OF DEFINITIONS; AMENDING A PORTION OF THE ZONE MAP; AND
PROVIDING FOR THE ADOPTION AND ENFORCEMENT OF THESE AMENDMENTS.
WHEREAS, the American Fork City Council, following
receipt of a recommendation from the Planning Commission, has
determined that it is in the best interest of American Fork City
and the residents thereof to enact certain amendments to the
Development Code .
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF,
AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH:
PART I
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SECTION 1.
The table setting forth the lot area, width and
depth requirements, as set forth under Section 2-4 .2-C (RA-1 Zone),
2-4.2A-D (R-1-15,000 Zone), 2-4 . 3-C (R-1-9000 Zone), 2 -4.4-C (R-17500 Zone), 2-4.5-C (R - 2 -7500 Zone ), 2-4 . 6-C (R-3-7500 Zone), and
2-4.7-C
(R-4 - 7500
Zone)a re hereby amended by deleting all
requirements relating to "schools" .
SECTION 2.
The list of Permitted and Conditional uses set
forth set forth under Sections 2-4.2-B (RA-1 Zone), 2-4.2A-C (R-115,000 Zone), 2-4.3-B-2 (R-1-9000 Zone) , 2-4.4-B (R-1-7500 Zone),
2-4.5-B (R-2-7500 Zone), 2-4.6-B (R -3 -7500 Zone), and 2-4.7-B (R - 4 7500 Zone) is hereby amended by adding the following :
Private Home / Charter Schools,
findings and c0nditions:

subject

to

the

following

1.

The maximum number of students in attendance at any one
time shall be not more than fifty (SO)

2.

The parcel upon which the school is located shall contain
sufficient off-street parking to accommodate all teachers
and staff and students of driving age.

3.

The applicant shall provide evidence of approval of the
facility for the intended purpose by the State or that
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the facility would meet the State guidelines for physical
facilities for the number of occupants proposed, where
State approval is not required . The City may also require
inspection and approval of local fire and health
authorities.

(

4.

The proposed facility shall include an outdoor play area
of not less than fifty (50) square feet per student for
the maximum number of students authorized .

5.

The structure shall be capable of use as a school
facility without structural or landscaped alterations
that would change the residential character of the
structure.

6.

The application shall contain a site plan, prepared in
substantial compliance with the provisions of Section 25.32 . The plan shall show both the entire property and
a floor plan of the structure and shall identify tho se
portions proposed to be used for school purposes.

7.

The facility shall be registered with the business
license division of the City and an annual business
license secured .

8.

Signs shall be limited to one facility identification
sign containing not less than eight (8) square feet and
shall contain no advertising.

9.

The structure shall contain adequate rest room and
kitchen facilities and shall conform with all applicable
standards of the American With disabilities Act.

SECTION 3.
hereby amended by
definitions:
3.

Section 7-2 entitled l ist of Definitions is
adding the following terms to the list of

Animal Unit - Ari animal unit shall be one or a proportionate
combination of the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

One cow (bovine), horse (equine) , or similar large animal
Four adult sheep or feeder lambs
Four goats
Four Llamas and Alpacas
Twenty chickens
Thirty pigeons or similar small fowl
Thirty rabbits or similar small animals

For types of animals not specified above the board of
adjustment shall determine the number which shall constitute
2
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an animal unit, Except that, for purposes of compliance with
this code, porcine (pig) and mink are specifically excluded
from consideration as part of an animal unit,
For the purpose of determining compliance, said definition
shall not include the unweaned offspring less than six months
old of any residing animal.
Livestock Management Area - All portions of a lot devoted
exclusively to the care and keeping of livestock, including
but not limited to, barns, sheds, pens, coops, corrals, and
pastures, but not including any portion of a parcel devoted to
a dwelling, yard, garden, parking area or un-utilized open
area.
Corral - An area enclosed by a fence or other barrier used for
the confinement of livestock for which the primary source of
food is provided from other than grazing of grass or herbage
growing on the site.
Pasture - An area confined by wire, wood or other fence
structure used for the confinement of livestock for which the
primary source of food is obtained from the grazing of grass
or herbage growing on the site.
58A. Schools
d.

Private Home / Charter School
Structures and
grounds
housing
an
educational
institution
accredited by the State of Utah as a Primary or
Secondary School, or following a course of study
conforming to the state standards for such uses, as
determined by the City.
Provided, that this
definition shall not be construed to include
Correctional or Boarding Schools .

Independent Living Unit - A residential dwelling, occupied or
intended to be occupied by elderly persons not requiring
assistance with activities of daily living in a multi-unit or
condominium setting, and including a kitchen in each living
unit.
Congregate Living Unit - A residential dwelling, occupied or
intended to be occupied by elderly persons who may require
assistanrie with one or more activities of daily living, in a
multi-unit apartment or condominium setting, having common
dining and social areas and having meals prepared by staff for
the residents.
Congregate Living Units may also include
kitchenettes in the private areas .
Assisted Living Facility - A residential facility, conforming
3
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to the requirements of the state division of social services
as a Type I or Type II facility, occupied or intended to be
occupied by two or more elderly persons and providing
assistance with "Activities of Daily Living" and social care
to residents.
Activities of Daily Living
- the term Activities of Daily
Living shall include the following activities
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Dressing
Eating
Grooming
Bathing
Toileting
Arnbulation
Transferring, and
Self administration of medication

4
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SECTION 4.
follows :
2.

Section 2-4.2-B-2 is hereby amended to read as
The raising, care and keeping of livestock and
fowl.
Also, barns, sheds, corrals, paddocks,
coops, hutches and similar facilities for the care
and keeping of livestock and fowl, subject to of
the following criteria.
A.

All livestock and fowl shall be housed and
maintained within a designated Livestock
Management Area as defined by this ordinance.

B.

The number of animals kept on any lot or
parcel shall not exceed one Animal Unit for
each 10,000 square feet of Animal Management
Area.

C.

All corrals, stalls, pens, paddocks for the
enclosure of livestock and all barns, stables,
coops, sheds, hutches or similar buildings
used for the housing or confinement of
livestock and fowl and all water troughs and
areas used for the feeding of livestock shall
be located not closer than seventy-five (7 5)
feet to an existing dwelling or other occupied
structure located on an adjacent lot or fifty
(50) feet to such dwel l ing or structure on the
same lot.

SECTION 5.
Section 2-4.15 setting forth development
regulation within the PO-l Professional Office Zone is hereby
amended in its entirety, to read as follows:
2-4 . 15

PO-l Professional Office Zone

A.

Intent
The PO-l Professional Office Zone is established to
provide an area which will accommodate the community's
hospital health care buildings and a mixture of offices
and related facilities for professional persons. Also,
limited amounts of housing under planned condit ions would
be vermitted within the zone.

B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land
shall be permitted upon compliance with requirements set
forth in this Code.
Prov ided that site plans for a l l
uses shall be subject to the prior approval as set forth
under Section 2-5.32.
5
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

~

L

~

9.
10 .
11 .
C.

Hospitals (human care) and ancillary structures and
facilities .
Hospitals (small animal care only)--no outside
runs.
Medical c linics and laboratories.
Office buildings for professional persons.
Prescription pharmacy when constructed as an
integral part of a medical clinic or medical office
complex; provided that the said pusiness shall
occupy not more than fifteen (15) percent of the
floor area of the clinic or off·ice complex to which
it applies.
Nursing Homes and Assisted Living Facilities.
Congregate Care Unit projects (Elderly Housing)
when included as an integral part of a project
which include Nursing Home or Assisted Living
Facility
Independent Livino Unit Projects (Elderly Housing)
subject to the standards for multi-family PUD
projects in the R-4-7500 Zone (See 2-6 . 3-F)
Combined office and housing projects, subject to
the applicable provisions ·of Section 2-6 of this
Code.
Accessory monument signs in accordance with the
applicable provisions of Section 2 -5 .31) .
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject
to the provisions of Section 2 -5 .43 of this Code.

Area and Width Requirements
Area and width requirements shall be as follows:
MAIN USE

MINIMUM
AREA

Hospitals (human care)
Hospitals (animal care)
Medical Clinics, Laboratories, Office
Buildings

D.

none

MINIMUM
WIDTH
none

12,000 sq. ft . 95 feet

Approval Procedure
~

Any proposed hospital, clinic, office, nursing
horne, laboratory or other facility which occupies a
site area of more than 20 ,000 square feet or which
contains more than one main building shall be
considered as a Combined Office and Housing Project
and subject to all requirements relating thereto .
6
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E.

Any such facilitv containing less than 20.000
square feet shall reguire approval of a site plan
in accordance with the provisions of 2-5.31.

Location Requirements
1.

2.

3.

Front Setback
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings and
structures shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the front lot line.
b.
Accessory Buildings. All ' accessory buildings
shall be set back not less than twelve (12)
feet to the rear of the closest rear wall line
of the main building and not less than twelve
( 12) feet from any side wall of the main
building.
Accessory ·buildings which are
located twelve (12) feet or closer to a main
building shall be considered as part of the
main building . Where no main building exists
on a lot, a detached accessory building shall
be set back not less than sixty (60) feet from
the front lot line.
Side Setback - Interior Lots
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings shall be
set back not less than eight ( 8) feet from
either side lot line, and the combined total
distance of the two side setbacks shall be not
less than eighteen {18) feet.
b.
Accessory Buildings. All accessory buildings
shall be set back not less than five (5) feet
from the lot line, except that no minimum side
setback shall be required when all the
following conditions are met:
( 1) The accessory building is located more
than twelve (12) feet from an existing
dwelling on the same or an adjacent lot.
( 2) The
accessory
building
contains
no
openings on the side contiguous to the
lot line.
(3)
No drainage from the roof will be
discharged onto an adjacent lot.
~
The accessory building shall have fire
resistive walls rated at one (1) hour or
more.
{5) The building will not be placed on land
designated as a utility easement.
Side Setback - Corner Lot
a.
Side Abutting on a Street.
All main and
accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than twenty (20) feet from the side lot line
which abuts on a street.
7
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b.
Interior Side. Same as required for interior
lots .
Rear Setback - Interior Lots
4.
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings shall be
set back not more than thirty (30) feet from
the rear lot line.
Accessory Buildings . ·Same as required under
b.
Side Setback - Interior Lots .
5.
Rear Setback - Corner Lots
Main Buildings. All main buildings shall be
a.
set back not less than ten (10) feet from the
rear lot line .
Accessory Buildings. All accessory buildings
b.
shall be set back not less than five (5) feet
from the rear lot line, except that no minimum
rear setback shall be required when all the
following conditions are met :

( 1)
( 2)
(3 )
..ltl_

(5 )
(6)

The accessory building is located more
than twelve ( 12) feet from an e x isting
dwelling on the same or an adjacent lot.
The
accessory
building
contains
no
openings on the side contiguous to the
lot line .
No drainage from the roof will be
discharged onto an adjacent lot .
The accessory building shall have fire
resistive walls rated at one (1) hour or
more .
The building will not be placed on land
designated as a utility easement.
The accessory building will be set back
not less than fifty (50) feet from the
side lot line abutting the street.

F.

Height of Buildings
The maximum height of any building (measured from
finished grade to the square of the building) shall
be thirty (30) feet or three (3) stories, whichever
is the higher.
Where the ground or the square of
the building is uneven in height, the average
elevation thereof shall apply .
Roofs above the
square, chimneys, flag poles, telev ision antennas,
church towers, and similar structures not used for
human occupancy are excluded in determining height.

G.

Special Prov isions
Special prov isions shall apply in this z one
protect its essential character istics .

~n

order to

Repealed - included under Paragraph D a bov e
1.
Amend map for stone hollow
8
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SECTION 6.
The Official Zone Map of American Fork
City, Utah, is hereby amended as shown on the map below .
The
territory shall hereafter be classified in the PR-9000 Planned
Residential Zone.
Attach required map here

PART II
PENALTY AND ADOPTION
SECTION 1. - Conflicting Provisions. Whenever the provisions
of this Ordinance conflict with the provisions of any other
Ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the more stringent shall
prevail.
SECTION 2 - Provisions Severable. This Ordinance and the
various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be
severable . If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to
be unconstitutional or invalid it is hereby declared that the
remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
SECTION 3 - Amendment to be Added to Development Code.
The City Council hereby authorizes and directs that insert pages
reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be made and placed
in the Official copies of the American Fork Development Code in the
office of the City Recorder .
SECTION 4 - Penalty.
Hereafter these amendments shall be
construed as part of the Development Code of American Fork City,
Utah, to the same effect as if originally a part thereof, and all
provisions of said Code shall be applicable thereto, including, but
not limited to, the enforcement, violation and penalty provisions.
SECTION 5 - Effective Date.
This Ordinance shall take effect
upon its passage and ·publication as required by law.
PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY, UTAH, THIS ·
DAY OF
2001.

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Recorder
9
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION SETTING FORTH MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR THE USE OF
SANITARY SEWER LIFT STATIONS WITHIN THE CITY, THE CRITERIA FOR
THEIR USE, DESIGN, AND ELIGIBILITY

WHEREAS, Section
of the American Fork Development Code, requires that
all new development within the City be connected onto the Public Sewer System. And whereas
the City Sewer System doesn't provide for service in all areas within the City Limits due to
adverse slopes and grades and services not being extended into certain areas.
NOW THEREFORE,

be it resolved by the City Council of American Fork City,

Utah:

SANITARY SEWER LIFT STATION STANDARDS

Section 1.

Title

This Resolution shall be entitled The Sanitary Sewer Lift Station Standards Resolution of
American Fork, Utah.
Section 2.

Application of Standards

The intent of requiring connections to a Sanitary Sewer System is to have new development
attached to a gravity flow feed system. This is the standard for American Fork City. However,
when connection to a gravity feed system is not possible because of topographic undulations or
the economics of running a new gravity flow line to the area is exorbitant and a higher level
gravity flow system is available, then application may be made to the City for consideration of a
Lift Station to serve the area. Individual residential lift pumps which discharge into an American
Fork owned and operated gravity flow sewer system are exempt from this resolution. These
devices are to be used infrequently and considered on a case by case basis only. They are not to
be considered as the sewer disposal system of choice for an area wide or regional use sewer
solution.
Section 3.

(

Temporary

~ift

Stations

The term "Temporary" as referred to in '' Temporary Lift Stations" means a period of time not to
exceed ten years. All Temporary Lift Stations shall be privately owned and operated. This means
that there must be a Private Master Organization created to be responsible for all costs. repairs.
operation and maintenance of the Temporary Lift Station. This type of Lift Station shall only
discharge directly into an American fork City gravity tlow sewer system at a manhole and must
discharge directly into the tlow line of the manhole. The design sizing and construction of all
Temporary Lift Stations will be in accordance with all State regulations. rules and requirements.
-I-

.. . . .. - .
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All Temporary Lift Stations shall be designed to provide service to the affected areas and not
allowed for an individual site.
Before a Temporary Lift Stations can be considered for use in an area or project, a detailed
Engineer Study and Design must be completed and submitted to the City for review and
acceptance. This Engineer Study and Design shall contain:
1. Any economic evaluation of this Privately Owned Lift Station. This evaluation must
show the cost benefit ratio given a ten year operational life for the installation of the Lift
Station versus the best economical gravity flow system. This analysis shall also include
for a ten year life the average operating expense of the proposed system, all capital costs
for system replacement, what the annual dues and assessments for each of the owner
operators of the system would be and what the Impact Fees will be for individuals who
are served by this system to pay their proportionate share of a gravity replacement system
and to reimburse the City for such Capital Expenses such as a metering station.
2. An alternate Gravity Flow System, with complete Engineering Construction Plans,
designed to replace the Lift Station within the first ten years that the Lift Station is placed
into operation. These plans shall give all assumptions and calculations used in the design
and be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer.
3. Any proposed text and graphic needed to amend the General Plan and Capital
Improvements Plan to allow for the Lift Station installation. This amendment shall show
the impacts to the existing sewer system of the City and how the replacement Gravity
Flow System can be financed and installed
4. A Maintenance Program and Schedule along with an Emergency Operation and
Contamination Prevention Plan. These plans shall show the level of expertise required to
operate and maintain the proposed Lift Station System and whether these programs are
proposed to be conducted by members of the Master Association or to be hired out.
Section 4.

Permanent Lift Stations

All Permanent Lift Stations shall be owned, operated and maintained by the City. These Lift
Stations and their associated systems are on ly allowed where and when no gravity flow system is
possible. Before Permanent Lift Stations are allowed, a detailed engineering study must be
preformed and accepted by, the City. This Engineer Study shall contain:
I. Any proposed text and graphic needed to amend the General Plan and Capital
Improvements Plan to allow for the Permanent Lift Station installation
2. Any economic evaluation of the Permanent Lift Station proposal. This eva luation
shall determine the annual maintenance, repair and replacement costs assoc iated with this
permanent installation and the potential number of users associated with this lift station.
Thi s a nalysis needs to cover a period of time that includes replacement of the primary
pump a nd assoc iated systems. Thi s will be used in determining the monthly billing
assoc iated wi th users o f this lift station.
_l _
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3. An Engineers Study projecting a total build-out usage and boundary that due to
elevation or other naturally occurring restrictions would be required to utilize said Lift
Station. The study should include the cost benefit ratio of all users proposed on the
system and shall show the minimum number of users required to financially support
maintain, repair and replace the Lift Station system.
4. City will use the information provided by these studies to form a "Service District"
where users sewer fees shall include all costs for maintenance, repair and replacement of
the Lift Station system on going. These fees shall be billed monthly and attached as part
of the utility billing.
Based on the study the lift station proposal must be placed in the General Plan of the City and
accepted as the only possible method of servicing the area. After the inclusion into the General
Plan of a Permanent Lift Station the system shall be included in the Capital Improvement Plan to
provide future funding for its installation. The City may establish impact fees in the area
dependant on the Lift Station for it's sewage system to recover and provide funding for the
installation of a public sewer lift station.
Expenditures incurred as part of the Permanent Lift Station may be deemed reimbursable similar
to the utility reimbursement policy for off-site improvements.
The design sizing and construction of all Permanent Lift Stations will be in accordance with all
State regulations and requirements.

Section 5.

Minimum Design Standards

l . Minimum design standards and drawings for all sanitary lift stations shall include a
system design study report showing the system design for the potential area served;
duplex self priming pumps (Gormann-Rupp or equal) for total lifts less than l 00 feet,
which pumps shall be 480 volt/3-phase with auxiliary power connections; walk-in pump
enclosures with masonry walls, metal roof, interior/exterior lights, heat, vent fans,
charcoal filters on all air vents, 20 volt electrical outlets and service water; a fenced yard
with 6-foot chain link fence, 12-foot gate, 3-inch drain rock ground cover, and a 20-foot
enclosure set back fro m fence ; a pressure discharge pipe (green PVC C-900) with thrust
blocks, restraint joints, clean-outs and blow-offs; pipe location wire (bare 12-gauge
copper with tem1inal.boxes); SCADA system with radio communications antenna, PLC
and wet-well, motor run and motor fail alarms; pressure line/manhole connection detail ;
future gravity flow adaption detail; and installation and testing per Engineering Standards.
2. Minimum requirements for li ft station alarm system shall include a high level wet well
alarm; a low level wet well alarm; lift station main power loss alarm (this alarm should
clear if back up generator comes on and should clear when standby power has engaged):
standby generator run indicator: run time indicators for pumps and for generator (there
shall be separate indicators for each pump); thermal overload shutdown on each pump:
and moisture senso rs on each pump (for all dry pit submers ible d irect couple pumps ).
.,
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Section 6.

Conflicting Provisions

Whenever the provisions of this Resolution conflict with the provisions of any other
ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the more stringent shall prevail.

Section 7.

Effective Date

The provisions of this Resolution shall take effect upon its passage as required by law.
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH, THIS
, 2001.

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 28, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
JOINT WORK SESSION
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Council and
the American Fork Planning Commission will meet in a joint work
session on February 28, 2001 , in the America~ Fork City Hall, 31
North Church Street, commencing at 7: 00 p.m.- The agenda shall be
as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Discussion of issues relating to the South Side Planning
Area and General Plan Amendment.
Discussion of a sewer lift station policy.
Discussion of drainage issues including the use of holding
ponds.
Other business .
Adjournment.

Dated this 20 day of February , 2001.

fl n, QJl_

Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 7, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 7, 2001, 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.
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13 .
14 .
15 .
16 .
17 .

REGULAR SESSION

\

Review and action on amendments to the Development Code and
Zone Map .
a.
Reduction of lot size requirements for private schools
in residential zones .
b.
Addition of Alpacas and other species to the list of
permitted animals in the RA-1 zone along with area
requirements .
c.
Elderly housing an PO zone amendments.
d.
Zone map amendment for Stone Hollow
Review and action on a sewer lift station policy .
Review and action on the extension of a 12-inch water line
from 501 West Main to 717 West Main.
Review and action on an amendment to the annexation concept
plan for the Cooper-Hansen Annexation at 410 North 1100
East.
Review and action on a site plan for an LDS Chapel at 410
North 1100 East.
Review and action on an amended site plan for an expansion
to the car wash at 310 North West State Road.
Review and action on the final plat of Mountain Meadows Plat
G PUD at 370 South 400 West consisting of 27 units.
Review and action on Lone Peak Plat A Subdivision at 1780
North 900 East consisting of 10 lots.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for American
Fork Check City located at 506 East State Road.
Review and action on Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D
consisting of 26 lots located at 830 East 600 North.
Review and action on a zone change request from the existing
R1-9000 to the PO-l, Professional Office zone at 1063 East
50 South.
Review and action on map and annexation agreement changes to
the Stratton Annexation at 1650 North 900 East .
Discussion on ei~ments of the General Plan .
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the February 21 , 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of February, 2001 .
J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

'

..
AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 7, 2001
ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 7, 2001, in the
City Hall commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included James Hansen, Tom Hunter, Steve
Nielsen, and Ken Baldwin. Others present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Melanie
Marsh, Bryce Taylor, Travis Johnson, Reed Bromley, David Peterson, Dean Gunther, Greg Fix,
Jim Kennedy, Paul Washburn, Marilyn Greenwood, Moyle Greenwood, Lisa McMillian, Steve
Sowby, Ray Lamoreaux, Charles LeBarron, Phil Marrott, Kathleen Bush, Jim Cates, David Blake,
Ken Stratton, and Curtis Miner.
Mr. Hansen excused Chairman Hadfield, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson because they were all
out of town. Mr. Hansen conducted the meeting.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE AND
ZONE MAP
Mr. Hansen noted that the proposed ordinance does not include anything regarding elderly
housing nor amendments to the PO Zone.
He then turned the time over to Mr. Despain to
discuss the proposed ordinance.

a.

REDUCTION OF LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS
IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES
It was discussed that the following changes need to be made to the proposed
ordinance:
On Page 2, the second line where it states "on space" should be changed to
"one space." On Page 2, Item #9 "disabilities" should be capitalized. On Page 3,
where it reads "porcine (pig)" it should be changed to "pig (porcine)." On Page 2
the number system needs to be changed so that there are not two number sevens
listed. On Page 3, Item #4 where it states "Four Llamas and Alpacas" it should be
changed to "Four Llamas or Alpacas."
Mr. Baldwin said that on Page 1 of the proposed ordinance where it refers to the
building code, the appropriate reference needs to be put with it.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about whether there is a conflict in the ordinance
because it states that the proposed private school has to meet institutional
standards, but yet it also states that the residential character ofthe structure should
be maintained. Mr. Despain said he did not see any conflict in the ordinance.
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Mr. Hansen said that he feels comfortable with the definition for private schools.

Mr. Baldwin moved to forward the proposed ordinance that addresses the
following issues: (1) reduction of lot size requirements for private schools (2)
addition of alpacas and other species to the list of permitted animals in the
RA-1 Zone along with area requirements and (3) Zone Map amendment for
Stone Hollow subject to: (1) the technical corrections that have been
discussed and (2) the inclusion of the specific reference to the building code
that references the student population with the note that if the reference is
not in the building code the ordinance will have to come back to the Planning
Commission for their review.
Councilman Hunter 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: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
b.

ADDITION OF AT ,PACAS AND OTHER SPECIES TO THE LIST OF
PERMITTED ANIMALS IN THE RA-1 ZONE ALONG WITH AREA
REQUIREMENTS
This item was approved with the above-stated motion.

c.

ELDERLY HOUSING AND PO ZONE AMENDMEN TS
There was no discussion or action on this item.

d.

ZONE MAP AMENDMENT FOR STONE HOLLOW
This item was approved with the above-stated motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SEWER LIFT STATION POLICY

Mr. Denney said there are several corrections that need to be made to the proposed resolution.
On Page 1, Section 2 where it states "or the economics of running a new gravity flow line t o the
area is exorbitant" should be deleted because at the last meeting the PC discussed that economics
should not be part of the consideration. Also, in section 2 on Line 4 "level" should be changed to
elevation. On Page 3, Section 5, Line 6 "20 volt" needs to be changed to " 120 volt." He stated
that the acronyms still need to be written out.
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Mr. Baldwin stated that there has been a lot of discussion that when a lift station has to be used
the preferred solution is that it be a permanent lift station or that there be adequate justification
made as to why a temporary lift station should be used and there should also be some provisions
made to retire it or transfer it to a permanent lift station. Mr. Baldwin said he does not think the
proposed resolution clearly states what will happen to a temporary lift station after 10 years. He
said the proposed resolution needs to state that a temporary lift station will either be retired after
10 years or if it is not going to be retired then there needs to be some provisions made to change
the temporary lift station to a permanent lift station.
Mr. Denney asked ifMr. Baldwin would like him to add to the proposed resolution that after 10
years a temporary lift station must be retired by a gravity flow system or be converted to a
permanent lift station that will be managed by the City.
After a lot of discussion about the proposed resolution not clearly addressing what will happen
with a temporary lift station after 10 years, Mr. Hansen asked ifthe Planning Commission wanted
to have Mr. Denney do some further work on the resolution and put this item on the next agenda.
Mr. Hansen also pointed out that Mr. Bennett, City Attorney still needs to review the proposed
resolution and provide some input.

Mr. Baldwin moved to refer the proposed resolution back to Mr. Denney for revision and
that staff receive input from the City Attomey before the resolution comes back to the
Planning Commission.
Mr. 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: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE EXTENSION OF A 12-INCH WATERLINE FROM 501
WEST MAIN TO 717 WEST MAIN
Bryce Taylor, the petitioner, said that when they learned that UDOT and the City were going to
install the curb and sidewalk along West Main they decided now was the opportune time to put in
the water line so that they would not have to cut fresh pavement in order to put in the water line.
He said he has been working with Mr. Denney and Hubble Engineering and they hope to have the
water line in before it is time to put the final pavement in.

Mr. Denney explained that the reason the proposed water line extension is before the Planning
Commission is because the City ordinance requires that an extension of public services be
reviewed by the Planning Commission . Mr. Denney explained where the water line would go and
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pointed out that one lateral would be eight inches and the other would be six inches. After Mr.
Denney stated what the size of the laterals would be, Mr. Taylor pointed out that both laterals will
be eight inches. He stated that Note #6 on the proposed plat needs to be changed to state that the
lateral will be 8 inches.
Mr. Denney stated that Harts will stay on the well. He pointed out that it is projected that the
proposed 12-inch water line will eventually serve the other side of the freeway.
Mr. Baldwin asked if "piggybacking" the water line in the same culvert as the sewer line will
comply with the code of keeping the water and sewer lines separated by 8 feet. Mr. Denney said
with the "casting" that is there it does comply and he also noted that it has already been approved .
Mr. Baldwin asked how close the water line is to the curb and gutter.

Mr. Denney said the water line is approximately 6 to 8 feet away from the curb.
There was some discussion about whether there should be a valve at the end of the water line.
Mr. Denney stated that there should be a valve at the end of the water line so that if someone else
wants to tap into the line they can.
There was some discussion that the applicant has put in a request to the City to get reimbursed for
the oversizing to the 12-inch line.
Mr. D espain asked if now is the time to put in the water line on the north side of the road .
Mr.
Denney said the time to put the water line on the north side of the road is when the water line is
extended to the west.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the extension of the 12-inch water line from 501 West Main
to 717 West Main subject: (1) to construction note #6 being changed so from 6 inches to 8
inches and (2) 8" line valve being two pipe lengths back from westerly end of pipe. Mr.
Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further comments.
There were no further comments.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMEND:tvffiNT TO THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN
FOR THE COOPER-HANSEN ANNEXATION AT 410 NORTH 1100 EAST
This item was withdrawn at the request ofthe petitioner.

(Planning Commission Minutes - March 7. 200 1)

4

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN EXPANSION TO THE CAR WASH AT
310 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This item was withdrawn at the request ofthe petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MOUNTAIN MEADOWS PLAT G PUD
AT 370 SOUTH 400 WEST CONSISTING OF 27 UNITS
Mr. Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Reed Bromley.
Mr. Bromley said that the American Fork Irrigation Company had a meeting last night and they
looked at their proposal. He said the American Fork Irrigation Company indicated that their
proposal is acceptable and it is comfortable with the " 15-inch RCP Pipe" that will be put in by
Storrs Avenue to allow the continuation of the irrigation ditch.
Mr. Bromley stated that they are still working on the boundary line agreements, but they are
almost finished with them.

Mr. Bromley stated that they are proposing that the open area be conveyed to the City as an
improved park. He said they are planning on improving the park and the trail. He pointed out
that they have forwarded a letter to the Mayor and City Council requesting that open area be
conveyed to the City. He stated that they are open for any comments relative to the open area.
Mr. Bromley pointed out that the City owns the property that is adjacent to the open area that
they are proposing to convey to the City.
After Mr. Bromley's comments, Mr. Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the applicant has now received the wetland delineation perrnit from the Army
Corps ofEngineers. He said the City still needs to receive the boundary line agreements and the
sign off from the downstream water users. He said if the Planning Commission approves the
proposed final plat, he would recommend that the approval be subject to the water rights being
conveyed to the City. He also pointed out that there is still some concern that some of the square
footages ofthe lots are not big enough. Mr. Denney stated that the City still needs to receive an
approval letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company for the proposed project. He
pointed out that the American Fork Irrigation Company has accepted the pipe installation.

Mr. Denney stated that it is up to the Planning Commission on whether it would like to make a
recommendation regarding the park. He stated that if the City accepts the park, there is not a lot
of documentation that follows the proposed plat.
Mr. Despain stated that if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed plat, it needs
to make two motions (1) for the approval of the final plat with conditions and (2) a motion
recommending whether the City should or should not take ownership of the open space area.
He explained that the developer has two options with regards to the open space (1) deed the open
space to the homeowner's association with an open space preservation easement in favor of the
City or (2) the developer can convince the City to take title to it. He said the applicant's proposal
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is to ask the City to take title to the open space. He said the Planning Commission needs to take a
position with regard to whether it thinks it is a good idea for the City to take title to the open
space are or not.

It was discussed that the City already owns 10 acres of property to the west of the property
proposed for development. Mr. Despain stated that from the staffs perspective it makes sense
for the City to take title to the open space area because the property is similar in character to the
City's property that is to the west of the proposed development. He said it is important to note
that the proposal is that the developer will improve the land and turn the park over to the City as
an improved facility. Mr. Despain pointed out that the applicant is proposing to develop the park
and some limited parking areas.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the City should look at how it wants to develop its 10 acres that it
currently owns along with the 2.61 acres of open space that the developer is proposing to convey
to the City. He suggested that the developer be required to work with the City so that the City
can come up with a plan that incorporates all of the property that the City owns (the 10 acres) and
the property the City may own in the future (2.61 acres).
Mr. Baldwin asked what the City's plans are for the 10 acres of property that it already owns.
Mr. Despain said he does not know what the City's plans are for the 10 acres because it is not
part of the capital improvements plan. He said there will probably be limit ed development on the
10 acres because the property is actually a wetlands park.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend to the City Council that the City accept ownership of the
2.61 acres of open space as improved par·k. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney said it is important to realize that the open space can be developed as a park as long
as the wetlands are not destroyed.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include that the park should be improved in
accordance with a plan that is acceptable by the City.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the Army Corp. ofEngineers has already approved their proposed
plan.

It was discussed that the reason for amending the motion is to make it clear that the conveyance
of the property to the City is more than just a transfer of title.

Councilman Hunter seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Mountain Meadows Plat G PUD at 370
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South 400 West consisting of 27 units subject to (1) sign off from the downstream water
users (2) the water rights being conveyed to the City (3) the square footage of the lots
verified as being accurate (4) the boundary line adjustments be corrected and (5) the
American Fork Irrigation Company's approval. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion. He then asked Mr. Sowby if he feels comfortable
that lots 13 and 14 have the correct square footage. Mr. Sowby said he is comfortable that lots
13 and 14 have the correct square footage, but he will check them again to be sure.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON LONE PEAK A PLAT SUBDIVISION AT 1780 NORTH 900
EAST CONSISTING OF 10 LOTS
Mr. Sowby said they are present tonight requesting preliminary and final approval. He said the
proposed preliminary and final plat are in compliance with the concept plan. He said the
outstanding issue that still needs to be resolved is in regards to the access easement and water line
easement, which the owners of the property proposed for development are still trying to work on
with Mr. Roberts. Mr. Sowby pointed out that the owners ofthe property proposed for
development will be meeting with Mr. Roberts on March 15, 2001 , to try to get things resolved.

After Mr. Sowby's comments, Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns
relative to the preliminary plan.
Preliminary Plan
Mr. Denney said the City needs at least the water line easements and access easement across the
derelict parcel. He said the petitioner needs to realize that American Fork City has a
reimbursement agreement on the sewer line with Alpine School District for the installation of the
sewer line for Lone Peak High School. In response to Mr. Denney's comment about the
reimbursement agreement that the City has with Alpine School District, he said the petitioner is
willing to pay the fee that the City requires.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the water system for the property proposed for development will be
fed through Cedar Hill' s water system. He stated that American Fork City will need to formalize
the shared water agreement with Cedar Hills. Mr. Despain stated that Cedar Hills has been
working on authorizing the petitioner to use Cedar Hill's water system in order to provide water
for the proposed project.
Mr. Denney stated that the water line should be brought down at least to 900 East.
water line should go the full depth of the development."

He said "the

Mr. Despain stated that the request for final approval is inappropriate tonight because of some of
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the unresolved issues, i.e. , the nuisance strip. He said that he is encouraged that the owners of
the property proposed for development will be able to resolve the issue with the nuisance strip,
but he does not feel comfortable going forward with the final plat with the uncertainty.
Mr. Sowby said that he does not object to waiting until March 21 , 2001 to ask for final approval
from the Planning Commission as long as they do not have to go back through the technical
.
.
review process agam.

There was some discussion about what would happen if the owners of the property proposed for
development can' t get the water line easements and access easements from Mr. Roberts, the
owner of the nuisance strip. Mr. Sowby pointed out that if they can't resolve some of the issues
with regards to the nuisance strip, then the water line will have to go all the way around the
property.
There was some discussion about whether the road should continue if the issues relative to the
nuisance strip can be worked out. Mr. Nielsen said that he would prefer not to have the road if
the issues relative to the nuisance strip can be worked out.
Mr. Sowby discussed how the water line would go if the issues relative to the nuisance strip can 't
be resolved. He explained that the water line will go out to 900 East down to the southerly road
and back in. He stated that the water line will not be connected across the two parcels, if the
issues relative to the nuisance strip can't be resolved .
Mr. Baldwin asked some questions regarding the two foot derelict parcels. He asked what the
City's position is regarding derelict parcels.
Mr. Denney explained that the problem with the derelict parcels occurred while the property was
in the County. He said Chairman Hadfield has suggested that the plat ought to include the road
and that all parties should sign the plat for that dedication. Mr. Baldwin said that including the
road in the plat would take care of the road, but what about the derelict parcels. Mr. Denney said
the two-foot nuisance strip is in the road.

There was some further discussion on the derelict parcel. It was discussed that the derelict parcel
is between the sidewalk and the property line.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Planning Commission abandon the requirement for the water and
access easements on the preliminary plan. Mr. Despain stated that the preliminary plan does not
show the water and access easements. He stated that the "preliminary plan has to have a partial
resolution of the nuisance strip issue."
Mr. Nielsen stated that the petitioner needs to realize that if the issue relative to the nuisance strip
can't be resolved, then another preliminary plan will have to be presented which shows looping
the water line around the property.

Mr. Nielsen moved to accept the preliminary plat for the Lone Peak Plat A Subdivision at
1780 North 900 East consisting of 10 lots subject to: (1) the water line and access easements
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(2) realizing that water and culinary water will be provided by Cedar Hills as opposed to
American Fork City (3) the water line being extended along 1800 North to 900 East and (4)
reimbursement for the existing sewer line.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen had a question on the motion . He said the motion states that the water line will just
be extended to 900 East, but will not be included in 900 East. He questioned whether a fire plug
would be needed on 900 East for the commercial building and asked if the water line should be
included in 900 East.
Mr. Sowby said they could move the location of the fire hydrant.
Mr. Denney said it would make sense to have a fire plug on 900 East so that appropriate services
could be provided.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to extend the water line south along 900 East to the point
that is acceptable to the City Engineer.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended 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: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CO:M:MERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AMERICAN FORK
CHECK CITY LOCATED AT 506 E AST STATE ROAD
Curtis Miner, the applicant, stated that they have sent a request to UDOT to see ifUDOT will be
willing to sell them the piece of property on the west side so they can include that piece of
property in the parking lot to make the traffic flow across the front of the property .

Mr. Denney stated that the proposed plan does require the dedication of the property on the west
side in order to make the proposed plan whole, otherwise it makes it difficult for the parking lot
to be accessed. He recommended that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed plan
that the approval should be subject to the petitioner being able to acquire the property on the west
side ofthe property proposed for development. Mr. Denney stated that the site is currently very
tight and said that if parking space are lost, then some square footage would also have to be
eliminated.
Mr. Denney stated that one of the existing accesses to the State Highway is being eliminated. He
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recommended that any approval should also be subject to the applicant obtaining an access permit
approving the proposed plan as shown. Mr. Miner stat ed that the City should have already
received the access perrnit from the State.

Mr. Denney stated that it is important that the site have adequate turning movements. He talked
about how tight the site is in regards to the turning radiuses. He said that if would be nice if a
couple parking spaces could be lost so that the turning radiuses would not be so tight and so the
traffic could flow better through the site.
Councilman Hunter asked if the site will get more parking if it is able to acquire the property that
is owned by UDOT. Mr. D enney said the "sliver" of property that they are trying to get from
UDOT is required in order to make the proposed project work.
There was some discussion about the landscaping requirements. Mr. Despain stated that the GC1 Zone, which the property is located in, does not have a mandatory landscaping requirement. H e
said the City has typically requested that developments in the GC-1 Zone meet the 10%
landscaping requirement. Mr. Despain explained that the proposal is to accentuate the
landscaping that is on the adjacent property owned by UDOT and enter a maintenance agreement
in lieu of providing 10% landscaping on their own property. He said the proposal also includes
that the City will continue to water the landscape area that is owned by UDOT. Mr. Despain
said the Planning Commission needs to consider whether the 10% landscaping requirement should
be required for the proposed project or whether it thinks the proposal is worth considering. He
stated that he thinks the landscaping proposal is worth considering.

Mr. Despain also talked about how "tight" t he site is. He said some of the parking spaces may
have to be eliminated and the building may have to be smaller so that traffic can be
accommodated.
Mr. Hansen said that he has a concern about one of the parking spaces in the southwest corner.
He asked if the parking space in the southwest corner is actually going to be in the property that
may be purchased. Mr. Despain said that when one looks at the larger plans the parking space in
the southwest corner is in the area that is going to be acquired. Mr. Denney said one of the
concerns with the parking space on the southwest corner is that people will have to back into the
driveway.
After much discussion about how tight the site is and the parking issues, Mr. Nielsen said the site
is "an irregular site" so the applicant needs to realize that he is not going to be able to maximize
the building.
Mr. Denney stated that the site is impermeable and is "maxed out with asphalt and rooftop"
currently. He pointed out that UDOT is allowing the connection into the storm drain system that
goes down 500 East.
Mr. N ielsen stated that he is in favor of allowing the applicant to apply UDOT's landscaping in
order to meet the landscaping requirements, but he would like to see the owner of the property
proposed for development maintain the landscaping.
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Mr. Nielsen asked what could be done to get the traffic to flow better through the site. Mr.
Denney suggested that the applicant have his engineer work on creating a proposal that makes the
traffic flow better.

Mr. Nielsen moved to table action on this item until a new site plan is submitted that shows
more sufficient turning radiuses on the parking area. Councilman Hunter seconded the
motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the anticipated time of response is from UDOT in regards to the
purchase of the strip ofland on the west side of the property proposed for development. Mr.
McFarlane said they should hear back from UDOT in the next two weeks.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that the motion should be amended to include that the Planning
Commission will not take action on the proposed plan until there is some information from UDOT
regarding whether it will sell the property.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include that the UDOT information should be in hand
before the Planning Commission takes action on the proposed plan.
Councilman Hunter seconded the amended motion.
It was discussed that the turning radiuses need to be acceptable to the City Engineer.

Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion.

There was no further discussion.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON HILL VALLEY SUBDIVISION PLAT D CONSISTING OF 26
LOTS LOCATED AT 830 EAST 600 NORTH
David Peterson said the only item that they have not been able to finalize is getting approval from
the American Fork Irrigation Company. He said the American Fork Irrigation Company has
looked at their proposed plan and it is basically acceptable to them, but they want to send to
board members out to the site to see if they have any concerns.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Peterson if there is enough capacity in the sumps to give the "difference
between the I 00-year storm and the .2 CFS runoff." Mr. Peterson said he is comfortable that
there is enough capacity in the sumps to give the difference between the 100-year storm and the .2
CFS runoff.
Mr. Denney said all previous approvals need to be nullified. He said the approval from the
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American Fork Irrigation Company is still needed. Mr. Denney said there are still some issues
with regard to traffic and circulation that need to be resolved. He pointed out that there has been
a traffic study done by professional traffic engineers, which shows that the addition of 26 units
does not require additional accesses.
There was a lot of discussion regarding whether it should be required that the road continue out
to 900 East at this point in time. Mr. Despain said he has thought a lot about whether the road
should be continued out to 900 East and he has come to the conclusion that it should be
continued. He pointed out that there are three property owners involved with the proposed
project and if the road were to be continued out to 900 East that would be imposed on one of the
minor property owners involved with the proposed project.
Mr. Denney asked ifthe project is going to be phased. Mr. Peterson said that the propo sed
project is not going to be phased. He said the purpose of including Lots 1, 2, and 3 is to have
more access points and to have things flow better from 800 East. He said if the project is
phased, then one of the access points will have to be cut off. He said it makes sense to do the
entire project at one time.
Mr. Denney said the proposed plat should state that the existing buildings on the property
proposed will be removed.
Mr. Peterson said that in Note #9 it states that the existing buildings on the property proposed for
development will be removed. He pointed out that Note #8 states that the Forest Garden
Subdivision will be vacated. He stated that Lots 1, 2, and 3 were approved in the Forest Garden
Subdivision, but that subdivision was never recorded. Mr. Denney stated that Forest Garden
will not need to be vacated because it was never recorded. It was discussed that if the Planning
Commission were to approve the proposed project, it would have to include as part of the motion
that the previous approval for Lots 1, 2, and 3 would be null and void.

Councilman Hunter stated that he agrees that the road should continue through to 900 East. He
said that when the property along 575 North was developed, the six homes were developed on
almost 1/3 acre lots. He said the lots that are proposed to back up to the existing six lots that are
on 575 North are substantially smaller than the existing lots. He said "each of the property
owners on 575 North were told by the Gunthers that once the property was developed to the rear
of their properties the Jots would be half acre lots or larger and there would be half a million
dollar homes built on those lots."
In response to Councilman Hunter's above statement, Dean Gunther asked "Who told you that?"
Councilman Hunter said that Blaine Gunther is the one that told him that the lots would be half
acre lots or larger. He said one of the selling points for the people who bought lots on 575
North was that the property to the rear of their properties would be developed as half acre lots or
larger. Councilman Hunter said that ifthe property is developed as 9,000 or 10,000 square foot
lots, then there will be an island of 1/3 acre lots. He expressed concern that if smaller lots were
developed on the property proposed for development, the property values ofthe homes on 575
North will be reduced. He said it looks like the proposed plan is trying to squeeze in an extra lot
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that really does not need to be there. He said it makes no sense to put smaller lots on the
backside of the existing lots that are along 575 North. He said the proposed plan is inconsistent
with what the property owners along 575 North were told by Blaine Gunther.
Greg Fix stated that the property would have to be acquired from Dale Gunther in order to make
the lots equal out.
Councilman Hunter said that he would like to see the proposed lots be equal to the size of the
existing lots.
Charles LeBarron asked who owns the irrigation ditch. Mr. Peterson stated that the American
Fork Irrigation Company owns the irrigation ditch. Mr. LeBarron said there was a time when
the American Fork Irrigation Company claimed that the Gunthers owned the irrigation ditch.
He said the reason that he asks about the irrigation ditch is because he has a cause of action. Mr.
LeBarron stated that he has been flooded out a couple of times and "no one wants to stand good
for it." He said that he wants to know who owns the irrigation ditch so that legally he can
pursue his case.
Mr. Peterson said at times water has gone out ofthe banks because the crossing at 900 East is
higher than the ditch level and it causes the ditch to back up . He said the American Fork
Irrigation Company has talked to the City about the crossing at 900 East and they are aware of
the problems.
Mr. LeBarron said "without question the road should continue out to 900 East." He said there is
a lot of traffic in their neighborhood and he is amazed that someone has not gotten hurt yet. He
said "the traffic study is subject to question. I can't understand how someone can make a traffic
study and say that the 900 East access would not be necessary. " He asked who did the study.

1\!Ir. Denney stated that Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. did the traffic study. He explained that
Ferron Pierce looked at the number of proposed lots and said that the residential streets can
service the proposed lots. Mr. Despain told Mr. LeBarron that he would be happy to give him a
copy of the traffic study.
Mr. LeBarron said the proposed projected should not be approved without access going through
to 900 East. He talked about how much traffic is generated on Sundays in the neighborhood
because of the number of cars corning and leaving the LDS Stake Center. He said "I would like
to echo what Tom (Councilman Hunter) said." He said there were a number of assurances that
were given to property owners who bought lots along 575 North and the promises have not been
carried out. He said now is the time to "stop and say let' s conform." He said the Gunther
Family needs to work things out amongst themselves.

Jim Kennedy, a resident who also lives on 575 North, expressed concern about the proposed
smaller lots. He said that if the lots are smaller than the lots that are currently along 575 North,
the potential homeowners will have to build two story homes in order to comply with the CC&Rs.
He expressed concern that if people build two story homes, then his view of the temple will be
blocked. He said "I have seen them compromise on the CC&Rs and I do not want to see that
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happen again." He also expressed concern about his property value being reduced if the
proposed project developed with lot sizes that are smaller than the lots that currently exist along
575 North.
Councilman Hunter read a letter from Ronald Bernhardt, a resident who lives along 575 North,
because he could not be in attendance at the meeting tonight. The letter is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
There was some discussion that the proposed lots do fit the requirements of the zone. Mr.
Despain stated that "the City does not become a player in private promises that are made." He
said the City's hands are somewhat tied in terms of the zoning ordinance. He said there is no
basis of denial in regards to the proposed project meeting the requirements of the zoning
ordinance. He said it is clear that many of the residents who live along 575 North feel there
were commitments made in terms of what the size of the lots would be and the proposed plat does
not reflect what was earlier promised. He stated that the Planning Commission can' t require lots
to be larger than the ordinance requires.

Mr. Fix said that they are willing to talk to the adjacent landowner and stretch the lots out so they
match the six lots that currently exist on 575 North.
Mr. Nielsen said it seems that there were some promises made, but if the proposed project meets
the requirement of the zone the Planning Commission is bound to approve it. He raised the issue
of why the applicants would not want to be good neighbors and keep the promises that were
made.
Phillip Marrott said that some of the promises that were earlier talked about were made to him
not that long ago . He said that it "disturbs" him when the City says that it can't get involved in
"those outside things" (referring to promises made to private parties). He stated that he has
lived in Orem and recently moved to American Fork from Cedar Hills. He said that he and his
wife looked for a place where they could build their final home and they chose American Fork.
He said they have put their confidence and faith in American Fork. He said "maybe technically
the City can't take sides, but when he built his home in American Fork the City set certain
requirements that his home had to meet. He said that ever time the inspector came out and said
that something was wrong he had to fix it and make certain adjustments. He said other peo ple
were promised things as well. He again said " maybe legally the City can't make them (the people
who made the promises) come forward, but once again they are putting their faith in other
people." He said that when he was looking at buying his lot on 575 North he went to Gunthers
and they showed him a basic idea of how they wanted to develop the property proposed for
development. He said the Gunthers talked about having a park and developing "a few, nice big
homes."

Mr. Marrott expressed concern about the traffic issues and the value of his home. He said that he
wants to continue to enjoy what he has been enjoying.
Marilyn Greenwood said when they looked at property a few years ago the lots were going for
$28,000, but when the temple was announced the cost of property went up substantially, i.e., lots
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went from $28,000 to between $50,000 and $60,000. She said that maybe smaller lots are more
affordable to people. She said that she does not think they have intentionally done anything to try
ruin people lives who live on 575 North.

Mr. Peterson said that he understands the concerns about the traffic and the roads . He said that
the future location of the access out to 900 East needs to be evaluated because that is a dangerous
stretch because it makes a drastic drop . He said ifthe requirement is to extend the road to 900
East, some substantial changes would need t o be made to make it work safely.
Mr. LeBarron asked Mr. Peterson if he would recommend that Queens Drive be closed off. Mr.
Peterson stated that Queens Drive is a different grade from the area where 900 East would be
extended. He said that Queens Drive has a more mild grade.
Mr. N ielsen asked what Dale Gunther's reasoning is for not wanting to extend the road to 900
East. Mr. D ean Gunther told Mr. Nielsen that he would have to ask Dale. Mr. Nielsen said that
he would like to see the road extended to 900 East. He expressed concern about how they could
require the applicants of the proposed subdivision to extend the road because to him the road
seems like an off site improvement. Mr. Hansen stated that the road is not necessarily an off site
improvement because it is part ofDale Gunther's property that is proposed for development .
Mr. Fix stated that one of the reasons they wanted to bring the three lots is so there would be a
two-pont access and so there would be a better flow. He talked about the fact that 570 East is
Class B intersection and would remain a Class B intersection even after the proposed subdivision
is developed. He stated that without Dale Gunther's three lots there would only be one access
point for t he proposed development. H e said they can drop the three lots from the proposed
development, but they thought it would be much more desirable to have two access points for the
subdivision.
Mr. N ielsen asked why Lots 1, 2 and 3 were included in the proposed subdivision if they have
already been approved in another subdivision.
Mr. Dean Gunther said that when Dale Gunther got the three lots approved and began looking at
the costs of developing the three lots he decided not to develop them, but when Dale learned that
he was going to develop his property he asked if he could include his three lots. Mr. Fix said
that ifDale's three lots are an issue they are willing t o drop them off their proposed plat.
Mr. Baldwin asked where the proposed project will go if the preliminary plan is approved . Mr.
Despain explained that the applicants will have to go back and work on the final plan and then it
will come back t o the Planning Commission and then onto the City Council. Mr. Baldwin said
that as has already been pointed out that the Planning Commission is constrained by the zoning
ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that if the preliminary plan is approved tonight, he would hope that the final plat
will reflect some of the things that have been discussed tonight. He said they would encourage
the people who made the promises to keep their promises whether the promises were verbal or
He said the City is not involved with regards to any of the promises t hat were made by
written.

(Planning Commission Minutes- March 7. 20 0 I)

15

certain people and so the ordinance is what will govern the Planning Commission' s action.
Mr. LeBarron asked what the master plan calls for in regards to whether 900 East should
continue. Mr. Despain stated that the road through to 900 East is not part ofthe master plan
because it is not a collector or arterial class road. He said the road going through to 900 East is
an important minor street and it is not a road that is typically on the major street plan.

Mr. LeBarron said the reason there is a Planning Commission is so that they can see there is a
"bottleneck or hazard" to do something to help solve the problem. Mr. Despain stated that as
long as he has been with the Planning Commission it has taken the position that circulation in the
area proposed for development is important. He said the thing that really complicates the road
pattern in the area of the proposed development is the American Fork High School.
After a great deal of discussion regarding whether the road should be continued to 900 East, Mr.
Nielsen suggested that the idea of extending the road to 900 East be abandoned for now and one
lot be given up so that there are only six \12 acre lots that will back the homes that are currently on
575 North. He said that when Dale Gunther decides he wants to develop the rest of his property
he would at that time like to see the road extended to 900 East. Mr. Fix said they are in favor of
giving up one lot and having only six lots backing the homes that currently exist on 575 North.
Mr. LeBarron suggested that Lots 1, 2, and 3 also be dropped of the proposed subdivision plan.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that ifLots 1, 2, and 3 are taken out then they will not have access to
850 East Street.

Mr. LeBarron said "the voice of the people has to have some value." Mr. Nielsen said the voice
of the people does have some value, but if the proposed plan meets the requirements of the
zoning ordinance the Planning Commission is "bound to approve it."
Mr. Nielsen again suggested that the proposal be changed so that there are six lots abutting six
lots and that the ides of extending the road to 900 East be abandoned for now. He said that the
issue of extending the road to 900 East will eventually come up again.
In regards to the suggestion of changing the plan so that there are six lots abutting the six lots
along 575 North, Mr. Denney cautioned the Planning Commission to not take an official position
on requiring something that would be extraordinarily above the requirements of the current
zoning ordinance. He said maybe the Planning Commission' s position should be that it would be
willing to entertain a plan that shows six lots abutting the existing six lots along 575 North, but
not taking formal action on requiring the proposed plan to be changed so that there are six lots
abutting six lots.
Mr. LeBarron said he thinks there are still some traffic concerns that need to be resolved .
Mr. Kennedy said it would be nice if a traffic study was done on a Saturday afternoon in the
summer when the streets are full of cars.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until some of the issues can be resolved with the
understanding that the developer and the neighbors get together on some of these mutual
promises so that the Planning Commission does not have to deal with this kind of conflict
when the proposed project comes back to the Planning Commission.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.

Mr. Fix said the "neighborhood issue is a non-issue. He said the road that needs to be continued
to 900 East is not on their property. Mr. Hansen said the road is in the proposed development.
Mr. Fix said another landowner is the one who wants to do Lots 1, 2, and 3. Mr. Hansen again
stated that the road that needs to be continued to 900 East is part ofthe development. Mr. Fix
stated that if the issue is the road, then they will take the three lots off the proposed plat.
Mr. Despain said if the three lots are not included as part of the proposed subdivision, it creates
other problems in regards to the length of the cul-de-sac on a single access.
Mrs. Greenwood said she thought there was some kind of traffic study done that stated that the
proposed subdivision could handle the traffic. Mr. Baldwin stated that the study was not on the
traffic pattern, but it was a study that looked at the adequacy ofthe roads. Mr. Hansen
explained that the study that was done states that the roads are adequate to handle 25 more homes
in the area.
Mr. Nielsen said if the applicants of the proposed subdivision are willing to eliminate one of their
lots then, he would be willing to "close his eyes" and not require the road to be extended to 900
East. Mr. Hansen stated that "one member of the Planning Commission may be willing to close
his eyes and not require the road to be extended to 900 East."
Mr. Nielsen asked the neighbors who live near the property proposed fo r development would
rather have seven lots that abut the six lots on 575 North and the road extended out to 900 East
or would it rather have six lots abutting the six lots on 575 North and not have the road extended
out to 900 East at this time.
Mr. LeBarron stated that the Planning Commission has an obligation to deal with traffic.
Mr. Nielsen said that if the road is required to be extended out to 900 East, the Planning
Commission would have to approve the plan with the seven lots along 575 North because the
proposed plan meets the zoning requirements. Mr. Nielsen said the road is eventually going to
be extended out to 900 East.
Mr. LeB arron expressed concern about Mr. Nielsen being willing to "close his eyes" to certain
traffic hazards.
In response to Mr. LeBarron's above comment, he said that he did not say that he would be
willing to close his eyes to certain traffic hazards.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Mr. Nielsen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE EXISTING Rl-9000
TO THE PO-l ZONE. PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE AT 1063 EAST 50 SOUTH
Paul Washburn said the property proposed for the zone change is where the old Benson Bolt
Building is located. He said the property was annexed into the City several years ago as a light
industrial application and was considered a legal non-conforming use. He said the property
owner is requesting that the property be changed from the Rl-9000 Zone to the PO-l Zone. He
pointed out that the property immediately to the east of the property proposed for development is
located in the PO-l Zone. He stated that at this time the property owner has no intention of
dismantling the buildings.
Mr. Hansen asked ifMr. Wilson, the owner of the property, has prepared a site plan for the
property proposed that is proposed to be rezoned to the PO-l Zone.
Mr. Washburn said that Mr. Wilson has not prepared a site plan and said that he is hesitant to
prepare a site plan at this point in time. He said that currently the economics are not in place to
destroy the buildings that are there. He said for the next couple of years the intention is to utilize
the existing buildings in a way that is consistent with what the PO-l Zone will allow.
Mr. Hansen said that he has a concern with what has gone on the property since Benson Bolts
moved out. He expressed concern about the traffic flow and parking. He asked what the
property owner is t rying to accomplish by rezoning the property to the PO- l Zone. He asked
why the property owner wants to rezone the property to the PO-l Zone if the site is not going to
be brought into compliance with the PO-l Zone.
Mr. Washburn said the buildings could be utilized in some fashion that is consistent with the PO-l
Zone. He said that he is not suggesting that the property be zoned to the PO- l Zone and then the
City not enforce the ordinance to make sure that the site conforms to the PO-l Zone
requirements.
Mr. Hansen said there needs to be a site plan that shows that the site will be brought into
compliance with the PO-l Zone, if the property is rezoned. He pointed out t hat there is not very
much parking on the site. He raised the question of what is going to be done to make sure the
site meets the requirements of the PO- l Zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Wilson has indicated to him that he feels that he is prohibited
from leasing the buildings out as office space because the property is not in the PO-l Zone. He
asked Mr. Washburn how the buildings are currently being occupied . Mr. Washburn stated that
he did not know how the buildings were currently being occupied.
It was discussed that the building to land ratio is about 25%. Mr. Washburn stated that there is
enough parking for office use. Mr. Hansen pointed out that the parking is not developed.
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Mr. Washburn suggested that possibly the Planning Commission could recommend approval of
the zone change and could require that each business that locates on t he property would have to
be required to submit a site plan when a business license is applied for. He said the reason a site
plan has not been drawn up is because it is hard to know what the uses will be.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the main argument that he has heard tonight for the zone change is an
economic argument. He said the zone change application does not address how the zone change
would help improve the health, safety, morals, convenience or general welfare of the public.

Mr. Washburn stated that the buildings were on the property when the City annexed the property
into the City.
Mr. Baldwin stated that one argument in favor of the zone change would be that the buildings are
not suitable for the existing zone; therefore, the general welfare of the public would be improved
if the owner had the ability to modify the occupancy of the land. Mr. Baldwin stated the zone
change application does not clearly communicate how the zone change would better serve the
general welfare of the public. He said there needs to be a site plan submitted so that they can see
how the public welfare would be supported by the changing of the zone.

Mr. Washburn said that he can come back to the next Planning Commission Meeting with a site
plan. He stated that he can't guarantee who the tenants of the buildings will be. The Planning
Commission told Mr. Washburn that it was not asking for any guarantee on who the tenants
would be. Mr. Washburn said that he thought the Planning Commission was requesting a site
plan that showed a specific use. Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Washburn to show him a way that the
property can better be utilized by the zone change and not be a potential blight and to also address
how the public welfare will be improved by the zone change.
Mr. Despain said if the site plan could show the buildings that are currently on the property and
what they are currently being utilized for would be helpful.

Mr. Nielsen moved to continue this item to the next meeting. Mr. Baldwin seconded the
motion.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON MAP AND ANNEXATION AGREEMENT CHANGES TO THE
STRATTON ANNEXATION AT 1650 NORTH 900 EAST

Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding the revised Stratton
Annexation Agreement, which was included in the Planning Commission Packet. The memo is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2. Mr. Despain discussed the memo regarding the
revised Stratton Annexation Agreement.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that Attachment #5 ofthe revised Stratton Annexation Agreement
shows the draft plan of the Lamoreaux Development. It shows where the roads line up in
conjunction with the properties to the south.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed revised annexation agreement now requires that the
City's setback is applicable and that the greenhouses have to be 30 feet back from the rear
property line of the residential structures, which is what the neighboring property owners
requested. Mr. Despain stated that he feels that Mr. Stratton's earlier proposal of the 17 feet
setback feature and the 8 foot high maximum greenhouses near the property line was more secure
because that would have been part of the agreement, but the City Council received a letter from
Cedar Hills and listened to the property owners who live near the area proposed for annexation
and decided that it would like to incorporate the 30-foot setback requirement in the annexation
agreement.

Mr. Despain said the proposed revised annexation agreement meets the requirements that were
given by the City Council after the public hearing was held. He recommended approval of the
revised annexation agreement subject to the water rights being conveyed and subj ect to a revised
plat.
Mr. Baldwin said on Page 3, "buyilding code" needs to be changed to "building code."
Mr. Baldwin recommended forwarding the revised map and revised annexation agreement
for the Stratton Annexation at 1650 North 900 East subject to: (1) a revised plat being
provided to the City and (2) the appropriate water rights being conveyed to the City.
Mr. 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: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain said that at the next Planning Commission Meeting they will talk about road patterns.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
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Mr. Nielsen asked what is happening with the annexation on the south side of the City. Mr.
Despain said he has not spoken with Mr. Warren or Mr. Deauvono since the last joint work
session with the City Council. He said that it is his understanding that Mr. Warren and Mr.
Deauvono have been to Lindon City and Lehi City to try to see if they would be willing to annex
the property into one oftheir cities. Mr. Despain said Mr. Deauvono and Mr. Warren will
probably be going back to talk to the County sometime in April to see what they can do to be able
to develop their property.
Mr. Baldwin said that he has no problem with the resort zone, but he does have serious problems
with the density that Mr. Warren and Mr. Deauvono are proposing. He said that he has not seen
anything that shows that the land will support the density that they are proposing and their
proposed plan does not show how the area they are proposing for development will tie to the City
so that there is not a north and south American Fork.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Warren and Mr. Deauvono's plan and road patterns were based
on the City' s General Plan for roads and now with the changing that has gone on with the road
study and corridor study, their proposed plan will need to be redesigned.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 21.2001 PLANNING
CO:MMISSION MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the February 21, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 29 "to" should be changed ''too." On Page 11, Line 17" architect finally
got drawing the twin plans they" should be changed to "provided the drawings to the twin
home plans, they." On Page 14, Line 20 "5-day" should be changed to "5-bay." On Page
17, Line 6 "be put installed" should be changed to "be installed."
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Councilman Hunter
abstained because he was not present at the February 21, 2001, Planning Commission
Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The
motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:13 p.m.

1i/~1f~
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE MARCH 7, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIRMAN
ITEM#lO
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I WOULD LIKE TO VOICE MY OPINION CONCERNING THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT OF LAND NORTH OF MY HOME IN THE IDLL VALLEY
SUBDIVISION. SEE DALE GUNTHER ENTRY 74684 BOOK 3535 PAGE 14 ..
I FEEL THAT THE SMALLER LOT SIZES PROPOSED BY MISTER GUNTHER WOULD
PULL DOWN THE VALUE OF NOT ONLY MY HOME, BUT ALSO ALL OF THE HOMES
THAT MISTER GUNTHER SOLD LOTS IN THE SIZE RANGE OF ABOVE 1~000 SQ.
FEET ONLY A FEW YEARS AGO. MISTER GUNTHER PROMISED ME THAT HE
WANTED THE NEIGHBORHOOD TO BE UPPER SCALE HOMES WITH LOTS OF THE
SAME SIZE pR LARGER. THE PROPOSED PLAN SHOWS LOTS AVERAGING 11 ,000
SQ. FEET, WJTH SEVERAL LOTS UNDER 10,000 SQ. FEET. I AM AGAINST MISTER
JJ.UNTJ-I?~ DEVELOPING HOMES ON SMALLER LOTS.

/'
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 1, 2001
To: AFPC

\

From: Rod Despain
Subject: Revised Stratton Annexation Agreement
The previous draft of the annexation agreement was based on the
notion that the annexation would include both Harvey and Highland
Farms lands . Prior to the Council meeting at which the
agreements were to be considered, we were made aware that Harvey
had decided to withdraw. Stratton, however, requested that we
move forward including only his property.
Additionally, the adjacent residents on the east appeared at the
hearing and also a letter from Cedar Hills was presented
requesting that American Fork make the greenhouse structures
conform with the setback requirements rather than the impose the
17 foot setback and building height restriction provisions of the
annexation agreement.
The proposed draft (3-1-01 version) contains the several changes,
as follows:
1.

Section 4 - latter sub-paragraph B.

2.

Section 6 has been added and the remaining sections
renumbered.

3.

Attachments 1, 3, 4, and 5 have been revised to ref lect the
deletion of the Harvey portion.

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE MARCH 7, 2001 PC MINUTES - PAGE 2 OF 12
3-1-01
Adoption draft
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

(Stratton/ Jackson and Highland Far.ms)
This agreement, made and entered into this ___ day of
2001, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City") and
Kenneth K. Stratton, Lance Jackson and Highland Farms Inc .
(hereafter referred to collectively as "Applicant"), is based on
the following:
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Applicant is the owner of those certain parcels of
privately owned real property situated within the boundary of the
Stratton Annexation, identified and described on Attachment 1 as
the "Stratton/Jackson and Highland Farms Parcels" . The
Stratton/ Jackson and Highland Farms Parcels are located within
the unincorporated territory of Utah County, but contiguous to
the corporate boundary of the City . The Applicant has submitted
a -Request to Initiate Annexation of Land Wi thin an Island or
Peninsula requesting that territory described in Attachment 1
(hereafter referred to as "Annexation Area" ) be annexed to the
City (Attachment 2), and
WHEREAS,
the area proposed for annexati on constitutes a
portion of an existing island or peninsula, and
WHEREAS,
in accordance with the provisio ns of UCA 10 - 2 - 418,
the American Fork City Council has heretofore adopted Resolution
No. 2000 - 9-38R indicating its intent to annex the entire
Annexation Area. Further, notice of hearing regarding the
proposed annexati on has been pub l ished and the public hearing
thereon held. No protests to the annexation were filed or raised
at the hearing, and
WHEREAS,
The City Council has determined that annexation of
the real property within the Stratton Annexati on is in the best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to enact an
ordinance of annexation relating theret o , concurrently with the
approval and exe cu tion of this Agreement and a s imi lar agreement
to be executed by the owners of other property within the
Annexation Area, and authorize the recording of the annexati on
plat at the office of the Ut ah County Recorder, subj ect to those
certain understandings as are more fully set f o rth in this
Agreement and completion of al l out standing tasks identified
herein or otherwise required prior to annexation.

1
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS
NOW THEREFORE, based on the above recitals and in consideration

of the annexation of the territory described in Attachment 1 to
the City, the parties covenant and agree as follows:
SECTION 1.
The real property to which the terms of this
Agreement apply shall be those parcels of private p~operty within
the Annexation Area, designated on Attachment J., as
Stratton/Jackson and Highland Farms .
SECTION 2.
The Applicant and the City acknowledge that
the City is not required to approve the annexation and that the
terms and conditions of annexation, as set forth herein, are
reasonable and entered into freely and v oluntarily. Further, the
Applicant hereby acknowledges and agrees that the benefit
received from annexation of the property is equal to or greater
than the requirements and conditions of annexation and
development as set forth in this Agreement and as required by the
terms of the City's Development Code and Impact Fee Ordinances.
SECTION 3.
The Applicant hereby affirms that he is the
sole owner of the Stratton/Jackson and Highland Farms Parcels, as
identified on Attachment 1 and has complete authority to enter
into this Agreement and to bind the properties hereto.
SECTION 4.
The City affirms that, pursuant to the terms
of the proposed Annexation Ordinance, the zone classification
applicable to the pa·r cels within the Annexation Area shall be a
combination of residential / agricultural and commercial zoning as
set forth on the attached Zone Classification Map (Attachment 3).

The City acknowledges that all portions of the Stratton/ Jackson
Parcel (located south of the proposed Harvey Boulevard ) excluding
the portion designated as commercial, are currently occupied by
greenhouse structures. The City further acknowledges that such
uses are a permitted use under the terms of the City's
Development Code and that their current placement on the site
will be deemed to conform with the City ordinance or be granted
the status of a non-conforming condition, except as follows:
A.

Removal of any existing greenhouse structure located
closer than 30 feet from the right-of-way line for 900
East Street (to be conveyed to the City pursuant to
Section 5), to be removed at such time as the right-ofway area is developed as a road or the property is
converted for uses other than a greenhouse, which ever
is first.

B.

Removal of any portion of the exi sting greenhouse
structures located within the right-of-way for Harvey
2
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Boulevard, plus removal of a portion of the greenhouse
located adjacent to the access driveway at the
northeast corner of the property for a distance of not
less than 20 feet back from the right-of-way for Harvey
Boulevard (to ensure a safe site distance), to be
removed at such time as the right-of-way area conveyed
to the City pursuant to Section 5 is developed as a
road or the property is converted to a use other than a
greenhouse, which ever is first.
\

c.

Any redevelopment of the site for a use other than as a
greenhouse will require the new use to meet the setback
and other zone requirements applicable· to the property
for the proposed new use.

The City Further Acknowledges that most of the Highland Farms
Parcel (located north of the proposed Harvey Boulevard) is
occupied by partially constructed greenhouse structures. The City
has reviewed the status of construction of these greenhouse
structures and their current placement on the site and determined
that upon annexation, the structures will be deemed to conform
with City ordinances or be granted the status of a non-conforming
condition, except as follows :
A.

Front Setback - Removal of any portion of any
greenhouse structures located closer than 30 feet from
the front property line adjacent to the proposed rightof-way for Harvey Boulevard.

B.

Rear Setback - For purposes of compliance with the zone
setback requirements for the greenhouse structures, the
east property line is hereby determined to be the rear
property line of the parcel. All new greenhouse
structures will be setback from the rear property line
in accordance with the applicable terms of the
development code

C.

Any redevelopment of the site for a use other than as a
greenhouse will require that such new use will meet the
setback and other zone requirements applicable to the
property for the proposed new use.

Upon annexation the Applicant will be eligible to apply and
receive a building permit to complete construction of the
uncompleted greenhouse structures in accordance with that
determination and compliance with the City's buyilding code.
SECTION 5.
Concurrently with passage of the Annexation
Ordinance and execution of this Agreement and as an integral part
of this Agreement, an Annexation Concept Plan has been prepared
showing the proposed location of future streets and street areas
requiring widening, as follows:
3
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A.
900 East Street Section - To facilitate the eventual
widening of 900 East Street and the addition of curb,
gutter and sidewalk, additional right-of-way
(approximately 12 feet) will be required along the
eastern edge of 900 East street.

B.

Harvey Boulevard Section - Current road planning for
the area indicates the extension of Harvey Boulevard
from its current terminus at the eastern boundary of
the Annexation Area to 900 East Str~~t . . A twenty-four
foot wide portion of the right-of-way for Harvey
Boulevard has been previously acquired by Cedar Hills
for road purposes. The remainder of the right-of-way
necessary for the eventual widening of the road at a
width of 66 feet and construction of the intersection
at 900 East Street is to be conveyed as a condition of
annexation.

The general location of the lands to be conveyed for street
purposes is shown on Attachment 4 and a more specific plan
showing the alignment and other details relating to Harvey
Boulevard is shown on Attachment 5, both of which are attached
hereto and are, by this reference, made part of this Agreement.
The Applicant hereby agrees, as a condition of annexation, to
convey all portions of the Stratton/Jackson and Highland Farms
Parcels necessary for the widening and extension of 900 East
Street and Harvey Boulevard. The specific legal descriptions of
the several parcels shall be as determined by the City Engineer
and title thereto shall be conveyed concurrently with the
recording of the annexation plat.
SECTION 6. The City agrees, that notwithstanding the
conveyance of the additional right-of-way to the City at the time
of annexation, construction of the portion of Harvey Boulevard
adjacent to the Stratton/Jackson and Highland Farms Parcels to
its full width will n ot be required until such time as the use of
that portion of the Stratton/Jackson Parcels now occupied by the
greenhouses and located adjacent to the Harvey Boulevard rightof -way shall be proposed for conversion to other permanent
development.
Provided, that this section shall not be construed
to prohibit the improvement of Harvey Boulevard, or some portion
thereof, by o thers .
SECTION 7.
The Annexation Concept Plan and zone
designation map (Attachment 3) has been reviewed by the Planning
Commission and determined by them to be consistent with the terms
and intent of the General Plan for the area and the terms of the
intended zone districts. It is expressly understood and agreed by
the Ci ty and Applicant that all further submissions for
development approval by the Applicant wi l l b e in substantial
c ompliance with the design of the Annexation Concept Plan.
4
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SECTION 8.
While not within the City limits, both the
culinary and agricultural water needs for the Highland Farms
nursery operation have been supplied by American Fork City in
accordance with the policies for outside users. A review of use
records show that in recent years water use has been
approximately 7 acre feet per year, or approximately 1.1 acre
feet per acre . Current City annexation policies require that all
signatories to the petition convey to the City sufficient water
right to meet the needs of the proposed development.. The
Applicant is in the process of acquiring an additional 1.8 acres
to add to the existing 6 . 4 acres previously used, for a total of
8.2 acres . Based on the above, consumption on the
Stratton/ Jackson and Highland Farms parcels, including the
expansion area, will be approximately 9 acre feet per year.
Further, pursuant to current City policy , no water right will be
required to be conveyed to the City for the existing dwelling
located on the Stratton/Jackson Parcel. Accordingly, the water
right conveyance requirement for Stratton/ Jackson and Highland
Farms Parcels is established at 8 acre feet.
In the event that
the use of the property is subsequently changed to a use which
requires a greater amount of water, the City reserves the right
to require conveyance of additional water righ t as a condition of
development approval.
SECTION 9.
The wat er right conveyance requirement is to
be satisfied as follows:
A.

Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company - Stock Certificate
No.

Copies o f the documen ts evidencing conveyance of the above
refe r enced water rights are attached hereto (Attachment 6) and
the City acknowledges receipt of the executed original s .
SECTION 10.
No impact fees are required as a condition
of annexation. However , not h ing in this Agre e ment constitutes a
waiver of any obligation that t h e Applicant or his successor may
h ave for the payment of impac t fees required as a condition of
development of the Annexation Area or any portion thereo f . The
Applicant acknowledges that n o development approval or building
permit shall be issued until all applicable fees required b y City
ordinance have been ~aid at the a mo unt then in effect.
SECTION 11..
Should any of the parties default in the
performance of any o f the terms of this Agreement , the parties
shall first seek mediation to resolve any defaulting performance.
The defaulting party shall pay all cos t s and expenses, including
mediation fees and / or reasonable attorney's fee , which may arise
from enforc ing this Agreement , whether such remedy i s pursued by
mediat i o n and/or filing suit or ot herwis e.
5
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SECTION 12.
Any Notice to be given hereunder shall be
given by certified mail, return receipt requested, addressed as
follows:
a.

If to City, to the City of American Fork, 31 North Church
Street, American Fork, Utah 84003.

b.

If to Applicant, to Ken Stratton, 9736 North 4800 West,
American Fork, Utah 84003.
>,

\

SECTION 13.
This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties and may be changed only in writing
signed by all parties, and this agreement shall bind the heirs,
assigns and successors in interest of the respective parties. If
any party shall breach this Agreement, the other party shall be
entitled to recover their attorneys fees and court costs in
addition to other lawful damages resulting therefrom.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this
agreement on the date first mentioned above .
KEN STRATTON

AMERICAN FORK CITY
by: ________________________
Mayor

LANCE JACKSON
attest :
HIGHLAND FARMS INC . ,

City Recorder

by: _______________________
its: __________________________

'·
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Copy of Request for Annexation

Attachment 3.

Zone Classification Map

Attachment 4.

Annexation Concept Plan

Attachment 5.

Detailed right-of-way map for Harvey Boulevard

Attachment 6.

Copy of water rights conveyance documents
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 21, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 21, 2001, 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.

15 .
16 .
17 .
18.
19.
20.
21.

Review and action on the site plan for a cell tower at 710
South Utah Valley Drive.
Review and action on the site plan for a cell tower at the
Art Dye Ballpark.
Review and action on an accessory building to be located at
715 North 900 West.
Review and action on an amended final plat of KL Partners
American Fork II (Courtyard Plaza) Condominiums at 629 East
Quality Drive .
Review and action on an amended final plat for the Dixie
Fenn Subdivision consisting of 4 lots at 280 South 570 West.
Review and action on an amended site plan for an expansion
to the car wash at 310 North West State Road.
Review and action on the final plat of Timpanogos Heights
PUD consisting of 45 units at 750 East 50 South.
Review and action on the final plat of Lone Peak Plat A
Subdivision consisting of 10 lots at 1780 North 900 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for American
Fork Check City located at 506 East State Road.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Virginia Ridge
Phase II consisting of 129 lots at 540 West 1120 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Hill Valley
Subdivision Plat D consisting of 26 lots located at 830 East
600 North.
Review and action on a zone change request from the existing
Rl-9000 to the PO-l, Professional Office zone at 1063 East
50 South including a review of the proposed site plan.
Review and action on the Gerald Jensen Addition which is a
portion of the Coleman-Jensen Annexation consisting of .92
acres at 905 East 300 North .
Discussion of the annexation agreement for the Swain
Addition consisting of 5.8 acres, formerly the B. Joe Barney
portion of the B. Joe Barney Annexation, at 1180 North 1150
East.
Review and action on a sewer lift station policy.
Discussion of elderly housing in the PO-l zones.
Review and action on the affordable housing element of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and ac tion on the February 28, 2001, joint work
session minutes.
Review and action on the minut e s of the March 7, 2001,

22.

Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 13 day of March, 2001.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COM.MISSION MINUTES
MARCH 21, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 21 , 2001 , in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, Tom Hunter, Steve Nielsen, Ken Baldwin, and Keith Richan. Others present included
Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Justin Laycock, Preston Dean, Jeremy
Donaldson, Shawn Graff, Shawn Moessinger, Jon Rigby, Jourdun Smith, Debra Jandreau, Curtis
Miner, Mike H oldaway, Natalie Holdaway, Paul Washburn, Roger Dudley, Richard Brenchley,
Stephen Sowby, Reed Bromley, Kyle Spencer, Tony Gonzales, Ray Lamoreaux, Walt Heyman,
Dennis Jensen, Keith Swain, Dan Richards, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.

Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Georgeson.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR A CELL TOWER AT 7 10 SOUTH
UTAH VALLEY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Shawn Graff
Shawn Graff, a representative for Qwesl Wireless, stated that Qwest Wireless is proposing to
construct a telecommunications network at 710 South Utah Valley Drive. He said it is proposed
to place a cell tower in the northwest corner of the property. He stated that they are proposing
to replace the existing 35-foot high light pole with a 60-foot monopole. Mr. Graff stated that
the monopole will be painted the same color as the other existing light poles.
Mr. Graff said all the equipment that will be used for the cell tower will be attached right to the
pole. He said the proposed cell tower will be 20 feet from the transmission line. He pointed out
that Utah Power & Light requires a cell tower to be at least 15 feet from the transmission line.

After Mr. Graff's presentation, Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that on Page 2 ofthe proposed site plan, "antenna" should be changed to
receiver because ofthe City's definition of an antenna. Mr. Denney explained that the maximum
height that a cell tower can be placed above an existing light is 20 feet and the proposal is
proposing to place the cell tower 25 feet above the lights. It was discussed that the applicant has
the choose of shortening the monopole or raising the lights.

Mr. Despain said the proposed request has been presented as a replacement of an existing pole,
but in reality the proposed request is an amendment to t he Quality Inn' s site plan. He said the
real question that needs to be addressed is whether Quality Inn's site plan should be amended to
place a 60-foot monopole on it. He said the issue regarding the elevation of the light is a
secondary issue that needs to be addressed. Mr. Despain said the P lanning Commission needs to
determine whether the proposed amendment to Quality Inn' s site plan is a minor amendment or a

major amendment. He stated that t he proposed amendment does not qualify as a technical
amendment, which would only require action by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed cell tower is higher than some of the existing cell towers in the
City. Mr. D espain st ated that the proposed cell tower is not higher than some of the existing cell
towers in the City. He stated that the maximum height that a new pole can be is 60 feet, which is
what is proposed.

Councilman Hunter and Mr. Hansen said the proposal looks like a minor amendment to Quality
Inn's site plan.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the site plan for a cell tower at 710 South Utah Valley Drive
subject to: (1) the correction as noted by the City Engineer (the correction being that
antenna be changed to receiver on Page 2 of the proposed site plan) and (2) the finding that
the placement of the cell tower on the property is a minor amendment to the Quality Inn
Site Plan; therefore, no public hearing is required. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman H adfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman H adfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR A CELL TOWER AT THE ART DYE
BALLPARK
Mr. Graff stated that the proposal is to construct an 80-foot telecommunications tower at the Art
Dye Ballpark. H e said Qwest is proposing to construct a new 80-foot monopole that will have
lights similar to the lights that are on the existing light poles. Mr. Graff stated that he has met
with Cal Houghton, Parks Superintendent, and he has chosen a location for the monopole in
hopes that the location of the pole will provide some light coverage for the southern ballfield. He
pointed out that most of the existing light poles in the park are 55 to 60 feet high.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the proposed monopole because the ordinance states that a
monopole can be 80 feet high to accommodat e a cell tower only if an existing pole is being
replaced, but the proposal is to install a new pole. He said that he would like to talk to Mr.
H oughton to see if the applicants can use one of the existing poles in the park. He pointed out
that Mr. Houghton is currently out of town.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the light is needed at the proposed location. Councilman Hunter stated that
the proposed light was very much needed. Mr. Nielsen said ifthe light is needed, t hen the City
should put a pole up and then the applicant can replace it with an 80-foot monopole.

Mr. D espain stated that he understands t hat Mr. Houghton would like to have the proposed pole
installed. H e said that if the pole were already in existence the discussion about installing a pole
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 21 , 200 I)
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that would be higher than 60 feet would be a non-issue. He asked "how big of a wink" do they
want to give. Mr. Despain raised the question ofwhether it is the Planning Commission or the
City Council that should make the decision regarding the proposed pole. Mr. Baldwin said he
does not think it is the Planning Commission's decision.
Chairman Hadfield said he thinks Mr. Houghton needs to be present to discuss what is really
needed in terms of lighting at the Art Dye Ballpark. He said " if it were an existing pole, they
(the Planning Commission) would be well within their purview to recommend that the pole be
replaced." He asked how the Planning Commission can make a recommendation to approve the
proposed pole when there is not an existing pole.
Mr. N ielsen suggested that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve
the proposed pole.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item so that staff can further review the proposal.
Mr. Baldwin said the Planning Commission can't take action on the proposed sit e plan because it
violates the ordinance.

Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Nielsen asked where the proposal will go from here if it is t abled.
Chairman Hadfield said that staff still has some issues to work out. He said "Mr. H oughton is
not in town and he does not feel comfortable speaking for him. " He raised the question of
whether there is an existing pole that could be replaced with an 80-foot monopole.

Mr. Despain stated that he has talked to Mr. Houghton and he told him that the proposed pole
would be helpful because it would provide some light during the soccer season and football
season.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he made the motion to table this item tonight so that staff can have some
more time to work out some of the issues.
He said the Planning Co mmission has to follow the
ordinance and it can't approve something that violates the ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Those
voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether the City really wants to regulate cell towers. He
then asked the Planning Commission if it felt the City should look at creating a new cell tower
ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said there are some things in the cell tower ordinance that are there for a good
reason. He said that he is not sure t he "magic number is 6 0 feet high" fo r poles. He said that he
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 2 1, 2001 )
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would rather have a pole that is 80 feet high with three heads on it, rather than many 60-foot
poles that are close together. He said cell towers are something that have to be regulated and
are not a right by use.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission would like to spend some time reviewing the cell
tower ordinance to see if some changes need to be made to it.
Chairman Hadfield said that when the Planning Commission has completed the General Plan and
the fence ordinance, then it will spend some time reviewing the cell tower ordinance.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ACCESSORY BUll-DING TO BE LOCATED AT 715
NORTH 900 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Richard Brenchley.
Mr. Brenchley said the proposed accessory building will be used for storage. He stated that the
building will have electrical lights. He said the height of the building will be 14 feet high.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the height, size and location ofthe building need to be discussed. He pointed
out that the proposed building will be 19 feet from the rear lot line and it has a side setback of 48
feet, which fits in with the normal setbacks in a residential area. He said t here has to be two
findings made (I) the accessory building will have no unduly negative impact on the adjoining
neighbors and (2) the accessory building will be incidental to the primary use on the parcel.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed accessory building is one of the first requests that the
City has had since the ordinance regarding accessory buildings was revised. He said the lot that
the accessory building will be located on is 3 liz acres. He said one question that needs to be
addressed is what impact the proposed accessory building will have on the property that is to the
west of the property that is proposed to have the accessory building on it.
Mr. Brenchley said that he is planning to use masonite, if he can get a good deal. He said if he
can 't get a good deal on masonite, he may use aluminum siding.
Mr. Hansen where the City is at in regards to knowing the alignment of900 West so that it knows
where the curb and gutter should be placed. Chairman Hadfield said the City is much closer to
knowing the alignment of900 West than it did when Mr. Healey and Mr. Brenchley built their
homes.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the accessory building to be located at 715 North 900 East
with the findings that the use is incidental to the primary use of the parcel , that no
neighbor will be negatively impacted by the approval of the accessory building, and that
the accesso•·y buildings conforms to the City ordinance.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any other discussion.
(Planning Commission Min utes - March 2 1, 200 I)
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There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT OF KL PARTNERS AMERICAN
FORK II (COURTYARD PLAZA) CONDOMINIUMS AT 629 EAST QUALITY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Stephen Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said the reason the plat has been amended is because they are now dividing the
condominium horizontally instead of vertically. He said instead ofUnits A and B being side by
side, Unit A will be on one level and Unit B will be on one level. He said all the property owners,
the building tenants, and the title company are in agreement with the proposed revision to t he plat.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there should be a record of survey map associated with the amended
final plat. Mr. Despain said that the amended final plat is a portion of a record of survey map .
He explained that a record of survey map typically has two sheets. One sheet shows the outer
boundary ofthe condominium project and the other sheet shows the subdivision of the building
itself
He said the request is basically to amend the second sheet of the record of survey map.

Mr. Richan asked if there is any reason not to approve the amended final plat.
Mr. Despain said from a record of survey process it appears to meet the requirements.

He said
that he has researched the State Law and the only thing that he could see in regards to amended
plats was that it has to follow the process set forth in the declaration of condominium, which it
does because the City has received a letter that states the other owners in the project do not have
any concern with the proposed amendment.

Mr. Despain said the only concern that he has in regards to the proposed amended final plat is

whether it is in a form that can be recorded at the Utah County Recorder's Office. He said that
he has not had a chance to contact the Utah County Recorder's Office to make sure that the
amended final plat can be recorded. He stated that the proposed amendment is a minor
amendment because there is no change in the parking scheme. He said no public hearing will be
required.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Sowby if the front page will be required to be recorded. Mr. Sowby said
that he has spoken with the Utah County Recorder' s Office and they said that as long as there is a
signature block on the second page, the first page will not need to be re-recorded.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about whether the two-hour fire wall separation requirements will
be met between the units with the proposed amendment.
Mr. Sowby said that he does not know if the two-hour fire wall separation requirements will be
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 21 , 200 I)
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met between the units with the proposed amendment.

Mr. Denney said one concern that he has with the proposed amendment is that the project has
already gone through the UBC process so unless the motion states that the proposed amendment
will need to go through the UBC process again, it will not have to go through it again.
Chairman Hadfield said in the owner's dedication where it says "said record is no affected" should
be changed to "said record is not affected."

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended final plat of KL Partners American Fork II
(Courtyard Plaza) Condominiums at 629 East Quality Drive subject to: (1) the proper fire
separation requirement being met for Units A and Bas noted by the City Engineer and if
the fire separation requirement is not currently met that needs to be corrected before the
City Council approves it.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR THE DIXIE FENN
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 280 SOUTH 570 WEST
Chairman Hadfield said that on the agenda it states that t he amended plat consists of four lots, but
the proposed plat is for only a one-lot subdivision. He then turned the time over to Kyle Spencer.

Mr. Spencer said what is proposed is the amended final plat for the Dixie Fenn Subdivision
consisting of one lot, which is Phase I of a previously approved five-lot preliminary plat. He said
originally it was proposed that all lots would front onto 570 West Street. He said Dixie Fenn has
now purchased property to the west of the property proposed for development and so now it is
proposed to add a street on the southerly property line, which he has called 330 South. He said
3 30 South will help provide access to the property to t he west. He said now instead of having
five lots front on 570 West, it is proposed that there be only four lots that front on 570 West and
that two more lots be developed to the west sometime in the future.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the property that Mrs. Fenn recently purchased is not yet
annexed into the City, but st ated that the Fenns are working on annexing the property into the
City. He then asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. D enney said all improvements are going to be offsite for the proposed lot. He stated that
the waterline is going to be brought in from the Mountain M eadows area and the sewer is going
to be brought from the south. He said the City needs assurance that the needed off sit e
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 2 1, 200 I)
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improvements including sewer, water, and storm drain will be installed. He asked how much of
the curb and gutter will be installed for Lot 1.
Mr. Spencer stated that the curb and gutter improvements on the north boundary will be installed
to the east corner ofLot 1. He stated that due to the grade of330 South and the ditch, the curb
and gutter will be extended beyond Lot 1 to the drainage basin.
Mr. Denney asked ifthere is some type of pre-treatment ofthe water before it is dropped into the
ditch. Mr. Spencer said there will be a pre-treatment box prior to the water being dropped into
the ditch.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plat as presented is a one-lot final, which is "a modification of a
previously approved one-lot final for a similar subdivision." He said the City has already
received a revised preliminary plat showing a somewhat different alignment. He said the
proposed plan shows a road on the south, which was not originally approved . Mr. Despain said
that if the Planning Commission takes the position that the proposed one-lot subdivision is a slight
amendment to the one-lot final that was already approved, then he would recommend that the
motion to approve the revised one-lot final plat be subject to the City Engineer reviewing and
approving the drainage and other issues.

Mr. Despain stated that he believes the changes that have been proposed have changed some of
the City' s concerns relative to drainage. He said the revised preliminary plan should come back
to the Planning Commission so it can take action on it. He stated that he feels comfortable
moving forward with the one-lot final plat with the notion that the Planning Commission will need
to act on the revised preliminary plat for the entire development before Lots 2, 3, and 4 can be
developed.
Mr. Despain expressed concern that the revised preliminary plat includes property that is not
currently in the City.
Mr. Spencer stated that the revised preliminary plat will be presented to the Planning Commission
for their approval when the property that Mrs. Fenn recently purchased is annexed into the City.
Chairman Hadfield asked if all the subject to items associated with the previous preliminary plat
have been met. Mr. Despain said he did not know if all the subject to items had been completed.
It was discussed that the proposed plan was a much better plan in regards to accommodating the
drainage.

Mr. Denney expressed concern about extending curb, gutter, and sidewalk, putting in roads, and
drainage along land that is not in the City. He said they are actually "using the public utilities on
County land that the City has no control over."

Mr. Hansen asked when the annexation is scheduled to start. Mr. Spencer said they are currently
going through the annexation process. He said since Mrs. Fenn owns the property they could do
a drainage easement over all of the utilities.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve an amended final plat for the Dixie Fenn Subdivision
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 2 1, 200 1)
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consisting of one lot at 280 South 570 West subject to: (1) off site improvements for all
utilities, which means sewer, water, storm drain will need to be included with the initial
phase and will need to be bonded for or constructed (2) review by the City Engineer and
(3) the Planning Commission reviewing the revised preliminary plat.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the agenda states that the subdivision is a four lot subdivision and
the Planning Commission is only taking action on one lot. He asked if there is any problem with
just approving one lot. Chairman Hadfield said there is not a problem with approving just one lot.
He said that if the Planning Commission were approving more t han four lots that would be a
problem because that would be more lots than was advertised .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR AN EXPANSION TO THE
CAR WASH AT 310NORTHWEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mike Holdaway.
M r. Holdaway said they w ish to expand the car wash so that there is one more automatic bay to
t he east and an additional automatic bay to the west. He said that he has received a letter from
Scott Wilbur of Timpanogos Special Service D istrict, which grants approval of the waste water.
H e stated that he has obtained an easement from Gary Johnson, the owner of the tire st ore that is
next to the car wash so the fence that is proposed on the site plan may not be necessary.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.

Mr. Denney said one thing that is missing from the proposed plan is the dumpster location. He
said if the proposed fence is inst alled the dumpster will be located in an awkward place for it to be
unloaded. He said if the fence is not installed, the location of the dumpster will be fi ne . H e
pointed out that there are some planters shown on the site plan. He asked if there is any
additional landscaping that would be required. Mr. Denney recommended that there be some
discussion regarding whether a fence should be installed between the property that the car wash is
located on and the railroad tracks.
Mr. Denney said that UTA is currently negotiating the purchase of the right-of-way for the
potential light rail track. He said the question is whether the City needs to be more concerned
about the right-of-way and increased traffic on it and separating the public from the right-of-way.
There was some discussion about whether a fence should be required along the railroad.
Mr. Despain said the site plan that is proposed is not in accordance wit h the verbal representation
that has been made tonight by the applicant in regards to the fence. He said the applicant has
obtained permission from the owner of the tire store to allow vehicles to go back and forth on his
property.
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 2 1, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain stated that additional water rights may be required with the addition of two more
bays. He said the proposed site plan shows signs that say exit left only, which is no longer valid
if the fence is not installed. Mr. Despain said the questions about how the sewer lift station will
be serviced have been addressed to the satisfaction of the homeowner's association.
Mr. Despain recommended that the applicant really ought to submit a site plan that shows what
has verbally been proposed tonight.
Mr. Hansen asked if the planter restricts flow around the building. Mr. Despain said the planter
is intended to limit east-west flow in the front ofthe building.
There was some discussion about the traffic flow on the site.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there is a road curve or a fence or any landscaping to separate the
property that the car wash is located on from the railroad right-of-way. Mr. Holdaway said there
is a road curve between his property and the railroad right-of-way.

Mr. Hansen asked if the Planning Commission could approve the site plan tonight or did it need
to wait until a corrected site plan w as submitted t o the City.
Mr. Holdaway stated that the fence shown on the site plan is not going to be installed. He said
that he would like to keep the exit left only signs up to help keep t raffic flowing in that direction.
Mr. Hansen said the City ought to have a corrected site plan on file.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed project, the motion
should include that the approval is subject to the applicant submitting a revised site plan and also
subject to the City determining whether additional water rights will be required .

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended site plan for expansion of the car wash at 310
North West State Road subject to: (1) a correct final site plan being submitted as discussed
and (2) determining if any additional water rights are required.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the fence along the railroad should be required and included as part of the
motion.
Mr. Hansen said he did not feel like requiring a fence along the railroad as part of the motion
because he feels like if any fence is to be installed in the future UTA ought to be t he one that has
to pay for it.
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. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen moved that the Planning Commission finds that the amendment is a minor
amendment and that a public hearing is not required.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION THE FINAL PLAT OF TIMP ANOGOS HEIGHTS PUP
CONSISTING OF 45 UNITS AT 750 EAST 50 SOUTH
Tony Gonzales ofBach Development said they just completed the condominium documentation,
which he just gave to Mr. Despain tonight. He said he understands that one of the subject to
items will be in regards to the review of the condominium documentation. He said they are close
to getting the water rights taken care of
Chairman Hadfield said that in the owner's dedication it refers to Village Green and that needs to
be deleted.
Mr. Denney said in the utility dedication it refers to a marked area for the detention pond, but the
area for the detention pond is not shown on the plan.
Mr. Spencer stated that they have found that the detention pond is not going to be needed so it
has been eliminated from the plat.
Mr. Denney said the verbiage referring to the detention pond needs to be removed.

Mr. Denney said any approval tonight needs to be subject to approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company. Mr. Gonzales said the American Fork Irrigation Company has signed off
on their plat. He told Mr. Denney that he should have received a copy of the approval letter from
the American Fork Irrigation Company. Mr. Denney said that he did not have a copy of the
approval letter. Mr. Gonzales told Mr. Denney that he will get him a copy of the approval letter
from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Denney said the verbiage in the utility easement needs to be reworded so that it more clearly
refers to all common areas excluding the limited common area. He stated that there needs to be
elevations put on the monuments on the project site.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Timpangos Heights PUD consisting of 45
units at 750 East 50 South subject to: (1) the water rights requirements being met (2) the
PUD documents being reviewed and approved by the City (3) approval from the American
Fork Irrigation Company (4) the corrections being made in the owners dedication, utility
dedication and other areas on the plat and (5) putting elevations on the monuments on the
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project site.
Councilman Hunter 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. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF LONE PEAK PLAT A SUBDIVISION
CONSISTING OF 10 LOTS AT 1780 NORTH 900 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He stated that the utilities are being presented in a
different format than what was shown on the preliminary plat. He said a revised preliminary plat
was included in the Planning Commission packet. He then turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said the final plat is exactly the same format that was presented two weeks ago. He
said they have met with Mr. Roberts and no deal could be worked out regarding the nuisance
strip. He said that Mr. Roberts was unwilling to cooperate and sell the nuisance strip at a
reasonable price. He said that he has given Chairman Hadfield the documents that state Mr.
Robert ' s request .
Mr. Sowby said one thing that has changed on the plat is the location of the waterline. He said
the waterline is corning down the easement on the north side ofLot 1. He said the only thing that
has changed on the utility drawing is the waterline, which is now a complete loop.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the waterline will be made in such a way that at some point in the future
when access is available it can be connected onto. Mr. Sowby said the waterline will be made in
such a way that it can be connected onto at some point in the future.
Mr. Denney said the correct square footage ofLot 1 is needed. He said the waterline needs be
stubbed out to 980 East. Mr. Denney said Note # 13 on the preliminary plat needs to be stricken
or changed because the negotiations regarding the nuisance strip did not work out with Mr.
Roberts.

Mr. Despain said the City was hoping that the developers of the proposed project would be able
to work out something with Mr. Roberts in regards to the nuisance strip. He said by granting
approval ofthe proposed project there is going to be an unresolved issue. He said on the
proposed preliminary plat it shows that there will be concrete jersey barricades, which he is not
sure are necessary.
Mr. Despain stated that Lots 1, 6, 7 and 10 will not be able to access the street from the north
without trespassing. He suggested that the final plat have a note on it that Lots l , 6, 7, and 10
will not be able to be accessed from the north so that people who are interested in purchasing
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those lots are aware that they will not have access to the north.

Mr. Denney said it would be good to put the note on the plat that Lots, 1, 6, 7, and 10 will not
have the right of access to the north so that when it is time to issue building permits for those lots
a permit is not issued for a home that has a driveway going to the north.
There was some discussion about the curb and gutter for Lots 1, 6, 7 and 10. Mr. Hansen stated
that the curb and gutter needs to be put on the north side of lot Lots 1, 6, 7, and 10.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the improvements will be 2 feet off site.
Chairman Hadfield said it seems like there is a lot of hard work being done to accommodate " a
stupid protection strip."
He asked what has been gained when 10 years from now there is a
home that can't access the street to the north and there is two feet of weeds because the
homeowner is irritated and refuses to maintain it.
Mr. Hansen said the nuisance strip should have never been created. He said the County should
have never allowed three divisions to occur with the property.

Chairman Hadfield expressed a great deal of concern with approving the proposed development
knowing that there will be a two-foot nuisance strip.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to look at the revised preliminary plan to
see if it is acceptable.

Mr. Nielsen asked why the City will not condemn the nuisance strip. In response to Mr.
Nielsen's question about condemning the nuisance strip, Mr. Despain said "the City does not
characteristically become the agent of a developer in using its powers of eminent domain to solve
a developer's problem."
Mr. Nielsen said the City got involved with Mike Smith and Kale Smith's nuisance strip on 900
East. Mr. Despain said the nuisance strip on 900 East was something that was negotiated and
there was no threat of condemnation. Mr. Nielsen said he did the appraisal for the nuisance strip
He asked why it is not the City's intent to
on 900 East and he remembers it being condemned.
extend 940 East and 980 East. He said it would be advantageous if 940 East Street and 980 East
Street were through streets. Mr. Nielsen asked Councilman Hunter why the City Council will
not step up to the plate and condemn the nuisance strip.
Councilman Hunter said the City will not condemn the nuisance strip for the very reason that Mr.
Despain has stated above.
Mr. Despain said the City does not get into the business of promoting or facilitating a developer' s
project.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Planning Commission approve the project, then the City should
"go after the guy"(the owner of the nuisance strip) because it is in the City 's best interest to
extend 980 East and 940 East.
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Mr. Despain stated that the cost of eminent domain is about $25,000 just for the legal costs and
that is one reason that the City will probably not want to try to condemn the nuisance strip.

Mr. Nielsen asked if$25,000 is more or less than what the owner of the nuisance strip is
requesting. Mr. Sowby said $25,000 is less than what the owner of the nuisance strip is
requesting. Mr. Nielsen said "I bet the developer would be willing to come up with some of the
money in order to get the property (the nuisance strip)."
Mr. Despain said he did not know if the City was willing to have the property condemned.
Mr. Sowby suggested that the City could possibly assist in negotiating with the developer in order
to try to get the property. He said that condemnation may not be the way to go, but if the City
would assist in negotiations that might be helpful. He said that if the Planning Commission
approves the proposed plan tonight, they will not hesitate to ask the City Council for some help in
regards to the nuisance strip.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the radius that is proposed on the corner of Lot 10 would not
be possible because Mr. Robert's nuisance strip goes into 900 East.
Mr. Nielsen said it is ridiculous that people can hold people hostage. Mr. Despain said the
question is whether it is the City's role to solve the problem relative to the nuisance strip.

After much discussion about the problems associated with the nuisance strip, Mr. Hansen
moved to approve the final plat of Lone Peak Plat A Subdivision consisting of 10 lots at
1780 North 900 East subject to: (1) the following corrections being made to the preliminary
plat: (a) a water stub being placed on 980 East like there is on 940 East (b) correction of the
squa•·e footage of Lot 1 and (c) completion of the revisions to the contract between Cedar
Hills and American Fork relative to the utilities (2) the construction of curb, gutter, and
combo sidewalk along the south side of 1800 North Street and extending the asphalt from
the existing edge of the pavement to the lip of the curb (all as off-site improvements) (3) the
final plat to include a note that there is no access to the north for Lots 1, 6, 7 and 10 and
that any homes built on those lots will have to access only to 940 East and 980 East and (4)
recognizing that the revised preliminary plat is acceptable with the corrections.
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. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Denney said the developer needs to ask Cedar Hills for permission to use their utility
easement for the waterline.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COJviMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AMERICAN FORK
CHECK CITY LOCATED AT 506 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Curtis Miner.
Mr. Miner said they are proposing to maintain the irrigation and landscape strip that is to the west
of the property proposed for development and are requesting that the City provide the water for
it.
Mr. Miner talked about the parking configuration. He stated that they have eliminated one
parking stall because things seemed a little tight on the site. He said that the size of the building
has been reduced to accommodate the parking.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the status was with the "sliver" of property that they are trying to
obtain from UDOT. Mr. Miner said he has a letter the UDOT Region Three Director that
recommends that UDOT sell the property to them. He said the request for UDOT to sell the
property is currently being reviewed by staff in Salt Lake City.

Mr. Miner said that UDOT has given them approval for the proposed accesses to the site, but
they will still be required to get a permit from UDOT .
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.

Mr. Denney recommended that the minimum design standard be used for all radiuses in the
driveways and parking lot. He said things are really tight on the site. Mr. Denney recommended
that two more parking spaces be eliminated to accommodate the 15-foot radiuses so that they can
get the traffic to move in a more orderly manner.
Mr. Hansen asked if the south driveway on 500 East was needed. He asked if the site would be
better off if there were not as many driveways on the site. He said it would be better to force
the traffic out onto 200 South and then over to 500 East.

Mr. N ielsen said it will be hard for the vehicles to get out of the north driveway because vehicles
will be trying to make a right onto State Street.
There was a lot of discussion relative to whether one of the driveways should be eliminated. It
was discussed that one ofthe driveways could be moved to the center.
Mr. Despain suggested that if the proposed plan goes forward with some type of commitment
towards landscaping of the property to the west of t he property proposed for development, then
there should be some kind of landscape maintenance agreement.
There was more discussion that two more parking spaces should be eliminated in order to help the
traffic on the site flow more smoothly. There was also more discussion relative to the possibility
of eliminating one of the driveways and putting a driveway in the middle. Mr. Miner said he
does not believe it would be a big deal to eliminate the north driveway and put one in the middle.
Mr. Miner addressed the issue of eliminating two more parking spaces. He said he realizes that a
lot is being squeezed onto the property, but in order to make the project a viable project a lot has
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to be squeezed onto the property. He said ever time a parking space is eliminated, that is less
space that can be rented. He said that he is not trying to get out of meeting the minimum
standards, but the radiuses are creating a lot of problems.

Mr. D enney said his role is not to design, but he would eliminate two parking spaces.
Mr. Hansen said he is uncomfortable approving a project without the developer having ownership
of the small piece of property from UDOT because that piece of prope1iy is needed to make the
project a viable project.
Mr. Richan stated that Mr. Hansen has a legitimate concern relative to the small piece of property
that is still in UDOT's name.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Planning Commission hold off on taking action on the proposed
project until the applicant has purchased the small piece of property from UDOT.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Miner look at relocating the driveway somewhere to the
center and to look at the turning radiuses and see what could be done as far as the parking goes.
He said t hat he would also like to see a landscape agreement before the proposed plan is
approved.
Mr. Hansen said the City needs to realize that the applicant is meeting the landscaping
requirements with the piece of property that is to the west of the property proposed for
development. It was discussed that staff needs to talk to Mr. H oughton to see what type of
agreement the City has in regards to the piece of property in front of Gene Harvey. Mr. Despain
pointed out that the City will be the author of the landscape agreement that is needed.

Mr. Richan moved to table this item. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman H adfield 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. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain said the proposed site plan shows the property line without the purchase of the
property. He suggested that the site plan include the property that is expected to be purchased
from UDOT.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR VIRGINIA RIDGE PHASE II
CONSISTING OF 129 LOTS AT 540 WEST 1120 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
M r. Washburn stated that they have received approval from the American Fork Irrigation
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Company. He said all the lots meet the City standards. He stated that the LDS Church has not
made an absolute commitment in regards to building a church.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the annexation agreement showed 44.76 acres and the
proposed project shows 46.27 acres. He asked if the proposed project is including the Patterson
Property.
Mr. Washburn said the proposed project does include the Patterson P roperty. He said that Mr.
Patterson is in the process of filling out an annexation application. He said that the only reason
for show ing Patterson's Property is to show how the property could be developed . He
apologized for the disparity between the total number of acres in the proposed project and the
annexation agreement.
Chairman Hadfield said he is not comfortable with the Patterson Property being included in the
proposed preliminary plat because that property has not yet been annexed into the City. Mr.
Washburn said the Patterson Property can be removed from the proposed preliminary plat.
Chairman Hadfield said if the Patterson Property is removed from the proposed preliminary plat
then some problems are created. He asked how 500 West is connected to 1300 North if
Patterson' s property is not developed. Mr. Washburn said that he has an agreement with Mr.
Patterson so that 500 West can be connected to 1300 North. He said he does not have the
agreement with him tonight, but that should be required as one of the things that has to be
completed by the final plat stage.

Mr. Washburn stated that he would like to work out a way to get access through the top lot.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.

Mr. Denney said any approval ofthe proposed plan needs to be subject to the boundary line
agreement with the City in regards to the Hunter Park Parcel. He said t here needs to be phase
lines on the preliminary plat.
Mr. Washburn said they are still trying to work on the phase lines. He said that he hopes to do
the entire project at one time.
Mr. Denney said there needs t o be a 100-foot tangent between the two reverse curves. He said
that more detail is needed o n the storm drainage.
Roger Dudley stated that they need to meet with the City to see w hat kind of sizing will be
needed for the utilities.

Mr. Despain said the water rights have been provided, but there needs to be some slight wording
changes in regards to the water rights.
Chairman Hadfield said that it seems like in the annexation agreement it talks about a trail
corridor. Mr. Washburn said he does not remember the annexation agreement talking about a
trail.
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Mr. Hansen had a copy ofthe annexation agreement for the property proposed for development
so he and Chairman Hadfield reviewed the annexation agreement, which was dated January 7,
200 1. There was nothing in the annexation agreement that talked about a trail corridor.

Chairman Hadfield said at some point in time there was talk about having a trail along 1120
North.
Mr. Washburn said if it is a wider sidewalk that is being suggested, he does not have a problem
with doing a wider sidewalk along 1120 North.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about the derelict parcel, which is Lot 139 ofHillcrest
Acres Plat F.
Mr. Washburn said that Mr. Bailey, who lives next to the derelict parcel is interested in
purchasing the property. He said it is his intent to sell Mr. Bailey the derelict parcel. He said
hopefully he will be closing on the property in the next 10 days and then the property can be
deeded to Mr. Bailey.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Washburn to put two phase lines on the plat so it will be easier to
read the detail on the plat.
Mr. Despain said it is assumed from the proposed preliminary plan that the road connecting to
1340 North will be provided at the time of final approval. He said Mr. Patterson has not yet
made any attempt to try to get his property annexed into the City so there is no guarantee that the
property is going to be annexed into the City. He suggested that the applicants prepare an
alternate preliminary plan in the event that Patterson ' s property is not annexed into the City prior
to the time the final comes to the Planning Commission for approval.
Mr. Denney stated that he needs the design study report on the sumps.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Washburn if plans to sell the lots to one builder.

Mr. Washburn said he would like to sell some of the property to three or four builders and keep
one section so that people can get their own individual builder. He said he does not want one
builder to build on all 55 acres.
Mr. Richan asked if a trail will be required along 1120 North.
Mr. Washburn said he does not have a problem with doing a wider sidewalk along 11 20 North.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plan for Virginia Ridge Phase ll consisting
of 129 lots at 540 West 1120 North subject to the following corrections:

1.
2.
3.

The assumption that 500 West will continue north to 300 North and will be shown
that way at the final plat stage.
Receipt of an alternate plan in case Patterson's Annexation is not received by the
City by the time of final plat approval.
A design study report that includes drainage calculations and location of sumps
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

being submitted to the City.
Phasing lines being put on the plat.
A complete boundary line agreement with American fork City.
Eliminating the property that is not presently included in the project.
A wider sidewalk being installed along 1120 North.
Curve corrections so that there is a 100-foot tangent.
Resolution of the derelict parcel prior to final plat approval.

Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Hansen asked if the above stated motion addresses what size the water and sewer lines will
be.
Mr. Denney said the design study report should also include detail regarding the sewer and wat er
lines.

The motion was amended to include that the design study report needs to include detail on
all of the utilities.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the City realizes that there will be some over sizing of the utilities.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman Hunter. Mr.
Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR HILL VALLEY
SUBDIVISION PLAT D CONSISTING OF 26 LOTS LOCATED AT 830 EAST 600 NORTH
This item was withdrawn at the request ofthe petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE EXISTING Rl-9000
TO THE PO-l ZONE. PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE AT 1063 EAST 50 SOUTH
INCLUDING A REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Chairman Hadfield skipped this item and then Mr. Washburn asked why this item was being
skipped . Chairman Hadfield stated that the reason this item was not going to be discussed was
because a site plan was never submitted. Mr. Washburn stated that he gave Mr. Despain a site
plan a couple of days after the March 7, 2001 , Planning Commission Meeting.

Mr. Despain said what he received from Mr. Washburn was a map and he thought Mr. Washburn
was supposed to come back with a plan that proposed what was going t o be done on the site.
Mr. Washburn apologized for not providing what was required, but he thought he was supposed
to bring back a site plan of what currently existed on the site.
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Mr. Washburn said he was hoping that at the meeting tonight the Planning Commission would
direct him to work with Mr. Despain on creating a development agreement so that eventually all

the uses on the property can come into conformance with the PO- l Zone, if the zone change
request is approved. He said it would be in the City' s best interest to have a development
agreement with Mr. Wilson.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission' s concern with the property proposed fo r the
zone change is that the present use of the property is a non-conforming use in the Rl -9000 Zone.
He said if the zone is going to be changed, the City wants to see the use be a conforming use with
the zone. The Planning Commission does not want to have a non-conforming use in the
Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the zone change application also needs to clearly state how the zone

change will better serve the general welfare of the public.
There was more discussion about what Mr. Washburn was supposed to submit in regards to the
site plan. Chairman Hadfield read from the March 7, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes, where
it said "Mr. Despain said if the site plan could show the buildings that are currently on the
property and what they are currently being utilized for would be helpful." After Chairman
Hadfield read the above statement, Mr. Washburn said the site plan he submitted showed the
buildings on the property and what they are currently being used for.
Mr. Baldwin said a site plan needs to be submitted that shows how the site will be brought into

compliance with the PO-l Zone, if the property is rezoned.
Mr. Washburn said that he misunderstood what the Planning Commission wanted to see on the

site plan. In order to clarify what needs to be included on the site plan, he stated that what the
Planning Commission really wants to see is how the buildings on the site can be modified to come
into compliance.
Mr. Baldwin said that the site plan needs to show how the site will be brought into conformance

with the zone.
After much discussion regarding what needed to be included on the site plan, Mr. Washburn
stated that he would really like the Planning Commission to direct him to work with Mr. Despain
on a development agreement and to bring back a modified site plan.
Mr. Baldwin moved to direct Mr. Washburn to work with Mr. Despain on preparing a
development agreement and to have Mr. Washburn bring back a modified site plan. Mr.
Hansen seconded the motion.

There was no vote taken on the motion.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE GERALD JENSEN ADDITION WHICH IS A PORTION
OF THE COLEMAN-JENSEN ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .92 ACRES AT 905 EAST
300NORTH
Mr. Despain stated that the Jensens would like to be divided off from the original Coleman-Jensen
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Annexation. He said the Jensen' s parcel of land is at the intersection of900 East and 300
North. He explained that the Jensens have a parcel north of their existing home that they would
like to sell and that is the reason they would like to move forward with the annexation.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement. He said it is proposed that the
property will be placed in the R1-9000 Zone. Chairman Hadfield asked if the lots will be nonconforming lots as a result of annexing the property. Mr. Despain stated that the northern lot
does not meet the width requirements in the Rl-9000 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that w ater rights will not have to be supplied for the existing dwelling. He
pointed out that the existing house is already on City water and sewer.
Mr. D espain suggested that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the annexation
agreement to the City Council.

There was some discussion about whether a variance will have to be granted in order to build on
the lot in the R1-9000 Zone. Mr. Despain explained that the lot is entitled to a building permit
without a variance, if it does not require adjustments to the setbacks.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the Gerald
Jensen Addition which is a portion of the Coleman-Jensen Annexation consisting of .92
acres at 905 East 300 North.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE SWAIN ADDITION
CONSISTING OF 5.8 ACRES, FORMERLY THE B. JOE BARNEY PORTION OF THE B.
JOE BARNEY ANNEXATION. AT 1180 NORTH 11 50 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Keith Swain, the petitioner.
Mr. Swain stated that he has purchased the property proposed for annexation from B. Joe Barney.
He said that he has an agreement with Mr. Jones to transfer the southern portion of the Barney
Parcel to him and Mr. Jones will deed him the northern portion of his parcel. He said that it is
proposed that the property will be annexed into the City under the Rl-9,000 Zone. He stated
that the primary reason for wanting to have the property annexed into the City under the R 19000 Zone is because the total width ofthe property is 262 feet and the Rl -9,000 Zone is the only
zone that will allow them to get the best possible use of the property.
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Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding this item, which was
included in the Planning Commission packet. The memo is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #1. He stated that the proposed concept plan is somewhat similar to what the
Planning Commission looked at when Mr. Barney first approached the City about doing a straight
subdivision. Mr. Despain said the proposed plan is different from what the Planning
Commission earlier approved . The plan that was earlier approved by the Planning Commission
showed that west side of the Barney Property would be zoned PR-9,000 and on the east side it
would be zoned PR-15,000. He said Mr. Swain is now proposing that the entire parcel be zoned
R1-9,000 and that part ofMr. Jones property be rezoned to the R1-9,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Barney proposed a split zone was to help make a better transition
between the existing Rl-15 ,000 and PR-15,000 Zones.

It was discussed that when the Carlisle portion was approved it was approved with t he road being
placed on the south of the park.
There was some discussion about the Jones Property and how the Jones Property relates to the
proposed cul-de-sac. Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the cul-de-sac because it relies too
much on Mr. Jones property to help improve the "bottom part of the circle" and Mr. Jones is not
interested in developing his property at this point in time. Mr. Swain stated that the cul-de-sac
will "be lifted so there will be a small part of the cul-de-sac that goes into the Jones Property. He
said it is Mr. Jones preference not to develop his property at this time.
Dennis Jensen stated that the cul-de-sac is going to be pulled a little to the north so that it actually
"bubbles out more to the west."

It was discussed that there needs to be some kind of curb in the cul-de-sac in order to maintain
the drainage so that the drainage does not all end up on Mr. Jone's property. Mr. Hansen said it
is important that the cul-de-sac be completed at least to the curb.
Mr. Hansen asked whether Lots 16 and 17 could become a part of Val Vista Park and zoned as
something other than the Rl-9,000 Zone. Mr. Despain pointed out that part of the park is in the
R1-9000 Zone. Mr. Richards stated that most ofthe park is in the R1-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Richards expressed a great deal of concern about the property being annexed into the City
under the R1-9,000 Zone. He said that when he came to the City to annex the Val Vista Property
into the City, the City was always trying to maintain the R1-15,000 Zone. He said if the B. Joe
Barney Parcel is annexed into the City under the Rl-9,000 Zone, that will "not sit well with him. "
There was some discussion that the minimum lot size allowed in the R 1-15,000 Zone is around
12,000 to 13,000 square feet. It was discussed that it would be hard to develop the parcel
proposed for annexation under the R1-15 ,000 Zone because the property is not wide enough.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Swain what the smallest lots in the subdivision would be. Mr.
Swain said the smallest lots would be 10,500 square feet. He pointed out that there will be some
12,000 and 13,000 square foot lots. Mr. Swain said that the proposed lot sizes fall between the
R1-9,000 and R1-15 ,000 Zone. He said he said the Rl-9,000 Zone is the only direction to go.
He said the B. Joe Barney Parcel has been studied and studied and the Rl -9000 Zone is the only
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option that would work.
There was a lot of discussion about the Jones Parcel being in the R 1-15,000 Zone because when
that property was annexed into the City, there was no concept plan so the property was annexed
into the City under the default zone, which is the R 1-15,000 Zone.
After a great deal of discussion about what zone the B . Joe Barney Parcel should be annexed into
the City under, Mr. Nielsen asked ifthe parcel has enough width to be developed under the R115,000 Zone. In response to Mr. Nielsen's question, Mr. Despain said "likely not. " Mr. Nielsen
asked why the Planning Commission was even discussing the R 1-15,000 Zone if the property
would not be able to be developed under that zone.

Mr. Richards said he would like to see the property annexed into the City under a split zone like
was earlier approved, which was that one side ofthe parcel would be in the 15,000 Zone and the
other side ofthe parcel would be in the 9,000 Zone.
Mr. Swain said the split zone could only occur if the property were developed as a PUD with
considerable flexibility and they no longer have the flexibility needed to develop the property as a
PUD.
Councilman Hunter said that the Val Vista Subdivision is going to suffer the consequences, if
there are smaller lots abutted up against it.

Mr. Swain said that he understands that Mr. Richards has sold all of his lots in the Val Vista
Subdivision. Mr. Richards stated that all his lots in the Val Vista Subdivision are not sold.
Mr. Nielsen said that if 15,000 square foot lots could be developed against Val Vista that would
be the best way to go, but because of the width ofthe property it is not possible.
In response to Mr. Nielsen' s above comment, Mr. Richards asked if what Mr. Nielsen is saying is
that if he has a piece of property that does not have a good configuration, then he could get a
better zone (meaning he could develop smaller lots and get more density) .
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Richards how he would develop the property. Mr. Richards said he would
expand Val Vista. Mr. Nielsen pointed out that Mr. Richards does not own the property. He
asked if Mr. Richards was proposing to purchase the property. In response to Mr. Nielsen' s
comment about whether he was proposing to purchase the property, Mr. Richards said "I am not
saying that." Mr. Richards said the earlier solution to developing the property was to develop it
as a split zone. Mr. Nielsen said he does not know ifthe split zone idea would have ever worked
because the lot is not wide enoug h.

It was discussed that if the property were going to be developed as a PUD, it would be difficult
for the open space requirements to be met.
There was some discussion about developing the
property as a PUD. Mr. Despain stated that he did not look at a PUD design because that is not
what the petitioner was asking for. In regards to the property possibly being developed as a
PUD, Mr. Nielsen said developing a PUD does not help add to the size of the lots. Mr. Richards
said if the property were developed as a PUD more property could be added to the park. Mr.
Nielsen asked if there is a shortage of park in the area near Val Vista and the surrounding areas.
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Mr. Richards said yes there is a shortage of park in the area. He said the park could be bigger.
Mr. Despain stated that if the property is developed as a PUD, then there is some ability to
cluster. He said that he is happy to see if the property could be developed as a PUD.
Chairman Hadfield said that he realizes that the property can probably not be developed under the
Rl-15 ,000 Zone or the PR-15,000 Zone. He asked ifthere could be a development agreement
that states how many lots there will be and what the size of the lots are, if the property is zoned
R1-9,000 so that someone could not come in and try to get the maximum density that would be
allowed in the R1-9,000 Zone.

Mr. Swain stated that he can 't make the lots and smaller than is proposed.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the property be brought into the City under the R1-9000 Zone and
that Lots 16 and 17 be added to the park.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to see if the property could be developed as a PUD.

Mr. Swain said he does not think the property can be developed as a PUD.
Mr. Despain clarified what he understands the Planning Commission's position to be. He said
that it seems like the majority of the Planning Commission is reluctant to approving Mr. Swain's
request. He said it seems like the majority of the Planning Commission would like to preserve the
current zoning in the surrounding area.

Mr. Nielsen said the property needs to be developed under the R1-9,000 Zone.
Mr. Hansen said that the property may be able to be developed as a PUD.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Ron Morrill has suggested that in lieu of a cul-de-sac there be a
road that goes to the west that would extend into the Carlisle Parcel. Mr. Swain stated that if a
road were extended to the west to the Carlisle Parcel and the cul-de-sac was not developed, then
he would lose his agreement with Mr. Jones.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SEWER LIFT STATION POLICY
Mr. Denney stated that Mr. Bennett is reorganizing the proposed sewer lift station policy so that
it will be in the correct format. He said Mr. Bennett is concerned about the financing associated
with the lift ~tations so the proposed resolution may need to be changed to an ordinance because
of the type offunding that will be used.
Chairman Hadfield said that at the request of the City Attorney he suggested that this item be
tabled tonight.

Mr. Richan expressed concern that there needs to be some further clarification in the resolution
regarding the retirement of temporary lift stations. Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Bennett is
also concerned that there needs to be some further clarification regarding the retirement of
temporary lift stations.
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The Planning Commission directed staffto work on the sewer lift station policy. There was no
action taken on this item.
DISCUSSION OF ELDERLY HOUSING IN THE PO-l ZONES

Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding amendments to the P0-1
Zone, which was included in the Planning Commission Packet. It was noted that the date of June
3, 2001 on the memo was incorrect because the memo was actually written in March 2001 . The
memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain asked if the P0-1 Zone should include a provision that allows independent living
units.
Chairman Hadfield asked if American Fork City really wants its PO-l Zone to look like St.
George's Professional Office Zone. He raised the question ofwhether small living
accommodations for retired people would be better off in zones other than the P0-1 Zone.
He
said that he does not have a problem with common care or assisted living facilities being located
in the PO-l Zone. He expressed concern about whether the P0-1 Zone is the appropriate zone to
place independent living units for the elderly. He raised the question of how one will be able to
dictate what age someone has to be in order to live in an independent living facility.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that low power radio service antennas are allowed in a P0-1
Zone. He raised the question about whether low power radio service antennas should be allowed
in the P0-1 Zone, if there is going to be independent living for the elderly allowed in the PO-l
Zone because the lower power radio service antennas may affect some of the elderly people who
have pacemakers.

Mr. Despain stated that the federal government has preempted the City' s ability to make
regulations based on health hazards in regards to cell towers. He told Chairman Hadfield that if
he does not want cell towers in the PO-l Zone that is one thing, but he said do not suggest that
cell towers should not be allowed in the PO-l Zone just because they might affect the elderly.
Mr. Nielsen asked why limit independent housing for the elderly to the PO-l Zone. He
suggested that there be an overlay zone so that elderly housing can be allowed in any zone as long
as it meets the requirements of the underlying zone.

Mr. Despain raised the question about whether there is anything unique about senior housing
projects that would allow some type of a bonus feature.
Chairman Hadfield said that if a project that is called a senior housing project has wider corridors
to accommodate wheelchairs or ifthere are ADA appliances in the home, then they could allow
the project to have fewer parking spaces because the total number of parking spaces required may
really not be needed. He said if a senior housing project were allowed to have fewer parking
spaces, the developer may be able to add a few more units, which would be a type of bonus.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City has been a little hesitant to have a bonus feature because it
has not worked very well in the past. He said once the City starts to use a bonus feature for
senior housing, it may be asked to use a bonus feature for other targeted clientele, i.e., bonusing
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for low to moderate income. He raised the question of whether the City is willing to give
bonuses for other types of projects which are specific to a certain clientele.
Mr. Baldwin said that when they start talking about bonusing, "that is slippery ground'' He said
that as he went over the proposal for independent senior housing in the PO-l Zone the thing that
he kept thinking about was the moderate income housing element. He said that some of the
provisions in the proposed ordinance sound like they would be compatible with the moderate
income housing element verses designating housing for the senior clientele. He said there is no
way to ensure that what has been designated as senior housing will stay senior housing. He said
there is a "synergy between moderate income housing and what is trying to be accomplished in
regards to accommodating elderly housing." He said that some of the elderly have the same
needs as the handicap. Mr. Baldwin said they need to look at what the fundamental needs are for
the elderly and decide where those needs could best be met in order to "minimize the headache for
the people who live in the senior housing facilities and for the City as a whole."

Mr. Richan said that he has a problem with senior housing only being allowed in the PO-l Zone
because there are some people who may want a different environment than the PO-l Zone can
provide.
Mr. Baldwin talked about focusing on the elderlies disabilities in regards to the specific
construction features that will have to be used for senior housing projects. He talked about the
ordinance including the design criteria that would have to be met in order for a project to be
classified as a senior housing project.
Mr. Hansen suggested that Mr. Despain amend the definition of an elderly person. He said "butt"
needs to be changed to "but."

David Blake suggested that there be a distinction between independent housing and elderly
housing. He pointed out that he has a brother who lives in an independent housing facility
because he does not like to mow the lawn, but the independent housing facility is not geared for
the elderly. He stated that the candidate person for an elderly living facility will probably not use
a dishwasher and will need a lot of assistance for daily type activities. He said elderly housing is
not like independent living in a condo, but is a targeted type of housing specifically for the elderly.
He said the physical changes that will have to be made to the housing units for the elderly will
make the units distinct. He pointed out that most of the independent housing units for the
elderly will be single story units, which will not work well in a PUD environment because the
PUD requirements accommodate multiple story housing and not a single story environment. He
said when looking at creating an overlay zone one has to consider that some of the requirements
in the underlying zone may not accommodate senior type housing projects. Mr. Blake said the
idea of putting the senior housing projects in various parts ofthe City is fine . He expressed
concern about having to meet some of the requirements of the underlying zone, i.e. , parking and
open space, if an overlay zone is used to allow senior housing projects in various parts of the City.

Mr. Nielsen said when he talks about having an overlay zone he is suggesting that the underlying
density be met and he is not necessarily talking about the other PUD requirements.
Mr. Despain said that it sounds like another form of large scale development needs to be included
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in the development code, which would be defined as independent senior living projects.
Mr. Richan stated that the fastest growing category of people in our society today is the elderly.
He said there has to be provisions made to the ordinance to allow for senior housing projects.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain reported that he is waiting to update the affordable housing element of the General
Plan until he gets the new census data, which will be in about a month.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield said the joint work session meeting with the City Council that was scheduled
for March 28, 2001, has been canceled and is rescheduled for April 25, 2001 .
Chairman Hadfield reported that the Pleasant Grove Planning Commission has asked to meet with
the American Fork Planning Commission on Saturday, March 24, 200 1, at 7:00a.m. to discuss
land use as well as the transportation element of the General Plan and to also discuss the corridor
along the new freeway interchange.
Councilman Hunter and Mr. Richan reported that they will not be able to attend the meeting on
March 24, 2001, because they will be out oftown.
Chairman Hadfield reported that last night he attended the Utah County Planning Commission
Meeting because Carl Wanlass asked him to attend because Doug Warren's request to rezone
County Property on the north shore of Utah Lake to allow for commercial and higher density on
the property was on the Utah County Planning Commission Agenda. He said Mr. Warren was
not at the meeting. He said that he asked the Utah County Planning Commission not to approve
the request because American Fork City felt that the developer was trying to "pit big brother
(Utah County) against little brother (American Fork City)." The Utah County Planning
Commission held the public hearing and no one spoke in favor of the proposed request. He said
the Utah County Planning Commission denied the request with prejudice and suggested that the
developer work with American Fork City.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FEBRUARY 28, 2001, JOINT WORK SESSION
MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the February 28, 2001, Joint Work Session Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 2 "Council Meeting" should be changed to "Joint Work Session." On
Page 4, Line 55 "worth of the" should be changed to "worth the."
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Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Mr.
Richan abstained from voting on the minutes because he was not present at the February
28, 2001, Joint Work Session Meeting. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 7. 200 1. PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the March 7, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 30 "approvers" should be changed to "approves." On Page 7, Line 6 " if
feels" should be changed to "if he feels." On Page 7, Line 22 "with Mr. Roberts on"
should be changed to "on with Mr. Roberts." On Page 15, Line 40 "out the" should be
changed to "out that the." On Page 16, Line 9 "in" should be changed to "and." On Page
16, Line 27 "he people" should be changed to "the people." On Page 16, Line 38 "wiling"
should be changed to "willing." On Page 17, Line 30 "ir" should be changed to "it."
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilman Hunter.
Chairman Hadfield and Mr. Richan abstained from the vote because they were not present
at the March 7, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The
motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :18 p.m.

{Y)~ry~
Melanie Marsh
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 16, 2001
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain
Subject:

Revised Annexation Agreement for B. Joe Barney
Parcel

The original B. Joe Barney annexation included properties owned by
both Barney and Bob Carlisle. As you may recall, Mr. Carlisle recently
petitioned that his portion be separated from the Barney parcels and be
annexed independently. A revised agreement was prepared and at the
March 13 meeting, the Council acted to annex the Carlisle parcel, now
referred to as the Carlisle 4 Annexation.
It now appears the Mr. Keith Swain has acquired an interest in the
Barney parcel and has requested that we proceed with the annexation
of the Barney parcels. A substitute annexation plat including only the
Barney property, now designated as the Swain Annexation, has been
submitted and also a revised annexation concept plan.
The proposed plan is based on several assumptions, including:
1.

Completion of a proposed transfer of property with Mr.
Jones in which the northern portion of the Jones parcel
(portion located north of the proposed cul-de-sac) would be
deeded to Swain and the southern portion of the Barney
parcel (portion south of the cul-de-sac) would be deeded to
Jones. Thus the two parcels could be more easily
developed individually.

2.

A request that the entire area would be annexed as R-19000
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3.

The proposed PUD development would be abandoned in
favor of a straight subdivision.

4.

The City would abandon its prior policy of acquiring the
northern area for expansion of the park.

5.

The Jones parcel, currently in the City will be.rezoned.

A copy of the revised annexation plat and concept plan are attached,
as is a copy of the original discussion outline used in formulating the
terms of the original draft annexation agreement and a copy of the
agreement as approved by the Council. The proposed changes would
be primarily to attachments 2 and 3 of the original agreement showing
proposed zoning and the initial annexation concept plan.
The issues with this proposed revision are essentially the same as
when we first looked at the annexation, and the PC's response to
these major items -- either confirming the original determination or
agreeing to a modification -- is necessary in order to prepare an
acceptable revised agreement. Please come prepared to provide the
necessary input so that the request may be moved along.
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BARNEY PARCEL
The major issues to be addressed include:
1.

Zone Classification . R-1-15,000 or R-1-9000 are the
likely alternatives. The shape of the property does not
lend itself to a PUD type development. The parcel is
in a transition state. R-1-9000 has been used by
Carlisle in the past, but on the east Dan Richards has
developed using the PR-15000 zone. · The applicant
prefers the 9000 category . The PC needs to establish
the desired zone. R-1-9000 is greater than the general
plan density identifies. The R-1-15,000 is less than
the general plan density, but does not lay out very
well.
You should also note that the parcel adjacent to the
Barney parcel on the south west has been previously
annexed and was placed in the R-1-15000 zone.
If R-19000 is selected that parcel should probably be rezoned
to be compatible.

2.

Water rights - The amount of water required will depend
on the number of lots ultimately approv ed.
this will
need to wait until we see an annexation concept plan to
determine amount.

3.

Park land- The north edge of the Barney parcel is
adjacent to the Val-vista park . The Agreement needs to
determine whether additional park land will be required
to expand the park or if the City will settle for
payment of the park impact fee.
The applicant has stated that he prefers to pay cash .
However, the Val-vista park was positioned such that
all the contributing parties could add to the park. My
recommendation that the City require land.

4.

Annexation ·Concept Plan . Because compatibility with
adjacent development and circulation pattern is
important, an annexation concept plan should be
required .

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE.MJ<\D~~~ PC MINUTES- PAGE 5 OF 14

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1 . 12. 010 OF THE REVISED ORDINANCES OF
1ERICAN FORK CITY 1985, AS AMENDED, ANNEXING CERTAIN PROPERTIES TO
AMERICAN FORK CITY AND ESTABLISHING ZONING CLASSIFICATION FOR SAID
PROPERTY.
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH:
SECTION I . THAT THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY BE, AND THE SAME IS
HEREBY. . ANNEXED TO AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH, THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF SAID
CITY ARE HEREBY EXTENDED TO INCLUDE SAID DESCRIBED PROPERTY, AND SAID
PROPERTY IS HEREBY DECLARED TO BE PART OF AMERICAN FORK CITY AND SHALL
HENCEFORTH BE SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE ORDINANCES AND ·REGULATIONS THEREOF , AND
THAT THE DESCRIPTION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF AMERICAN FORK CITY AS SET FORTH
IN SECTION 1.12.010 OF THE REVISED ORDINANCES BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE THE
FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY TO-WIT:

.

ORDINANCE NO.
B. JOE BARNEY ANNEXATION (1125 EAST 1100 NORTH)
SEE ATTACHMENT 'A'
SECTION II . THAT THE TERRITORY ANNEXED UNDER SECTION I ABOVE, IS HEREBY
_LASSIFIED INTO THE R1-9000, THE PR-9000, AND THE PR- 15,000 RESIDENTIAL
ZONES AS SHOWN IN ATTACHMENT 'B' AND ALSO SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND
CONDITIONS OF THE B. JOE BARNEY ANNEXATION AGREEMENTS AS PROVIDED IN
ATTACHMENTS 'C' AND 'D. '
SECTION III. THAT THIS ORDINANCE SHALL TAKE EFFECT UPON ITS PASSAGE AND
FIRST PUBLICATION. PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK, THIS 10
DAY OF OCTOBER , 2000 .
TED BARRATT, MAYOR
ATTEST:
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF UTAH
I, RICHARD M. COLBORN, RECORDER OF AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH, DO HEREBY
CERTIFY THE ABOVE AND FOREGOING TO BE A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF AN
ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 1 . 12. 010 OF THE REVISED ORDINANCES OF AMERICAN
FORK CITY 1985, AMENDED, ANNEXING CERTAIN PROPERTIES TO AMERICAN FORK CITY
' ND ESTABLISHING ZONING CLASSIFICATION FOR SAID PROPERTY.
IN WI TNESS WHEREOF, I HEREUNTO SET MY HAND AND AFFIX THE CORPORATE SEAL OF
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH THIS 10 DAY OF OCTOBER , 2000 .
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SURVEYOR'S CERllFICATE
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS IS A TRUE AND ACCURATE MAP OF THE TRACT OF LAND
TO BE ANNEXED TO AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH COUNTY, UTAH

BOUNDARY DESCRIPllON
A PARCEL OF LAND LYING IN THE SE 1/4 OF THE NW 1/4 OF SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 5
SOUTH, RANGE 2 EAST, S.L.B.&M., UTAH COUNTY, UTAH, MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
COMMENCING AT THE WEST 1/4 CORNER OF SAID SECTION; THENCE N. 89"24'24" E.
ALONG THE 1/4 SECTION LINE, A DISTANCE OF 827.40 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST
LINE OF THE CARLISLE ADDITION, SAID POINT BEING THE REAL POINT OF BEGINNING;

-

THENCE N. oo·o8'37" W. A DISTANCE OF 229.99 FEET ALONG THE EAST LINE OF
THE CARLISLE ADDITION; THENCE N. 89.24'23" E. A DISTANCE OF 240.34 FEET:
THENCE N. 00.22'00" W. A DISTANCE OF 1085.20 FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF THE
CARLISLE ADDITlON #3; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE OF SAID CARLISLE ADDITION
#3 ANNEXATION PLAT THE FOLLOWING 2 COURSES AND DISTANCES; (1)
N. 89.28'26" E. A DISTANCE OF 274.33 FEET; (2) THENCE N. 00.26'31" W. A
DISTANCE OF 9.17
FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY BOUNDARY LINE OF THE
BEACON ANNEXATION PLAT; THENCE ALONG SAID BEACON ANNEXA TlON PLAT THE
FOLLOWING .8 -~O~RSES AND qiS~~N-~ES; (1) N. 89.23'56" E. A DISTANCE OF 258.62
FEET; (2) THENCE S. 00"18'02" E. A DISTANCE OF 1324.08 FEET; (3) THENCE
S. 89.24'24" W. A DISTANCE OF 130.97 FEET; (4) THENCE N. 00"16'26" W. A
DISTANCE OF 663.70 FEET; (5) THENCE N. 87"05'26" W. A DISTANCE OF 131.50
FEET; (6) THENCE S. 00.20'53" E. A DISTANCE OF 671.73 FEET; (7) THENCE
S. 89.34'03" W. A DISTANCE OF 5.07 FEET; (8) THENCE S. 00.10'00" E. A
DISTANCE OF 0.01 FEET; THENCE S. 89.24'22" W. A DISTANCE OF 506.17 FEET
ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE DESERET ADDITION ANNEXATION PLAT TO THE REAL
POINT OF BEGINNING, CONTAINING 15.38 ACRES OF LAND.
BASIS OF BEARING:

UTAH STAT£ PLAIN COORDINATE SYSTEM

12/ 7 / 99
DATE

ROBBIN J. MULLEN, L.S.
SURVEYOR
(SEE SEAL BELOW)
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Adoption Draft

ANNEXATION AGREEMENT
(B. Joe Barney Annexation - Barney Property}

This agreement, made and entered into this
day of
2000, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City" ) and B .
Joe Barney, (hereafter referred to as "Applicant" ) , is based on
the following:
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Applicant is the owner of that certain parcel of
privately owned real property situated within the boundary of the
B. Joe Barney Annexation, identified and described on the
Annexation plat (Attachment 1 ) as "Barney Parcel". The parcel is
located within the unincorporated territory of Utah County, but
contiguous to the corporate boundary of the City. The Applicant
has joined with other property owners in the v icinity and
submitted a Request to Initiate Annexation of Land Within an
Island or Peninsula to the City, which request includes the
territory described in Attachment 1 (he reafter referred to as
"Annexation Area" ) , and
WHEREAS,
the area proposed for annexation constitutes a
portion of an existing island or peninsula, and
WHEREAS,
in accordance with the provisions of UCA 10-2-418,
the American Fork City Council has heretofore adopted Reso l ution
No.
indi cat ing its intent to annex the entire Annexation
Area. Further, notice of hearing regarding the proposed
annexation has been published and the publjc hearing thereon
held . No protests to the annexation have been received, and
WHEREAS,
The City Council has determined that annexation of
the real property within the Annexation Area is in the best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to enact an
ordinance of annexation relating thereto concurrently with the
approval and execution of this Agreement and authorize the
recording of the annexation plat at the office of the Utah County
Recorder, subject to those certain understandings as are more
fully set forth in this Agreement and completion of all
outstanding tasks identified herein or otherwise required prior
to annexation.
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS
NOW THEREFORE, based on the above recitals and in consideration
of the annexation to the City of the territory described in
Attachment 1, the parties covenant and agree as follows :
The real property to which the terms of this
SECTION 1 .
Agreement apply shall be the private real property within the
Annexation Area, as identified on Attachment 1 and denoted as
"Barney Parcel" . Attachment 1 is hereby adopted by reference .

.

SECTION 2 .
The Applicant hereby acknowledges that the
City is not required to approve the annexation and that the terms
and conditions of annexation, as set forth herein, are reasonable
and entered into freely and voluntarily . Further, Applicant, by
virtue of the request for annexation and signature attached
thereto, hereby acknowledge and agree that the benefit received
from annexation of the parcel is equal to or greater than the
requirements and conditions of annexation set forth under this
Agreement and the conditions of development imposed by the City
upon the property pursuant to the terms of the City's Development
Code and Impact Fee Ordinance .
SECTION 3.
The Applicant affirms that he is the sole
owner of the Annexation Area and has complete authority to enter
into this Agreement and to bind the property hereto.
SECTION 4.
The City affirms that, pursuant to the terms
of the Annexation Ordinance, the zone classification to be made
applicable to the Annexation Area shall be as set forth on the
Zone Designation Map (Attachment 2) which is hereby adopted by
reference .
SECTION 5.
Concurrently with passage of the Annexation
Ordinance and execution of this Agreement an Annexation Concept
Plan (Attachment 3) has been prepared showing the intended
development within the Annexation Area and certain adjacent
lands. The proposed plan consists of a combination of single
family and twin home lots with a total of 14 units in a Planned
Unit Development format. The open space area requirement for the
PUD is proposed to be met through a combination of land owned by
Barney and lands currently owned by Carlsile to be acquired by
Barney. The general location of the open space are and the
location of the portion to be acquired from Carlisle is set forth
on the Annexat.ion Goncept Plan.
The plan also shows the possible development of an adjacent
parcel (referred to as the Jones Parcel) into five additional
lots, together with a common access road serving both parcels.
The Annexation Concept Plan has been reviewed by the Planning
Commission and determined by them to be consistent with the terms
and intent of the General Plan for the area and the terms o f the
applicable zones districts. It is expressly understood and agreed

•

• " : " • •• ..

• ; I. • ·~

:

;···

.:. I •

•

• •

•

• - ·

•

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE MARCH 21,2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 9 OF 14

by the City and Applicant that all further submissions for
development approval by the Applicant will be in substantial
compliance with the design of the Annexation Concept Plan.
The Applicant has indicated an intention to develop the property
in phases. Phased development of the project area is acceptable
provided each subsequent submittal shall be in substantial
compliance to the design shown on the Annexation Concept Plan and
represents a logical extension of the street system and that each
lot in the phase will be served by a street and utility
facilities determined by the City to be adequate and in
accordance with current practice.
SECTION 6.
The Barney parcel lies immediately adjacent
to the existing Val-Vista park property. The Annexation Concept
Plan proposes development of the Barney Parcel as a PUD with the
open space area being located along the north boundary of the
project, adjacent to the existing City park at the north. The
applicant has proposed to convey the common open space portion of
the PUD to the City as the preferred method for ensuring
preservation as open space. The City agrees to accept title to
the open space area and to incorporate the territory so conveyed
area into the Val-vista park.
SECTION 7.
The City's annexation ordinance requires the
owner of undeveloped property seeking annexation to convey one
acre foot of water right for each new dwelling unit proposed to
be developed. The annexation concept plan indicates the intent
to develop 13 new units (not including the existing Barney
Residence) and the applicant agrees to convey 13 acre feet of
water right to the City to meet the need of the future occupants
of the dwellings to be constructed.
SECTION 8.
The water right conveyance requirement is to be
satisfied by the conveyance of ____ shares of American Fork
Irrigation Company stock (Stock Certificate No.
). A
copy of the stock certificate used to convey the water right to
the City is attached hereto (Attachment 4) and the City
acknowledges receipt of the original.
SECTION 9.
No impact fees are required as a condition
of annexation. However, nothing in this Agreement constitutes a
waiver of any obligation that the Applicant or his successor may
have for the payment of impact fees required as a condition of
development of the Annexation Area or any portion thereof. The
Applicant acknowledges that no development approval or building
permit shall be issued until all applicable fees required by City
ordinance have been paid at the amount then in effect.
SECTION 10.
Should any of the parties default in the
performance of any of the terms of this Agreement, the parties
shall first seek mediation to resolve any defaulting performance.
The defaulting party shall pay all costs and expenses, including
mediation fees and/or reasonable attorney's fee, which may arise
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from enforcing this Agreement, whether such remedy is pursued by
mediation and/or filing suit or otherwise .
SECTION 11.
Any Notice to be given hereunder shall be
given by certified mail, return receipt requested, addressed as
follows:
a.

If to City, to the City of American Fork, 31 North Church
Street, American Fork, Utah 84003.

b.

If to Appli cant, to B . Joe Barney, 4250 West 9200 North,
American Fork, Utah 84003.

SECTION 12.
This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties and may be changed only in writing
signed by all parties, and this agreement shall bind the heirs,
assigns and successors in interest of the respective parties.
If
any party shall breach this Agreement, the other party shall be
entitled to recover their attorneys fees and court costs in
addition to other lawful damages resulting therefrom .
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this
agreement on the date first mentione d above.
B. JOE BARNEY

AMERICAN FORK CITY
by: _________________________
Mayor
attest:
City Recorder
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Zone Designation Map

Attachment 3.

Annexation Concept Plan

Attachment 4.

Copy of water rights conveyanc'e document

(To be provided)
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MEMORANDUM
Date: 3 June, 2001
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain
Subject:

Amendments to PO-l Zone to accommodate assisted
living and senior housing projects

This draft amendment proposes a complete amendment of the PO-l
zone requirements . The purpose of the change is to accomplish
three things:
1.

It seeks to more clearly address the question of the
elderly housing facilities in the PO-l Zone. The
current practice has been to allow such uses as an
extension of the health care uses. The amendment
provides specific authorization for such uses.

2.

It clarifies the procedures for approval of all types
of uses in the zone (Paragraph D) .

3.

Corrects the accessory building setback regulations (I
missed this zone with the recent amendment) .

4.

Provides for approval of monument signs within the Zone
(the current provisions do not allow approval of freestanding signs except when included on the site plan ) .

5.

The draft, as written, also would permit independent
living housing projects (for seniors ), subject to the
terms for PUD projects in the R-4- 7500 zone (Item 8 in
the list of permitted uses) . This option would be a
departure from our previous policy, which was that
independent housing projects would not be permitted in
the PO-l zone - that in order to be eligible, a housing
project had to provide assisted living service to the
occupants.

The maj or areas of amendment have been underlined.
If the PC is uncomfortable adding independent living unit
projects to the list of uses permitted in the PO-l Zone, a
possibl e alternative would be to make independent living unit

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE MARCH 21,2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 0~ 8

projects a permitted use in other zones and then establish the
specific rules for development of such projects, if they are to
be different than would be required for non-senior housing
projects .
A conclusion on this issue is necessary in order to proceed with
the annexation agreement for the Gasser annexation . As you may
recall the intended use of the Gasser Annexation is as a senior
housing project providing only independent living units. The
primary unresolved issue is the zone classification· for the
project . Hopefully we can come to a conclusion on this issue so
that both the amendments to the PO-l Zone and the . Gasser
Annexation agreement can be advanced.
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3-16-01
Draft #3
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE REVISING VARIOUS PORTIONS
OF SECTION 2-4.15
(PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE); AMENDING CHAPTER 7 BY ADDING SEVERAL
DEFINITIONS TO TEE LIST OF DEFINITIONS;
WHEREAS, the American Fork City Council, following
receipt of a recommendation from the Planning Commission, has
determined that it is in the best interest of American Fork City
and the residents thereof to enact certain amendments to the
Development Code.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY TEE CITY COUNCIL OF,
AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH:
PART I
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SECTION 1.
Section 2-4 . 15 setting forth development
regulation within the PO-l Professional Office Zone is hereby
amended in its entirety, to read as follows:
2-4.15

PO-l Professional Office Zone

A.

Intent
The PO-l Professional Office Zone is established to
provide an area which will accommodate the community's
hospital and related buildings housing various health
care uses; nursing homes and similar structures providing
assisted care residential facilities; and a mixture of
offices and related facilities for professional persons.
Also, limited amounts of housing under planned conditions
would be permitted within the zone.

B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land
shall be permitted upon compliance with requirements set
forth in this Code.
Provided that site plans for all
uses shall.be subject to the prior approval as set forth
under Section 2 -5. 32.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Hospitals (human care ) and appurtenant structures
and facilities.
Hospitals (small animal care only)--no outside
runs.
Medical clinics and laboratories.
Office buildings for professional persons.
1
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5.

~
~

~

9.
10 .
11.
C.

Prescription pharmacy when constructed as an
integral part of a medical clinic or medical office
complex; provided that the said business shall
occupy not more than fifteen (15) percent of the
floor area of the clinic or office complex to which
it applies .
Nursing Homes and Assisted Living Facilities.
Congregate Care Unit projects (Elderly Housing
only) when included as an integral part of a
project which include Nursing · Home or Assisted
Living Facility
Independent Living Unit Projects (Elderly Housing
only) subject to the standards for multi-family PUD
projects in the R-4-7500 Zone (See 2-6.3-F)
Combined office and housing projects, subject to
the applicable provisions of Section 2-6 of this
Code.
Accessory monument signs in accordance with the
applicable provisions of Section 2-5 . 31).
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject
to the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.

Area and Width Requirements
Area and width requirements s hall be as follows:
MAIN USE

MINIMUM
AREA

Hospital s (human care)
Hospitals (animal care )
Medical Clinics, Labo r a t ories, Office
Buildings

D.

none

MINIMUM
WIDTH
none

12,000 sq. ft. 95 f eet

Approval Procedure
~

Anv prooosed hospital, clini c , office. nursing
home.·laboratory or other fa c ilitv which occupi es a
site a rea o f mo re than 20 ,000 square fee t or which·
contains more than one main building shall b e
considered as a Combined Off ice and Housing Proj ect
and subject t o a ll requirements relating t h ereto
(See Section 2-6.9.

~

Anv such facility containino l ess than 20 , 000
s quare fe et shall require approva l o f a site plan
i n accordanc e with t he provi sions of 2 - 5.3 1 .
2
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E.

Location Requirements
1.

2.

3.

4.

Front Setback
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings and
structures shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the front lot line.
b.
Accessory Buildings. All accessory buildings
shall be set back not less than twelve (12)
feet to the rear of the closest rear wall line
of the main building and not less than twelve
( 12) feet from any side wall of the main
building.
Accessory buildings which are
located twelve ( 12) feet· or closer to a main
building shall be considered as part of the
main building. Where no _main building exists
on a lot, a detached accessory building shall
be set back not less than sixty (6 0) feet from
the front lot line.
Side Setback - Interior Lots
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings shall be
set back not less than eight (8) feet from
either side lot line, and the combined total
distance of the two side setbacks shall be not
less than eighteen (18) feet.
b.
Accessory Buildings . All accessory buildings
shall be set back not less than five (5) feet
from the lot line, except that no minimum side
setback shall be required when all the
following conditions are met:
( 1) The accessory building is located more
than twelve (12) feet from an existing
dwelling on the same or an adjacent lot.
( 2) The
accessory
building
contains
no
openings on the side contiguous to the
lot line .
(3) No drainage from the roof will be
discharged onto an adjacent lot .
J.!l The accessory building shall have fire
resistive walls rated at one (1) hour or
more .
·( 5) The building will not be placed on land
designated as a utility easement.
Side Setback - Corner Lot
a.
Side Abutting on a Street .
All main and
accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than twenty (20) feet from the side lot line
which abuts on a street.
b.
Interior Side . Same as required for interior
lots.
Rear Setback - Interior Lots
a.
Main Buildings.
All main buildings shall be
3
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5.

set back not more than thirty (30) feet from
the rear lot line.
b.
Accessory Buildings .
Same as required under
Side Setback - Interior Lots.
Rear Setback - Corner Lots
a.
Main Buildings . All main buildings shall be
set back not less than ten (10) feet from the
rear lot line.
b.
Accessory Buildings. All accessory buildings
shall be set back not less ' than ' five (5) feet
from the rear lot line, except that no minimum
rear setback shall be required when all the
following conditions are met:
( 1)
( 2)
(3)
til_

(5)
(6)

F.

The accessory building is located more
than twelve ( 12) feet from an existing
dwelling on the same or an adjacent lot.
The
accessory
building
contains
no
openings on the side contiguous to the
lot line.
No drainage from the roof will be
discharged onto an adjacent lot.
The accessory building shall have fire
resistive walls rated at one (1) hour or
more.
The building will not be placed on land
designated as a utility easement.
The accessory building will be set back
not less than fifty (50) feet from the
side lot line abutting the street.

Height of Buildings
The maximum height of any building (measured from
finished grade to the square of the building) shall
be thirty (30) feet or three (3) stories, whichever
is the higher.
Where the ground or the square of
the building is uneven in height, the average
elevation thereof shall apply.
Roofs above the
square, chimneys, flag poles, television antennas,
church towers, and similar structures not used for
human occupancy are excluded in determining height.

SECTION 2.
hereby amended by
definitions:

Section 7-2 entitled list of Definitions is
adding the following terms to the list of

Independent Living Unit - A residential dwelling, occupied or
intended to be occupied by elderly persons not requiring
assistance with activities of daily living in a multi-unit or
condominium setting, and including a kitchen in each living
unit.
4
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Congregate Living Unit - A residential dwelling, occupied or
intended to be occupied by elderly persons who may require
assistance with one or more activities of daily living, in a
multi-unit apartment or condominium setting, having common
dining and social areas and having meals prepared by staff for
the residents.
Congregate Living Units may also include
kitchenettes in the private areas.
Assisted Living Facility - A residential facility, conforming
to the requirements of the State Division of Human Services or
successor agency, as a Type I or Type II facility, occupied or
intended to be occupied by two or more elderly persons and
providing assistance with "Activities of Daily Living" and
social care to residents.
Activities of Daily Living
- the term Activities of Daily
Living shall include the following activities
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Dressing
Eating
Grooming
Bathing
Toileting
Ambulation
Transferring, and
Administration of medication
PART II
PENALTY AND ADOPTION

SECTION 1. - Conflicting Provisions. Whenever the provisions
of this Ordinance conflict with the provisions of any other
Ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the more stringent shall
prevail.
SECTION 2 - Provisions Severable. This Ordinance and the
various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be
severable.
If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to
be unconstitutional or invalid it is hereby declared that the
remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
SECTION 3 - Ame~dment to be Added to Development Code.
The City Council hereby authorizes and directs that insert pages
reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be made and .placed
in the Official copies of the American Fork Dev elopment Code in the
office of the City Recorder.
SECTION 4 - Penalty.
Hereafte r these amendments shall be
c ons tru e d a s part of t he Developme n t Cod e o f Ameri can Fork City ,
Utah, t o the same effec t as i f o r i gina ll y a part t h ereof, and all
5
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prov1s1ons of said Code shall be applicable thereto, including, but
not limited to, the enforcement, violation and penalty provisions .
SECTION 5 - Effective Date .
This Ordinance shall take effect
upon its passage and publicat ion as required by law .
PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY UTAH, THIS
DAY OF
2001.
I

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Recorder
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THERE WAS NOT AN AGENDA FOR THE
MARCH 24, 2001 - JOINT WORK SESSION MEETING

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND
PLEASANT GROVE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JOINT WORK SESSION
MARCH 24, 2001
The American Fork City Planning Commission and Pleasant Grove City Planning Commission
met in a joint work session on Saturday, March 24, 2001 , at 7:00a.m. in the American Fork City
Hall, 31 North Church Street. Those present included the following American Fork City Planning
Commission Members: James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Michael Georgeson, and Chairman J.H.
Hadfield, the following Pleasant Grove City Planning Commission Members: Robert Bingham,
Councilman Freeman Anderson, Darrell Cook, Matt Kriser, Victor Orvis, Floyd Ostler, John
Oscarson, and Cindy Boyd. Others present included Rod Despain, American City Planner, John
Ayer, Pleasant Grove City Planner, Melanie Marsh, American Fork City, and Barbara Christiansen
of New Utah.
Chairman Hadfield excused Councilman Hunter and Keith Richan because they were both out of
town. He then introduced the American Fork City Planning Commissioners t o the Pleasant Grove
Planning Commissioners. H e then turned the time over to John Oscarson to introduce the
Pleasant Grove City Planning Commissioners.
Mr. Despain discussed the important roads in American Fork. He stated that the policy in
American Fork is to have collector roads about every 1/4 or 1/3 of a mile. He said American
Fork anticipates that American Fork's 1500 South or 6400 North will be a very busy road . He
said American Fork City sees 1500 South as an arterial class road.
Another road that American Fork City sees as an important road is Sam White Lane. Mr.
Despain stated that they are aware that UDOT would like to do away with Sam White Lane and
remove the overpass. He said American Fork City's position is that Sam White Lane has t o stay
because it provides a way across the freeway . He said American Fork City's traffic projections
indicate that Sam White Lane at build out will have an average of 12,000 vehicle trips a day.

Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork City shows 620 South as being extended, but
Pleasant Grove does not show that road on its map . He said American Fork City assumes that
620 South will be a major east-west route that will ultimat ely connect to American Fork's 11 00
East or Pleasant Grove's 2000 West.
Mr. Despain pointed out that one of American Fork City' s "lesser important roads" is Bamberger
Drive. He said Bamberger Drive does provide an alternate to US-89.
Other important roads in American Fork are 300 North and 700 North, which are major east-west
routes . It was discussed that American Fork City's General Plan shows 1100 North eventually
extending to the west. Another important road to American Fork City is Harvey Boulevard .
Mr. Despain discussed that the Developmental Park Property that American Fork City owns is
going to be developed into a park in the future. He pointed out that some citizens requested that
1

the road through the Developmental Park Property be removed from the master plan of the park,
but it was not removed from American Fork City's General Plan because they think in time there
will need to be another access route.
Mr. Despain said the roads in the vicinity of the American Fork Hospital are important.
He
said coordination between American Fork City and Pleasant Grove City will be important in
regards to the roads that are near the American Fork Hospital. He pointed out that presently the
American Fork Hospital is only serviced from American Fork's 1100 East and Pleasant Grove's
2000 West. He said American Fork City believes that the hospital should be accessed from
directions other than 1100 East. Mr. Despain said there should be some sort of access into the
hospital from the north off of 300 North and also from the south.
After Mr. Despain discussed the roads that are important to American Fork City, the time was
turned over to John Eyre. Mr. Eyre pointed that Patterson's is trying to work things out in their
new subdivision so that there is access to 1300 West.
It was discussed that with the new freeway interchange, Pleasant Grove's 2000 West (American
Fork's 1100 East) will have a great deal oftraffic on it. Pleasant Grove's traffic study shows that
there will be around 45,000 vehicle trips a day on 2000 West. American Fork's traffic study on
the north side of2000 West shows that there will be 28,400 vehicle trips a day. Mr. Despain
stated that Horrocks Engineers is going to have to reevaluate American Fork's traffic study
because it is out of date now because the traffic study was done at the initial planning stages of
the new freeway interchange.

Mr. Eyre discussed Harvey Boulevard. He said that Cedar Hills would like Pleasant Grove to
put Harvey Boulevard through at 4000 North He pointed out that there are some homes that
would have to be taken out in order to put Harvey Boulevard through at 4000 North. He also
pointed out that some of the homes that would have to be taken out are historic homes. Mr. Eyre
said there are a number of factors are that persuading them to go a different direction than making
Harvey Boulevard go through to 4000 North. He said the connection from 900 East to Canyon
Road is not going to be a smooth connection.
Mr. Eyre pointed out that Pleasant Grove City shows a collector street at 3300 North (American
Fork's 1100 North). He pointed out that 2600 North is an arterial street.
It was discussed that American Fork City has money to improve 50 South starting in 2006. It
was discussed that American Fork City may need to require some additional right-of-way on 50
South in order to widen and improve 50 South.

Mr. Eyre discussed Sam White Lane. It was discussed that Pleasant Grove City does not want to
see Sam White Lane eliminated.
Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork's 860 East Street is very inadequate.

(Joint Work Session Meeting- March 24, 2001)
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that south of American Fork City' s city limits there is 2200 acres.
He said if build out for the 2200 acres is at 2 or 3 dwelling units per acres, American Fork City
will be 19,000 vehicle trips a day short when build out is reached and that includes Sam White
Lane.

Mr. Despain discussed American Fork's 1100 North, which would provide an east-west route.
He said one argument American Fork has against continuing 1100 North t o the west is that if
Highland does not want to create an east-west route in their community why should American
Fork solve their problem.
Mr. Despain said that he hopes Pleasant Grove City will seriously look at the road alignments
near the American Fork Hospital.
Mr. Eyre discussed Pleasant Grove' s land use plan. He said there has been discussion about
allowing mixed uses near the new freeway interchange, i.e., commercial retail, office space,
assembly like in the Riverwoods Business Park, and higher density residential uses (the range that
has been discussed is 6 to 20 units per acre). He said that Pleasant Grove does not anticipate a
lot of interest to build single family residential homes near the new freeway interchange. Mr.
Eyre said he believes there will be a variety of commercial uses along 2000 West.
It was discussed that Pleasant Grove needs to include American Fork's 620 South on its master
plan.
There was some discussion about animal rights. Mr. Eyre pointed out that Pleasant Grove City
has been discussing amending its ordinance regarding what kind of farm animals one can have on
their property. He stated that currently residents who own a half acre of land in Pleasant Grove
can have farm animals. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that in order for residents of American
Fork to have animal rights they have to be in the RA-1 Zone, which requires a minimum of a one
acre lot.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Eyre if elderly housing is allowed in the Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Eyre said that no type of senior housing is allowed in the Professional Office Zone. He said
before he stmied working for Pleasant Grove City there was some discussion about creating an
ordinance dealing with senior housing, but nothing has been completed in regards to senior
housing. He said Pleasant Grove City may again want to discuss senior housing.
Chairman Hadfield stated that American Fork City is currently discussing senior housing and what
zones it should be placed in. He said that one of American Fork City's concerns about senior
housing is that some of the senior housing projects may look like projects in St. George where
they are "stick built homes on trailer pads."

Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork's Professional Office Zone was created to
accommodate the health care industry. He said the question that American Fork is currently
trying to answer is whether senior housing is a form of health care. Mr. Despain stated that

(Joint Work Session Meeting- March 24 , 200 I)

3

American Fork does not have a problem with putting nursing homes in the Professional Office
Zone.
There was some discussion about Envision Utah. Both Planning Commissions felt like Envision
Utah has some good ideas, but wonder if some of the ideas will really help the cities get where
they would like to go. Councilman Anderson said he wonders where Envision Utah gets its
money from. :Nir. Cook said that the money for Envision Utah comes from the federal
government out of Gore' s program.
Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork City gets repeated requests from people who want
to put a reception center in the vicinity of the LDS Temple. He stated that American Fork' s
General Plan shows the land use for the area in the vicinity of the temple as being zoned for
residential housing.
Mr. Eyre said that one ofthe members of the temple presidency talked to one ofPleasant Grove
City's Councilman about whether Pleasant Grove City has any plan to ever allow higher end
condos near the LDS Temple for seniors. He said there is a lot of interest in have housing for the
seniors so that they can live close to the temple and can just walk there.

Mr. Despain stated that for years American Fork City's plan has shown that the area south of
US-89 will be a combination of commercial or planned industrial. He said American Fork does
not believe there will be much residential along the freeway.
It was discussed that the signs at American Fork's 1100 East (Pleasant Grove's 2000 West)

should be changed to just one sign because it is too confusing because that street is called three
different names. It was discussed that the sign at 1100 East should be changed to Mount
Timpanogos Parkway.
Mr. Georgeson asked if American Fork' s road layout is compatible with Pleasant Grove City's
road layout by the new interchange.

In response to Mr. Georgeson above question, Mr. Despain said the alignment of the new freeway
interchange is still somewhat uncertain.
There was some discussion about the Annexation Process. Chairman Hadfield stated t hat
American Fork City does not have any active annexations on the east side of the City except for
about 2 acres of property that is near the Stewart Trailer Property. There was some discussion
about Mr. Timothy's annexation that is on the east side of American Fork and is being proposed
to be annexed into Pleasant Grove City. Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Timothy has approached
American Fork City for a boundary line agreement, which he does not think American Fork City
will have a problem with.
One of the members from the Pleasant Grove Planning Commission asked if they could get a copy
of American Fork City's ordinance regarding animal rights. Mr. Despain explained that animals
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as a use by right are only permitted in American Fork City's RA-1 Zone. It was discussed that
Pleasant Grove City is going to be more animal tolerant than American Fork City. There was
some discussion about whether there is going to be a conflict if Pleasant Grove City allows
animals and are more tolerant with regards to animals and American Fork City does not allow
animals, i.e. , ifPleasant Grove City has a subdivision that borders an American Fork Subdivision
and the Pleasant Grove Subdivision allows animals, but the American Fork Subdivision does not
allow animals.
There was some discussion about the affordable housing element of the General Plan. It was
discussed that Pleasant Grove City had not yet adopted the affording housing element in their
General Plan nor had American Fork City. It was discussed that American Fork City is waiting
for the 2000 Census before it adopts the affordable housing element of their General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Pleasant Grove to look at the 620 South loop in regards to its street
master plan.
Pleasant Grove raised the idea of a policy declaration for the proposed boundary between
American Fork and Pleasant Grove. Chairman Hadfield responded that American Fork had the
understanding that there had been a long time agreement between the two cities. Copies of the
agreement were given to members of the Pleasant Grove Commission.
There was some a brief discussion about wetlands.
Chairman Hadt1eld thanked all for attending.
The meeting adjourned by common consent at 9:00a.m.

'if~
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Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 4, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 4, 2001, 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.
13 .

Review and action on a modified commercial site plan for the
installation of a fountain at 0 You Shouldn't Have at 240
West Main Street.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for American
Fork Check City located at 506 East State Road.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Hill Valley
Subdivision Plat D consisting of 24 lots located at 830 East
600 North.
Discussion of the annexation agreement for the Swain
Addition consisting of 5 . 8 acres , formerly the B. Joe Barney
portion o f the B. Joe Barney Annexation, at 1180 North 1150
East.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Legacy
Annexation at 650 West 700 North consisting of 1 0.85 acres
to be placed in the RA-1 and the R1-9000 zones and also a
site plan consisting of 24 lots.
Review and action on revisions t o the Professional Office
Zone.
Discussion on elderly housing.
Review and action on the land use portion of the General
Plan for the Southside Planning Area.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the Mar ch 21, 2001, minutes.
Review and action on the minutes of the March 24, 2001,
joint Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of March, 2001.

J . H . Hadfield, Chairman
Published in New Utah! March 28, 2 00 1

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
APRIL 4, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (4)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April4, 2001 , in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen,
Councilman Tom Hunter, Steve Nielsen, Ken Baldwin, and Michael Georgeson. Others present
included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, John
Heiner, David Blake, Reed Bromley, Dean Gunther, Charles LeBarron, Janielle Miller, Annette
Carroll, Clinton Davis, Jackie Sorenson, John Sorenson, Dennis Jensen, Keith Swain, Curtis
Miner, Scouts from Troop 818 : Trevor Edwards, Michael Graff, Willie Pagliarini, Kyler Tolman,
Andrew Tolman, and Juan Vasquez, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused James Hansen and Keith Richan because they were both out of town.
Chairman Hadfield referred the Planning Commission to the memo from Kevin Bennett regarding
ex parte communications, which is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1 . He stated
that Mr. Bennett wanted the members of the Planning Commission Members to realize that if they
have ex parte communications in regards to matters on the agenda, then they need to disclose
that. He stated that Mr. Bennett also wanted the members of the Planning Commission to be very
cautious about ex parte communications.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR THE
INSTALLATION OF A FOUNTAIN AT 0 YOU SHOULDN'T HAVE AT 420 WEST MAIN
STREET
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AMERICAN FORK
CHECK CITY LOCATED AT 506 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Curtis Miner.
Mr. Miner stated that he has met with Mr. Despain regarding the landscape agreement and he has
a copy of a draft landscape agreement. He explained that they are still in the process of t rying to
acquire the property that is to the west of the proposed project. He stated that UDOT Region
Three has approved that the property can be sold to them, but because there were some federal
funds involved in regards to the property the sale has to be approved by the federal government.
He said that he has called the federal office that has to authorize that the property can be sold and
they indicated to him that it would not take very long to approve the sale of the property.
Mr. Miner said that since the last Planning Commission he has met wit h Mr. Denney and they
have worked out a better solution in regards to the parking configuration. He pointed out that
now there is a parallel two-way drive through the entire project. He said the drive approach from
500 East has been relocated to the center of the property in order to relieve the congestion at the

south end ofthe property. He also pointed out that the alignment ofthe property line on the
west of the property has been corrected to reflect what will happen with the purchase of the
UDOT piece.
Chairman Hadfield asked what UDOT said relative to closing one entry and moving one entry.

Mr. Miner said UDOT was happy with the way the entries were before. He said they have not
shown the revised plan to UDOT yet.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.

Mr. Denney expressed his appreciation for the efforts that have been made to allow traffic to flow
better through the site. He stated that there are still a few issues that need to be worked out with
the civil engineer. Mr. Denney said the curb and gutter plan now fits with the approval of the
previous proposal for storm drainage. He said the curb and gutter plans and sewer, water and
storm drain plans need to be corrected to show the new entry way alignment.
Mr. Despain discussed the landscaping issues relative to the proposed project. He pointed out
that the GC-1 Zone does not have a landscape requirement, but typically the City has requested
that projects in the GC-1 Zone have 10% of their project in landscaping. He explained that the
proposal is to use a piece of property that is to the west ofthe proposed project in order to
provide some additional landscaping for the site. He pointed out t hat the applicant is requesting
that the City provide the water for the property that is to the west of the proposed project, which
is similar to what the City has worked out with Gene Harvey Chevrolet. He said he talked to Mr.
Wanlass about the situation the City has with Gene Harvey and he told him that the City does not
really have a formal agreement with Gene Harvey, but Gene Harvey provided a letter to the City
stating what it was willing to do, which was sufficient documentation. He said the proposed
project could provide similar documentation to the City in terms of what the agreement will be
between the application and the City. Mr. Despain said the City provides the water to the
property that is in front of Gene H arvey Chevrolet and Gene Harvey Chevrolet maintains it.

Mr. Despain suggested that the islands be landscaped.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the sidewalk on the south side of the project be widened to 5
feet.
There was some discussion that there is no project sign and that there will only be signage on the
building.

Mr. Denney stated that the site is still really tight in regards to the traffic flow, but it does meet
the minimum engineering standards.

It was discussed that the proposed plan states that there are 40 parking stalls, but there are only
39. The site plan needs to be corrected to show that there are only 39 parking stalls.
Mr. Miner stated that the reason the civil engineer has not been authorized to complete the
drainage plan and utility plans is because they wanted to get the parking plan decided on first.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that once the civil engineer completes the drainage plan and utility
plans, st aff can review those to make sure that they meet all the requirement s.
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for American Fork Check C ity
located at 506 East State Road subject to: (1) the property being obtained from UDOT and
the federal government on the west side of the proposed project and that landscaping be
installed there (2) curb and gutter plans and sewer, water and storm drain plans being
co.-rected for the new entry as shown (3) the sidewalk being widened to 5 feet on the south
side of the project.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. He then asked if the motion could be amended to include
that UDOT needs to approve the change in the entryway on 500 East. He also pointed out that
the plan needs to be corrected to show that there are only 39 parking stalls instead of 40. He
asked if the motion should also include something in regards to a landscape maintenance
agreement.
Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that the approval is also subject to: (1)
UDOT approving the change in the entryway on 500 East (2) the plat being corrected to
show that there are only 39 parking stalls instead of 40 parking stalls and (3) a landsca pe
maintenance agreement.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and C ouncilman H unter.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Denney asked if landscaping was required in the islands. Chairman Hadfield stated that
landscaping is to be included in the islands.
Mr. Denney asked if building permits should be withheld until the purchase of the property to the
west of the proposed project is finalized. Chairman Hadfield stated that staff can work out those
issues. Mr. Georgeson stated that building permits should be withheld until the purchase ofthe
property to the west is finalized. Chairman Hadfield stated that the proposed project really can't
proceed any further until t he purchase ofthe property to the west of the proposed project is
finalized.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR HILL VALLEY
SUBDIVISION PLAT D CONSISTING OF 24 LOTS LOCATED AT 830 EAST 600 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced t his item and turned the time over to David Peterson.
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Mr. Peterson said the last time the preliminary plan for Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D was looked
at by the Planning Commission there was some concern about the lots not lining up with the
existing lots that are on 575 North. He said they have adjusted the lot lines so that they match up
with the existing lots that are on 575 North. He said they have also eliminated two lots and are
now proposing only 24 lots.
It was discussed that the utilities are pretty much the same as was earlier proposed.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that Note #8 on the preliminary plat needs to be changed to say that "This
preliminary plan reflects a revision of the previously approved Forest Garden Subdivision." He
explained that a preliminary does not vacate another plat.
Mr. Denney said the intersection between Lots 1 and 2 does not indicate a complete intersection
design. He suggested that at a minimum there be a radius taken out ofLot 1 similar to the radius
that is taken out ofLot 2. He also suggested that the drainage through Lots 1 and 2 not be a
standard curb and gutter, but be more of a cross gutter that would reflect the previous discussions
that the Planning Commission has had.
Mr. Denney stated that the City does have a letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company,
but he said the City needs a "supplemental letter that confirms the abandonment or vacation of the
ditch on the west side ofthe property."
Mr. Despain stated that he is not certain whether Lots 1, 2 and half of Lot 3 are in the ownership
of the petitioner or whether Dale Gunther is a co-developer of the proposed project. He said that
it was his understanding that the petitioners would acquire the property from Dale Gunther and
they then would be the sole owners. He said that it is also his understanding that petitioners
would prefer that the continuation of the road out to 900 East be delayed until the property owner
to the north is ready to develop.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the radius is on Lot 2. Mr. Peterson said the radius is about 15
feet. He said he could enlarge the radius. Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about whether a
15-foot radius would be satisfactory ifthe road is not continued through to 900 East. Mr.
Peterson stated that he will enlarge the radius to at least 25 feet so the turn is a little easier.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he was approached by Dale Gunther regarding the proposed subdivision.
He said that Dale Gunther described to him what had been presented to the Planning Commission
about four years ago in regards to a development in the northeast corner of his property. He said
they talked about some ofMr. Dale Gunther's concerns. He said they also talked about why Mr.
Dale Gunther wanted to include Lots 1, 2, and 3 in the proposed Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D.
He stated that Mr. Dale Gunther did not indicate to him that Lots 1, 2, and 3 were transferred to
his brother. Mr. Baldwin stated that he did not make any commitments to Mr. Dale Gunther.
He said that he simply reviewed with Mr. Dale Gunther some of the Planning Commission's
earlier discussions and nothing further was discussed.
Mr. Nielsen stated that he also spoke with Dale Gunther.
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Mr. Georgeson also stated that he met with Dale Gunther and they discussed the traffic study that
was done. He said that Mr. Dale Gunther talked about his concerns relative to 600 North and
900 East. Mr. Georgeson stated that he made no commitments.
Paul Washburn stated that Dale Gunther had also talked to him. He said that Mr. Dale Gunther
would prefer that the road not continue through to 900 East at this point in time. Mr. Washburn
said there are a lot of engineering issues that need to be resolved before the Planning Commission
makes a decision on how the road will be continued to 900 East. He said there are a lot of steep
grades that have to be looked at. Mr. Washburn said Mr. Dale Gunther' s hope is that his
brother's project can move forward. He said that at some point in time when Mr. Dale Gunther
decides to develop his property, the City can hold Mr. Dale Gunther "ransom" in order to get the
road continued through to 900 East.
Chairman Hadfield said the City should not close the door on the opportunity to get the road
continued to 900 East. He said that when Mr. Bartholomew and the Catholic Church decide to
develop that will mean that much more traffic that will funnel down 800 East and 850 East.
Councilman Hunter said that he appreciates the effort that was made to line up the proposed lots
with the existing lots that are on 575 North. He said that he still has concern with the traffic that
will be generated from an additional 24 homes. He said the road needs to be continued to 900
East. He stated that currently it is very hard to get up and down 850 East and 800 East because
there are cars parked on the side ofthe roads and the roads are narrow. He said to not continue
the road out to 900 East at this point in time would not be doing what is best for the City and the
neighborhood. Councilman Hunter said a lot of the residents have concerns about the proposed
development if the road is not continued to 900 East.
Mr. Peterson stated that if the road is continued to 900 East it may provide some relief, but it will
also invite people who normally would not use 800 East and 850 East to use 800 East and 850
East.

Janielle Miller, who lives at 575 North 848 East, said she is not sure how extending the road to
900 East would generate more traffic since 850 East is currently a dead end street. She said that
people park cars along 850 East and 800 East and it makes it difficult to see when a child is
running out into the street. She stated that her husband has seen two children almost get hit by a
car in the past year. She said that she used to live in Orem and she remembers when 1600 No11h
did not have a street light. She said the residents had a difficult time getting Orem City to put up
a street light and it took a child getting killed before they put in a street light. She said it was not
worth a child getting killed in order to have the street light installed. Mrs. Miller said it is not
worth it to the neighbors to have a child get killed in order to have the road continued to 900
East. She said many of the neighbors feel strongly that the road should be extended to 900 East.
John Sorenson, who lives at 539 North 800 East, stated that when he built his house the master
plan showed that there would be a road extended to 900 East and 800 East was supposed to be
extended to 700 North, but the City let Dr. Callahan develop his property as a cul-de-sac and now
800 East can't go to 700 North. He said the Planning Commission needs to make the road go
through to 900 East. He stated that there is a day care in the neighborhood and there are a lot of
little kids. He said the extra traffic will make 800 East hazardous. He pointed out that ifthere is
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a car parked along 800 East, only one car can go down the road at a time.
Clinton Davis, who lives at 582 North 800 East, expressed concern about the safety of the
residents and stated that there really needs to be another way in and out of the neighborhood .
He said the road needs to be continued to 900 East.
Annette Carol, who lives at 577 North 800 East, said she is the one who operates the preschool.
She pointed out that she operates the preschool three days a week. She expressed a great deal
of concern for the children's safety, especially the children who live in the neighborhood . Ms.
Carol stated that in June of 1997 her son was hit by a car on 800 East. She said 800 East and
850 East can' t handle the additional traffic that will be generated from t he proposed 24 lots.
It was discussed that the cross section on 800 East is 56 feet and the cross section on 850 East is
also 56 feet.

Mr. Baldwin asked if Dale Gunther was a party to the proposed development.
Mr. Despain said he can't answer the question of whether Dale Gunther is a party to t he
development. He said that he believes that Lots 1, 2 and part ofLot 3 are owned by Dale
Gunther.

Dean Gunther said that when Dale Gunther talked to Mr. Despain about transferring the lots to
him he explained that the transaction would be an illegal subdivision of property so Dale did not
want to transfer them. He stated that Lots 1, 2, and part of Lot 3 will remain in Dale's name.
Mr. Despain said if the lots are going to remain in Dale' s name, then he will be signatory to the
final plat.
Mr. Despain said the issue comes down to whether the Planning Commission wants to resolve the
matter of access out to 900 East Street. He stated that the proposed 24 lots will add an average
of 240 vehicle trips per day corning and going from the subdivision. He pointed out that the
traffic study done by Fehr & Peers Associates, Inc. states that the existing roads are adequate to
accommodate an additional 240 vehicle trips a day.
Mr. Despain stated that it is clear that when the property to the west of the property proposed for
development is developed the road will need to be extended out to 900 East for safety and
convenience factors. He said if the Planning Commission decides that the road does not need to
be extended to 900 East at this time, then it should require that the improvements that are to be
made are improvements that show that the road is intended to continue to 900 East at some point
in the future .
Mr. Georgeson stated that he appreciates Mr. Despain' s comments. He said that making the
intersection at 900 East and 600 North will be a difficult task and he is not sure how safe the
intersection will be. He said the continuation of the road to 900 East would be an expensive
improvement at this point in time. He said in regards to the inadequacy of 850 East and 800 East
he will defer to the residents who live in the neighborhood. He pointed out t hat Fehr & Peers
indicate that 850 East and 800 East can handle an additional 240 trips a day. Mr. Georgeson said
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that he is torn between the need to continue the road to provide another outlet and whether the
improvement might be an off site improvement at this point in time.
Mr. Nielsen said that reducing the proposed number of lots by two is a good will gesture. He
said there is some uncertainty about how the road should be continued out to 900 East. He said
there have been "concessions made by the developer in a goodwill effort to try to please the
neighbors and see that their needs are being met. "
Mr. Georgeson said that when Dale Gunther chooses to develop the rest of his property there
may be some opportunity to accommodate traffic on 600 North onto 900 East and perhaps in a
manner that would provide him an opportunity to develop his property the way he desires and
also an opportunity to provide a good design for the intersection of 600 North and 900 East.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the additional 240 trips will be for both 850 East and 800 East. Mr.
Despain stated that the 240 additional trips will be distributed among the different roads.
Mr. Nielsen stated that if the road were to be continued to 900 East further study would need to
be done in order to determine what the appropriate alignment would be.

Mr. Despain said his concern is that if it is decided that the road does not have to be extended to
900 East at this time, that some may construe the decision to delay the extension of the road as a
decision that the road is not needed at all. He pointed out that he has talked to Mr. Peterson
about a possible intersection at 900 East and 600 North. He stated that Dale Gunther would
prefer that the road never be continued to 900 East.
Mr. Washburn stated that an additional 240 vehicle trips a day sounds like a lot of trips, but
pointed out that ifthe 240 trips were consolidated into 8 hours and split among 800 East and 850
East that would only be a vehicle trip about every four minutes.

Ms. Carroll stated that the vehicle trips are not distributed over an 8-hour period. She said the
vehicle trips are usually distributed among a 3-hour or 4-hour period.
Ms. Miller said that she can see why the Gunthers want the proposed subdivision to be approved
the way that it is proposed because it is less expensive and easier to deal with. She said "you
can't take the human factor out of it." She again expressed concern about the possibility of a
child getting hit by a car.
Mr. Sorenson stated that a lot of people go down 800 East because 850 East is a "miserable
road" to drive down. He said everyone in the new subdivision will come down 800 East, if the
road is not continued to 900 East and 800 East will not be able to handle the additional traffic.

Michael Graff, a scout, stated that it is hard to get down 850 East and 800 East. He pointed out
that he has hauled coal down those roads and it is very difficult. He said the road is eventually
going to have to be continued to 900 East and he suggested that it would be better to continue
the road to 900 East now so that kids do not get hurt.
After much discussion regarding whether the road should be continued to 900 East, Mr·.
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Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plan for Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D
consisting of 24 lots located at 830 East 600 North subject to: (1) the east terminus of 600
North where it intersects at 850 East being designed and constructed in such a way that at
the time that Dale Gunther completes the development of his piece of property the road will
continue through to 900 East (2) changing "vacation" to "revision" on Note 8 of the plat (3)
correcting the gutters on the radius between Lot 1 and Lot 2 to allow for the drainage. ( 4)
sign off from the American Fork Irrigation Company regarding the ditch on the western
boundary and (5) the east terminus of 600 north 850 East being developed as to placement
of future connection to 900 East.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Charles LeBarron asked if there would be a possibility of having a construction road from 900
East into the proposed subdivision during the course of construction so that the heavy equipment
does not have to travel on 800 East or 850 East.
In response to Mr. LeBarron's question, he said that he is not sure if the engineering is in place to
allow a construction road from 900 East into the proposed subdivision. Mr. Georgeson said that
he assumes that Dale Gunther being a co-developer in the proposed project would be agreeable to
try to work something out so that the heavy equipment can enter the site off of 900 East.

Mr. Peterson stated that they will be happy to try to work with staff to try to find a way so that
the construction traffic can enter the site oiT of 900 East.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hadfield, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Georgeon.
Those voting nay: Councilman Hunter. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE SWAIN ADDITION
CONSISTING OF 5.8 ACRES. FORMERLY THE B. JOE BARNEY PORTION OF THE B.
JOE BARNEY ANNEXATION, AT 1180 NORTH 1150 E AST
Dennis Jensen stated that the plat has been revised from what was previously proposed. He said
the two top lots have now been made available for the park. He said that they have talked to Mr.
Carlisle to see if he would be willing to run sewer out to the end of the cul-de-sac. He said they
have looked at developing the property under the PR Zone, but it is not possible because they
can't accommodate all the open space that would be required.
Mr. Despain discussed the memo that was included the Planning Commission packets regarding
the Swain Addition. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2. H e stated
that the width of the property does not allow the property to be developed under the R 1-15,000
Zone. He discussed four alternatives to developing the property, which are stated in the memo .
After he discussed the four alternatives, he stated that the PUD alternative would be a difficult
alternative.
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There was some discussion that a portion ofthe Jane's parcel would have to be rezoned if the
proposed plan were approved because the Jane' s parcel has already been annexed into the City
under the R1-15,-000 Zone.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the earlier petitioner requested to develop the property under the
R1-9000 Zone and the Planning Commission was not favorable to the property being developed
under the R1-9000 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about what has changed to make the Planning Commission
want to consider allowing the property to be developed under the R 1-9000 Zone. He said that
he does not see anything unique or different that would make him want to change what the
Planning Commission has earlier decided on with regards to the zoning of the property proposed
for development.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about the Planning Commission being accused of being
arbitrary and capricious, if the Planning Commission turns one person down for wanting to
develop the property proposed for development under the R1-9000 Zone and then allows another
person to develop the property under the R1-9000 Zone. He said maybe there are extenuating
circumstances that would allow Mr. Swain to develop under the R1-9000 Zone. One extenuating
circumstance might be the " land swap" that Mr. Swain has been able to work out with Dr. Jones.
Chairman Hadfield raised the notion of whether a reduction of one or two lots on the northern
portion could make it so the property could be developed as a legitimate Rl-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he was approached by Mr. Swain and he talked to him about some of the
problems. He said he basically told Mr. Swain that he had not made up his mind and that he was
torn because the engineer says it looks reasonable, but the issue with regard to the Planning
Commission' s legal standing needs to be addressed. Mr. Baldwin said he hoped there would be
some discussion regarding what the Planning Commission' s legal standing was. He expressed
appreciation for some of the comments relative to the change in circumstances from the previous
petitioner to Mr. Swain, the new petitioner.
Chairman Hadfield said the petitioner only has so much ground to work with. He pointed out that
the motion at the last meeting stated that the developer needed to work on seeing if the property
can be developed under the overriding zone, which is the R1-15,000 Zone. He said possibly the
Planning Commission could recommend that the planter strips be eliminated so that there would
only be a 50 foot cross section and then the size of the lots could be 10 feet deeper, which might
make it easier to develop the property under the Rl-1 5, 000 Zone.
Councilman Hunter asked if a new zone could be created to accommodate the proposed project.
He suggested that possibly an R 1-12,000 Zone could be created.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission has already created an Rl-12,000
Zone, but it has not been approved by the City Council yet because the Planning Commission is
still working on the General Plan and when the General Plan is completed the City Council will
approve the new zone designation when it approved the updated General Plan.
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Dan Richards stated that when he proposed the Val Vista Project the City did not have aPR15, 000 Zone and it took two years before the City approved the new PR-15,000 Zone. He said if
one does not like the law, then he or she has to work through the process in order to try to get the
law changed. He said the configuration of the property and economics should not be the
Planning Commission's concern. He said the developer has to be the one to figure out the
economics and the configuration of the property so that they both fit together so that the project
can work. He said a project either fits the zoning or it does not. He said he can't see why the
Planning Commission would change a zone just because the configuration if not correct.

Mr. Baldwin asked if getting rid of the planter strips would create traffic problems. Chairman
Hadfield explained that if the planter strips were eliminated the width of the asphalt would still be
the same so it would not create any traffic problems.
Councilman Hunter expressed concern about why it would take two years to create a new zone.
Chairman Hadfield said that it would probably not take two years to create a new zone. He stated
that when Mr. Richards came to the City requesting a PR-1 5,000 Zone he was plowing new
ground and that is why it took two years to adopt the PR-15,000 Zone. He said that the City is
ways ahead of when Mr. Richards came to the City. He said the Planning Commission has
already created an R 1-1 2,000 Zone for the south side planning area and it just needs to be
approved by the City Council.
Councilman Hunter stated that the petitioner has two options (1) make the proposed project so it
fits with the current zone or (2) wait for a new zone to be created, i.e., the R 1-1 2,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that he is not sure an Rl-12,000 Zone is going to make a lot of difference in
the design that will be proposed .

Mr. Nielsen suggested that the property be developed with a 50-foot right-of-way and one of the
lots that back up to Val Vista be eliminated and the two lots that were going to be included in the
park could be developed.
In response to Mr. Nielsen's above suggestion, Chairman Hadfield said it has always been the
intention to expand the park.

Mr. Swain asked what were the real problems with the proposed projects.
Chairman Hadfield stated that his concern is that Mr. Barney presented a project based on the
notion of the property being annexed into the City under the R 1-9000 Zone and the Planning
Commission turned it down. He said that if the Planning Commission now approves the
proposed project with the understanding that it will be annexed into the City under the R1-9000
Zone, the Planning Commission could face a lawsuit. He said that he is not ready to approve the
proposed project with the notion that it will be developed under the R1-9000 Zone unless there
some extenuating circumstances.

Mr. Swain discussed some of the differences in his proposed project compared to Mr. Barney's
proposal. He said Mr. Barney proposal included some flag lots, which the City is against. He
stated that his proposal does not include flag lots and he said his proposal is workable. He said
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the Planning Commission has looked at how the property proposed for development could be
developed time and time again. He said if the Planning Commission turns his project down
without good cause, there is the same possibility of legal issues with him.

Mr. Despain told Mr. Swain that he has no standing in the City. He explained that the property is
not in the City and stated that they are talking about an annexation and not a zone change.
Mr. Swain said he could make application that his property is being left as an island. Mr. Despain
said the issue of the property being left as an island is not an issue.
After a great deal of discussion, Chairman Hadfield asked what direction the Planning
Commission wanted to give to Mr. Despain.

Mr. Nielsen suggested that the lots on the east side be developed under the R1-15 ,000 Zone and
the lots on the west side of the property be developed under the R1-9000 Zone with the
assumption that the road width will be reduced to a 50-foot right-of-way.
Mr. Nielsen stated that probably another lot could be squeezed in on the west side of Swain Lane.
Mr. Swain said another lot could not be squeezed in on the west side of Swain Lane.
Mr. Swain said ifthe Jones Property is required to be developed as an R1-15 ,000 lot, then the
space for the existing home will be compromised even more.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the last time the Planning Commission looked at the property proposed
for development it was in the form of a PUD. Mr. Georgeson asked for some clarification
regarding what the Planning Commission last approved in regards to the property proposed for
development. Mr. Despain discussed what the Planning Commission last approved.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend that everything on the west side of Swain Lane and what
is designated as Lots 6 and 7 being zones as Rl-9000 and everything to the east side of
Swain Lane being zoned as the Rl-15,000 Zone and the zone change being subject to
subdivision plat approval. He said he thinks that Mr. Swain will be able to get nine lots on the
west side of Swain Lane. He said with what he has proposed should make Mr. Richards happy
and it is consistent with what the Planning Commission earlier approved .
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Swain asked if there is a need to make Mr. Richards happy.
Mr. Nielsen stated that what he is proposing is consistent with what the Planning Commission has
done in the past with the other petitioner.
Chairman Hadfield stated that a motion is not needed because this is just a discussion item t o give
direction to Mr. Despain. There was not a vote taken on the motion.

Mr. Jensen expressed concern about where the road by the park should be placed. Chairman
Hadfield said he would like to see the proposed plan come forward with the road to the south of
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the park property.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Despain to include in the next Planning Commission packet what the
Planning Commission has previously approved in regards to the property proposed for
development so they can make sure they are in significant compliance with what they have
previously approved.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEl\1ENT FOR THE LEGACY
ANNEXATION AT 650 WEST 700 NORTH CONSISTING OF 10.85 ACRES TO BE
PLACED IN THE RA-1 AND THE Rl-9000 ZONES AND ALSO A SITE PLAN
CONSISTING OF 24 LOTS
Mr. Sowby said they are requesting that most of the property be annexed into the City under the
Rl-9000 Zone and that one lot be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone. He stated that
they are prepared to dedicate portions of750 North and 690 West. He stated that the portion of
700 North that is on the south side of the property proposed for development has already been
deeded to the City. Mr. Sowby stated that there has been some discussion about the City
needing a storm drain pond in the location ofLots 23 and 24. He said if the City needs a storm
drain pond in the location ofLots 23 and 24, then the City needs to let them know and
negotiations can proceed with the owners ofthe property.
Mr. Denney stated that the City has prepared a new map in regards to the location of the storm
control basin so the one that Mr. Sowby is referring to is not the right one. Mr. Sowby
expressed frustration about not knowing that the map had been changed in regards to where the
City would like the storm drain pond.

Mr. Sowby stated that if the City decides not to put in the storm drain pond, then the owners
would like the option ofbeing able to develop two additional lots.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that there has been some discussion about Lot 2 being under 9,000 square
feet and he stated that they can make that lot exactly 9,000 square feet.
Mr. Sowby said there has also been some discussion about possible wetlands on the property on
the ditch that runs toward the west side. He stated that he has had a wetland consultant out on
the site and she assures them that there are not going to be wetland problems. He stated that they
just need to file a stream channel application permit to extend the culverts and the wetland
consultant will "delineate the stream channel bottom."
Mr. Sowby stated that the water rights are ready to dedicate.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the proposed mixed zone should not cause any problems.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement. He discussed Section 7 where it
addresses the issue of a storm water control basin. He pointed out that Horrocks is preparing a
recommendation on what the size of the storm water control basin should be. He said he is not
sure when Horrocks will be ready with his recommendation. He also stated that it would be
better if they knew what the exact size of the storm control basin needed to be, but since they do
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not know that at this time there is a provision included in the proposed agreement that gives the
City a one year time period from the date ofthe execution of the agreement to have the option of
purchasing the property needed for the storm control basin.

Mr. Despain also discussed Section 9 ofthe proposed agreement where it discusses the wetland
issues. He stated that Horrocks felt there were wetland issues along the stream, but he said Mr.
Sowby has already stated tonight that there will not be problems with the wetlands so there will
need to be some adjustments made to Section 9.
Mr. Denney pointed out that it is shown on the plan that the roads will only be 50 feet wide and
the standard for the roads is 60 feet. Mr. Sowby said the plan is incorrect in showing 50 feet wide
roads. He stated that they intend to do 60 foot wide roads.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he received a phone call from Mike Shelley, who is the adjoining
property owner. He said Mr. Shelley asked him what happen.s to the irrigation water that drains
off of his property onto the property proposed for development once the property is developed .
He said Mr. Shelley also told him that he has a barb wire fence to keep in his horses. He stated
that he referred Mr. Shelley to Mr. Despain.
John Heiner stated that Mike Shelley also contacted him about the irrigation water. He said that
he told Mr. Shelley that he will be responsible for controlling his irrigation water on his own
property.
It was discussed that the issues with regards to the irrigation issues can be addressed at the
subdivision stage.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council the proposed annexation
agreement, which is dated April 4, 2001 for the Legacy Annexation at 650 West 700 North
consisting of 10.85 acres to be placed in the RA-1 and the R1-9000 Zones and also a site
plan consisting of 24 acres.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Sowby said if the City does not exercise the option on purchasing the property for the storm
water control basin within one year, they would like the option of being able to develop two
additional lots where the storm control basin would have been located. He said he would like
something included in the annexation agreement now regarding the possibility of the owners being
able to develop two additional lots if the City does not put a storm control basin on the property
so that the agreement will not need to be amended in the future.

Mr. Despain stated that he will include some language in the annexation agreement so that the
owner can develop two additional lots, if the City does not purchase the property to put a storm
water control basin on.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilman Hunter.
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Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
*Mr. Georgeson exited the room.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISIONS TO THE PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
Mr. D espain said he took out all the references regarding senior housing projects. Chairman
Hadfield stated that the draft of the proposed revisions to the Professional Office Zone that was
included in the Planning Commission packet is labeled as Draft #3, but it really should have been
labeled as Draft #4.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed revisions to the Professional Office Zone add
congregate care living and assisted living facilities as permitted uses within the PO Zone. He
pointed out that there are also some proposed changes in regards to the sign requirements. He
recommended that the proposed revisions be forwarded onto the City Council for its approval.
*Mr. Georgeson returned.
Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend and forward to the City Council the proposed revisions
to the Professional Office Zone. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman H adfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hadfield.
Mr. Georgeson abstained from voting because he was not present for the discussion
regarding the provisions to the Professional Office Zone. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON ELDERLY HOUSING
Mr. Despain discussed the initial draft ofthe senior housing amendment, which is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #3. He stated t hat the proposed ordinance adds senior housing
projects to the list of large scale developments. He pointed out that Section 1 allows senior
housing projects in all residential zones. He said in past discussions that the Planning
Commission has had regarding senior housing it was discussed that senior housing should maybe
be allowed in commercial zones. He said that in Section 1 ofthe proposed ordinance he has not
included that senior housing could be allowed in commercial zones.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to Page 4, Section E of the proposed ordinance
regarding area, density, and lot size. He said there needs to be some discussion regarding Section
E.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that on Page 4, where it refers to "SUD" that needs to be changed
to " SliD."
Chairman Hadfield stated that one of the most successful senior housing projects in American
Fork was done by L&T Construction and it is located on 350 West 50 North. He said the project
that was done on 350 West 50 North was done as a PUD under the underlying zone and the
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densities that were carried forward were consistent with the overriding zone.

Mr. N ielsen stated that the proposed ordinance makes sense for independent living projects, but
asked how it relates to assisted living projects that have the rooms all under one roof He said
the assisted living projects that have the rooms all under one roof need to be treated more like an
office building where there would be site coverage ratios and certain landscaping and parking
requirements. He asked how density is equated to assisted living where there may be 20 people
living under the same roof He said there needs to be a section included in the ordinance that
addresses assisted living and elderly care facilities.
There was some discussion about the Mira Vista Project. Mr. Despain pointed out that density
was not a factor in the Mira Vista Project. He said the Mira Vista Project was treated more like
a hotel in regards to t he density base. He said that w hat it sounds like Mr. Nielsen is suggesting
is that there should be some other criteria for assisted living projects because there is not a unit
basis to figure density.

Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether assisted living projects should be allowed in the RA- 1
Zone.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that independent living projects could be allowed in certain zones
and that assisted living projects and elderly care facilities could be allowed in the more dense
zones. He said there needs to be a provision in the ordinance to allow independent living and
assisted living projects in the commercial and PO-l Zones.
Councilman Hunter said that when they are creating the ordinance they need to be sure that they
are not stereotyping the development so that it can't come into the City so that people who have
less income are not able to live in the City.

Mr. Despain stated that they will work out the ordinance so that all kinds of senior housing
projects can be allowed in the City.
Councilman Hunter expressed concern about what determines whether a person is elderly.
Mr. Despain said the definition states that a person is elderly if they are 65 years old or older.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if under Section F where it talks about walk widths is
correct. Mr. Denney said that the walk widths under Section F are not correct.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is any mechanism that can be used to add some degree of control so
that a senior housing project does not become student housing.

Mr. Despain stated that one way to have some control so that a senior housing project does not
become student housing is to have the management of the senior housing project to control that.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not have a problem with allowing a greater density for a senior housing
project because typically a senior facility would generally have less traffic than a regular apartment
complex and it would not adversely impact the subcommunity.
There was some discussion about homeowners associations enforcing the CC&Rs so t hat people
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who are under age 65 can't live in the urut unless there is one person that is 65 years old or older,
i.e., it is ok for a grandchild to live with a grandparent that is 65 or older, but once the
grandparent is no longer living in the urut, then the grandchild who is under 65 should not be
allowed to continue living in the unit. It was discussed that sometimes the homeowner's
associations do not enforce the CC&Rs.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he likes the concept of allowing higher density in the higher density
zones and lower density in the lower density zones.

Mr. Baldwin raised the question of whether they want to look at a higher density than the base
zone.
Chairman Hadfield and Mr. Baldwin both stated that they do not like the idea of bonuses.
There was a lot of discussion regarding the density requirements. There was some discussion
about not having density requirements for assisted living facilities and that assisted living facilities
would only be allowed if they met certain requirements, i.e., parking and providing certain
amerut1es. Mr. Nielsen stated that as long as assisted living projects are kept in the higher
density zones there probably would not be a problem relative to density.
Chairman Hadfield referred the Planning Commission to David Blake' s memo that is attached to
the proposed ordinance. He said that the City's proposed ordinance should include some of the
terms that Mr. Blake uses to define who is considered to be elderly, i.e. , frail . He said the Fair
Housing Act and reasonable accommodation is also something that should be incorporated in the
ordinance.

Mr. Blake expressed concern about requiring the same density of the underlying zone in regards
to elderly housing. He said the notion of having a zone for elderly housing that has the same
underlying density as the existing zone raises the issue of why anyone would bother getting the
overlay. He said people may be more inclined to just make application under the underlying zone
because at least they would be able to build condomiruums with fewer restrictions . He said the
way the proposed ordinance is written it gives the person who wants to develop a senior housing
project the same density of the underlying zone, but it requires that the developer do a lot more
things that will cost a lot more money than it would if they did not develop under the senior
housing provision. He said if there is some premium given, i.e., more density allowed for doing
the extra things that are needed to accommodate the elderly, then the ordinance would make
sense.
There was a lot of discussion about how there can be some controls to help ensure that senior
housing projects are not turned into student living. Mr. Blake said there are multiple levels of
control to help make sure that the use remains the use that it was proposed to be. He said the
State Attorney General's office is charged with the responsibility of enforcing the Fair Housing
Act. He pointed out that the Fair Housing Act allows discrimination in regards to age so people
who are under age 65 can't live in uruts that are designated for seniors. He said CC&Rs are also
a good way of enforcing the age requirements so that the uruts are not turned into something
different than senior housing. Mr. Blake also suggested that a development agreement could be
signed by the owner to help ensure that the use does not change.
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Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about development agreements because they are harder to
enforce once the person who signed the agreement is out of the picture.
There was more discussion about where elderly housing should be allowed. Mr. Baldwin stated
that it would not be good to place a high density project in a relatively isolated area because the
people who live in the project that have limitations would not have easy access to the services that
they need. Mr. Baldwin stated that the overlying zone would establish the basis for density, but
not necessarily the exact density number.
Mr. Blake said the project that they are proposing to do would have very small units and they are
not like a normal condo.
Mr. Blake expressed concern about being required to have a substantial enclosed patio and
storage unit with each of the units because they are trying to provide some affordable housing for
the elderly and if they have to add an enclosed patio and storage unit that would be a great
expense and would not really be an amenity to the target audience. He said the units are intended
to be rented and not sold. He said they are trying to create a community and not an enclosed
apartment.
Mr. N ielsen said some small storage units are a good idea.
Mr. Despain discussed some of the design criteria in the proposed ordinance.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the parking requirements for the assisted living projects would be
different than those required for independent living projects. He stated that the parking
requirements for some of the assisted living requirements in Salt Lake City are four spaces plus
one space for each five beds.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether there should be a mandatory private open space area
for each unit. Mr. Blake stated that the moderate income apartments would not need a private
open space area.
In talking about the private open space requirements, Chairman Hadfield stated that it is a quality
oflife issue. He said that when the Planning Commission approved the Pennylane Project it
required that the units have some balconies so that people could sit outside and enjoy the sunlight.

Mr. Nielsen said that he does not think the patios would need to be enclosed. Councilman Hunter
said the minimum size required for the patio could be reduced some.
It was also discussed that some type of storage space would be needed.
There was some discussion that the project should have a garbage dumpster because it would not
be appropriate to have seniors rolling out a garbage container every week.
Mr. Despain again discussed the importance of a common management to help make sure senior
housing projects are not converted to other uses. He stated that if the common management is
lost, then it becomes difficult to enforce who is living in the units so there ends up being people
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who are under age 65 and are living in the units. H e said one way to control that the use stays
the same is to require the management of the project to get a business license each year.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed ordinance needs some further refinement. He stated that he
appreciates Mr. Blake's perspective and welcomes any comments that will help in creating an
ordinance for elderly housing.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he will put this item on the next agenda.
There was some further discussion about density. It was discussed that maybe the density needs
to be considered based on bedrooms instead of dwelling units.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR
THE SOUTHSIDE PLANNING AREA
Mr. Despain read a letter from M .V. Frandsen which is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #4. He reported that Commissioner Gary Herbert has asked that American
Fork City, Lindon and Utah County meet together on April 10, 200 1, to resolve some ofthe
issues relative the southside planning area.
Mr. Despain stated that he hopes that Mr. Frandsen will conform to the City's General Plan.
Councilman Hunter asked if there is anything American Fork City can do if Lindon City tries to
annex Mr. Frandsen' s property. Mr. Despain stated that American Fork can stop Lindon City
from annexing Mr. Frandsen's property, if it tries to annex it. He explained that the proposed
annexation that involves Mr. Frandsen's property is now a City initiated annexation. He said the
primary reason the annexation has not gone forward is because the City has been hoping to get an
acceptable development plan before it actually annexes the property. Mr. Despain said there is
nothing that says there has to be a development plan in order to annex the property. Chairman
Hadfield pointed out that the City can annex the property into the City under the RA-1 Zone and
R l-1 5,000 Zone without a concept development plan.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the City can annex the property without the owner 's permission. Mr.
Despain said that the property can be annexed without the owner's permission.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Denney discussed some problems that Mrs. Fenn is facing with the Fenn Subdivision. He
pointed out that the sewer line they were going to tie into is in a different location than was
originally thought which causes her some problems. He said Mrs. Fenn would like to know ifthe
City would consider field drains and a septic tank for one house only.
Chairman Hadfield asked if it is physically possible for the Fenn Property to tie into the existing
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metering station. Mr. Denney stated that is physically possible to tie into the existing metering
station, but there would have to be right-of-ways obtained from the various property owners.
Mr. Nielsen said that he is not opposed to allowing field drains and a septic tank for one house as
long as the percolation tests are met. Mr. Georgeson said it may not be possible to meet the
percolation tests.
Mr. Denney pointed out that one house has met the percolation tests.
Mr. Despain stated that on occasion the City has allowed septic tanks, if there is no other way to
provide services. He said the City really is reluctant to allow septic tanks because once the septic
tank is in place there is no incentive to hook onto the sewer.
Mr. Georgeson said if one home is allowed to be on a septic tank then it has to be with the
understanding that it is only temporary and that the home will eventually connect to the sewer
line.

The Planning Commission did not have a problem with one home being on a septic tank and
having field drains.
Hill Valley Subdivision
Mr. Georgeson explained his motion on Hill Valley. He said "I was just trying to get something
going. I did not feel that strongly about the road ."

Chairman Hadfield said he thinks Mr. Sorenson' s statement regarding the City' decision to allow
Dr. Callahan's property to have a cul-de-sac messed things up so that 800 East could not be
continued to 700 North was an accurate statement.

Mr. Georgeson said the road needs to continue through to 900 East and Mr. Dale Gunther needs
to decide how he wants to develop his property so that the road can continue. Mr. Baldwin
expressed concerns about the grades of the property and how that will affect the continuation of
900 East.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARCH 21. 200 1. MINUTES

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the March 21, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 12 "Justin Laycock" should be deleted because he is already listed as being
present on Page 1, Line 11. On Page 1, Line 41 "chose" should be changed to "choose." On
Page 5, Line 33 " in form" should be changed to "in a form. " On Page 7, Line 26
"developed on" should be changed to "developed." On Page 21, Line 18 " to" should be
changed to "too." On Page 21, Line 31 "part of part of Val Vista" should be changed to "a
part of Val Vista." On Page 25, Line "order to" should be changed to "order for."
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hadfield.
Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote because he was not present at the March 21, 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 24. 2001. JOINT PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the March 24, 2001, Joint Planning Commission Work
Session Minutes subject to the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 1 "permittee" should be changed to "permitted." On Page 5, Line 16 the
following paragraph should be added: "Pleasant Grove raised the idea of a policy
declaration for the proposed boundary between American Fork and Pleasant Grove.
Chairman Hadfield responded that American Fork had the understanding that there had
been a long time agreement between the two cities. Copies of the agreement were given to
members of the Pleasant Grove Planning Commission." On Page 5, Line 18 the following
sentence should be added: "Chairman Hadfield thanked all for attending."
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson and Chairman Hadfield. Councilman
Hunter and Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because they were not present at the
March 24, 2001, Joint Work Session Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:25 p.m.

~~~~~
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE APRIL 4, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 5

AMERICAN FORIC CITY
State of Utah
Incorporated June 4, 1853
31 Nonh Church Street
American Fork, Utah 84003
Telephone: (80 l) 763-3000
Fax: 763-3004
April 3, 2001

Memo to Planning Commission
From City Attorney (Civil) ~ .
RE: Ex Parte Communications from Applicants or other Interested Parties

l.
It has come to my attention that there has or may have been some ex parte communications
occur between an applicant (or other interested party) and one or more members of the Planning
Commission on a matter now pending before the Commission.
2.
This should not happen. It is to be avoided--to ensure due process, compliance with open
meetings (or "sunshine") laws, and the appearance of conflict of interest or bias.
3.
Please see Enclosure A hereto, where I have compiled some relevant information on the
subject.
4.
If the ex parte communications have occurred, the Planning Commissioner(s) who received
the same (either in person, by telephone, or by the mail) should publicly divulge such to the
Commission and repeat (or, if in writing, furnish) what was said--so that all in attendance (or who
may read the record) may adequately comment thereon. The communication should be made a part
of the record.
5.
The area of ex parte communications is forcefully discussed at the Citizen Planner seminars.
If you have not yet attended such seminars, you should plan to do so as soon as you are able.
6.

Thank you.

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE APRTI.. 4, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 OF 5

Enclosure A
From The Planning Commission (Center for Public Policy & Administration. U ofU. 1997):
1.

2.

3.

4.

Regarding the qualifications of a Planning Commissioner: "A member's background, knowledge and
experience are important. Most crucial, however, is a commissioner's objectivity and interest in the
community's growth and future .... Included among the most important qualifications for an effective planning
commissioner are: .. . Unwillingness to allow politics, or extreme biases, to affect decisions. The qualified
planning commissioner bases all decisions on the facts, an objective interpretation of the regulations, and the
best interest of the total community."
Regarding the ethics of a Planning Commissioner:
"Guidelines for ethical behavior in public planning ... do exist. Rules for the conduct of planning
a.
commissioners fall into four areas: conflict of interest, gifts and favors, treatment of infonnation and
political activity."
b.
Under ''treatment of infonnation": "Prearranged private meetings between a planning
commissioner and applicants, their agents, or other interested parties are prohibited. Partisan
information on any application received by a planning commissioner whether by mail, telephone,
or other communication should be made part of the record."
The APA Ethical Principles for Planning "should be reviewed and discussed by local planning officials." The
eleventh such principle states: "Ensure fuU disclosure at public hearings. The public planning official must
ensure that the presentation of information on behalf of any party to a planning question occurs only at
the scheduled public hearing on the question, not in private, or with other interested parties absent. The
official must make partisan information regarding the question received in the mail or by telephone or
other communication part of the public record."
The Planning Commissioner's Creed states, among other things, the following: "As a member of the Planning
Commission who is vitally interested in building and maintaining a viable community in which to live, work
and play, I hereby resolve to: ...
Concern myself first with the advancement of the public's interest in all matters that come before me.
Place the competence and effectiveness of service to the public above all interests of persons, factions,
or parties.
Endeavor, through diligent attendance, to represent the best interest of the community as a whole as
I have been appointed to do . ...
Not make available to any one citizen any services, tangible or intangible, that are not equally available
under the law to any other citizen.
Abstain from participation in a decision of the Planning Commission . . . where a possible conflict of
interest may occur.. . .
Conduct myself, in my contacts with other persons and groups, in a manner keeping the trust and
dignity reposing in my position as a servant of the people and of my community. I shall further take
care to guard not only the factual principles but also the appearances of justice and integrity."

From my Notes from Citizen Planner Seminar (Park City. 9/25/97) relative to Due Process and Ex Parte Contact with
Planning Commissioners:
I.

Chuck Klingenstein (Sr. Project Manager and Former City Councilman and Planning Commissioner. Park City)
a.
"If a policeman must know the Constitution, why not a planner." (U.S. Supreme Court)
b.
Due process (both procedural and substantive) is a big issue.
c.
"Ex parte communications" issue: put it on the public record when ex parte communications occur.
d.
Among the procedural due process concerns are an opportunity to be heard, a right to cross-examine,
disclosure, conflicts and appearances of impropriety, etc.
e.
Lobbying of planning commissioners is improper. Lobbying of a city councilman is okay so long
as the City Council is not acting in a quasi-judicial capacity (such as on an appeal).
f.
"The 'facts' that the planning commission rules on are those that everyone has heard."
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2.

Craig Bott (legal counsel. Utah Local Governments Trust)
a.
Due process = fairness.
b.
"Due process is the most important Constitutional principle to a planner."
c.
Procedural due process includes adequate public notice and the opportunity to be heard, the right to
argue before the decision is made, and a right to be heard before one condemns or decides, and
emphasizes fairness.

d.

The Open and Public Meetings Act (or "Sunshine Law") contemplates that "all decisions and
thought processes are to be out in the public."

e.

Make sure that everything said/displayed (at a meeting) can be seen/heard by all present.

From Utah League of Cities and Towns' The Powers and Duties (Utah Municipal Officials' Handbook) (9th Ed.)"
1.

OPEN AND PUBLIC MEETINGS
a.
"In order to under the Open and Public Meetings Act it is only necessary to understand what
the public policy behind the Act is. The legislature stated as follows:
In enacting this Chapter the Legislature finds and declares that the State, its agencies
and political subdivisions, exist to aid in the conduct of the people's business. It is
the intent of the law that their actions be taken openly and their deliberations be
conducted openly.
It is clear from this statement of policy that all meetings of official bodies of cities and towns,
with very limited exceptions, are to be open to the public. But it is not just having the meeting
open to the public that is the policy of the State of Utah, it is also that deliberations be
conducted openly. If you keep these two policies in mind it is easy to comply with the Open
and Public Meetings Act.
b.
"The Open and Public Meetings Act applies to more than just the governing body of a city.
It also applies to its Planning Commissions .... The intent of this is to include all committees,
commissions, or other groups which may be carrying out anything that looks like the public's
business if they are supported by public funds."
c.
"The best way to avoid problems with the Open and Public Meetings Act is to err on the side
of public openness. When in doubt, the meeting should be open. City councils and other
committees or commissions of cities should not attempt to violate even the spirit of the Act.
It is important that the meeting not only be conducted in public, but the deliberations be
conducted openly. It is not appropriate for members of public bodies such as city councils
and planning commissions to conduct their deliberations privately and then in the public
meeting just perfunctorily hold the vote."

2.

The Public Meeting Assuring--Assuring Procedural Due Process (Center for Public Policy &
Administration. U ofU. 1997):
"When laws affect life, liberty or property, the principle of due process requires that each
a.
citizen so affected is entitled timely notice of the actions or procedures that will be taking
place, and to an opportunity to be heard in an orderly, unbiased proceeding, suited to the
nature of the matter at issue."
b.
"Basically ... due process means fairness."
c.
"Due process of law is perhaps the most important constitutional principle that planners must
understand. Due process imposes significant limitations on the law as an instrument of urban
planning.... "
d.
"The principle of due process oflaw is perceived in two components: substantive due process
and procedural due process."
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e.

f.

g.
h.

I.

J.

PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS
( 1)
"This component of due process holds that before government imposes an impact
on a person's life, liberty or property, that person must be granted sufficient notice
of the government actions. They must be offered an opportunity to be heard and to
speak for or against such action in a fair and orderly proceeding that is suited to the
nature of the action being taken."
(2)
"Procedural due process emphasizes fairness. It assures that all persons are allowed
full access to the established governmental processes and that those processes are
conducted fairly and in a manner as provided by law."
''There must also be the opportunity for interested citizens to observe the actions of the board
and ask questions related to the issue or actions being considered."
New appointees to a planning commission ... should become well acquainted with [the Open
and Public Meetings Act]."
"The assurance of procedural due process begins with proper notice. Any citizen who may
have an interest in a governmental action has a right to be informed in a timely manner of the
actions, and of the means by which the citizen can participate in the process and effectively
represent his or her interests."
"A matter that should be 'resolved at the beginning is the assurance of no conflicts of interest.
It is not uncommon, especially in small communities, for members of the public agencies to
be related to, acquainted with, or neighbors of someone who comes before the agency for
permit approval. ... The presence of these relationships suggest that an agency may have
difficulty assuring an unbiased opinion."
"A manual published by the American Planning Association presents a set of guidelines for
assuring procedural due process, prepared by attorney R. Marlin Smith. The guidelines
suggest nine points:
1.
Notice. Adequate and timely notice of proceedings of the proposed decision-making
or rule-making process should be made available to interested persons .. . .
2.
Opportunity to be Heard. All persons interested in a prospective decisions should
be given an opportunity to offer their views and supply evidence in their support.
A hearing in which there is no meaningful opportunity to be heard is no hearing at
all.
3.
The Right of Cross Examination. When a hearing is regarded as adjudicative or
quasi-judicial, all parties must be accorded the opportunity to question their
opponents and the opposing witnesses....
4.
Disclosure. There must be an opportunity to see, hear, and know all of the
instruments, facts and evidence that are considered by the body making the
decision. Any private communications to individual decision-makers must be
made public at the hearing.
5.
Findings of Fact. ...
6.
Conflicts of Interest and the Appearance of Conflict or Impropriety ....
7.
Prompt Decisions .. . .
8.
Records of Proceedings Complete and accurate records of the proceedings must be
kept. . . .
9.
Ground Rules of Fair Hearings....

Utah State law is silent on the ex parte communications involving Planning Commissioners. However, they do address
other administrative and quasi-judicial bodies (similar in form and authority if not in function) which offer support for
the concept that such are improper and should be avoided--and, where they do occur, placed "placed on the record."
For example:
I.

UCA 40-10-6.7: "Hearing under this chapter shall be conducted in a manner which guarantees the
parties' due process rights. This includes: ... (iii) a prohibition of ex parte communication between
any party and a member of the board."
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2.

UCA 54-7-1.5: ''No member of the Public Service Commission, administrative law judge, or
commission employee who is or may reasonably be expected to be involved in the decision making
process, shall make or knowingly cause to be made to any party any communication relevant to the
merits of any matter under adjudication unless notice and an opportunity to be heard are afforded to
all parties. No party shall make or knowingly cause to be made to any member of the commission,
administrative law judge, or commission employee who is or may reasonably be expected to be
involved in the decision making process, an ex parte communication relevant to the merits of any
matter under adjudication. Any member of the commission, administrative law judge or commission
employee who receives an ex parte communication shall place the communication into the public
record of the proceeding and afford all parties an opportunity to comment on the information."

Compiled by City Allorney (Civil) Kevin R Benne//, April 3, 2001, for American Fork Planning Commission
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 28, 2001

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subject: Revised development plan and zone
classification for Swain Annexation area (a portion of
the former B. Joe Barney Annexation).
Attached are two maps. The first shows Mr. Swain's most recent
proposal for the development of the Barney Parcel (proposed for
annexation) and including the Jones parcel (currently in the
City) . It is our understanding that a property swap between
Jones and Swain has been agreed to which will effect a transfer
of the northern portion of the Jones parcel to Swain and the
southern portion of the Swain parcel to Jones . The swap is
essential to the proposed concept plan .
The proposed concept plan is based on the assumption that the
annexation area will be zoned R-1-9000. The previous approval on
this parcel was based on the notion that the property would be a
PUD with a combination of PR-9000 and PR-15000 which provided
some flexibility in design. The current applicant has abandoned
the PUD approach in favor of a straight subdivision.
The PR zones do allow straight subdivi sion type dev elopment, in
accordance with the rules of the R-1 -9000 and R-15,000, as
applicable, but the practical effect upon a design which includes
a north-south road is that there is not enough width in the
parcel (262') to accommodate the depth requirements of the lots
(100' for the R-19000 and 110' for the R-1-15,000) and a standard
60 ft ROW for the street . Options include:
1.

A change in zone to the R-1-9000, which would allow 100'
deep lots and a· conforming road (This is the applicants
preference)

2.

Maintaining the current zone recommendation and al lowing a
reduction in street width from 60 to 50 feet . This option
was recently approv ed for a similar condition in Virginia
Ridge . Howev er, even this option would require a re-zone of
the Jones portion from R-1-15 ,000 to R-1-9000 to accommodate
the tight lot depth condition .
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3.

A redesign of the subdivision to eliminate the North-south
road . This would require increased use of cul-de-sacs. and
would likely result in a reduction in the number of lots .

4.

Redesign the project as a PUD. Given the current zoning,
this approach would permit 15 lots, but the real problem
would be in finding the right location for the 1.1 acres of
open space required for the PUD . The area occupied by the
northern two lots as shown on the concept plan is only .74
acres, thus an additional .36 acres of open space area would
need to be provided and at a location not suitable to be
readily added to the existing park. While a modified PUD
alternative is possible, a satisfactory layout would be
difficult, particularly if the project retains its character
as a large lot subdivision .

It is Mr. Swain's position that even with the R-1-9000 zone all
of the lots would exceed 10,000 square feet, and that such a lot
size represents a suitable transition size between the adjacent
Val-Vista (13,000 to 18,0000 sq . ft. lots) and Carlisle (proposed
at about 9000 sq . ft).
Because of restrictions on dimensions, the possibility of a later
effort to gain additional lots with a rezoning to R-1-9000 would
not be likely.
The plan provided by Mr Swain is intended to support the request
for a different zone classification than earlier recommended. A
conclusion by the PC on the zone or zones to be applied to the
annexation area and also to the existing Jones parcel area is
necessary to preparing an acceptable concept plan and annexation
agreement.
Hopefully this issue can be resolved at the April 4 meeting. If
so, the Annexation Agreement could be prepared for April 18, and
the City Council could then proceed to schedule the required Zone
Hearing for both the Swain and Jones parcels .
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 30, 2001

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subjec~

Initial draft of Senior Housing Amendment

As instructed by the PC at our last meeting, I have prepared an
initial discussion draft for a possible amendment to the to the
Development Code relating to Senior Housing.
The basic approach is to treat the use as a special form of Large
Scale Development, similar to PUD's, Condominium projects,
commercial site plan, etc, and to develop special rules to guide
their approval.
The primary issues for discussion at the PC meeting

include:

1.

The zone areas in which they should be permitted - the
draft makes them possible in all residential zones.

2.

The maximum density of each such project within each
zone.
(Section E) The numbers stated are based on the
current PUD densities for each respective zone. If we
are inclined to grant bonus density, we will need to
add bonusing provisions.

3.

Section E also addresses other criteria such as minimum
project area and number of dwelling units per
structure. I have left most of that blank - to be
filled in .during the discussion.

4.

The design criteria have been borrowed, with only minor
adjustments from the design criteria for mul ti-family
PUD projects. That seemed the closest to what would be
applicable to such projects.

5.

An area of weakness is provisions relating to ensuring
that the project will be maintained and not converted
to other uses. A couple of thoughts include a section
more clearly defining allowed occupancy; perhaps a
requirement that they cannot be sold; perhaps the
notion that the operators will require an annual
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business license (this is one way to try and encourage
compliance) and to require the ut i lities to remain as a
common cost to the project.
Also attached is a fax on the subject from Mr . Blake regarding
the legal ramificati ons of restricting occupancy to seniors. It
may be helpful in reviewing the draft .
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3-30-01
PC Draft #1
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF
AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH, RELATING TO THE REQUIRED AREA FOR SCHOOLS
WITHIN RESIDENTIAL ZONES; AUTHORIZING THE PLACEMENT AND OPERATION
OF PRIVATE AND CHARTER SCHOOLS AND SETTING FORTH STANDARDS FOR
APPROVAL OF SUCH USES; REVISING THE REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE
KEEPING OF LIVESTOCK IN THE RA-1 ZONE; AMENDING AND ADDING CERTAIN
DEFINITIONS; AMENDING A PORTION OF THE ZONE MAP; AND PROVIDING FOR
THE ADOPTION AND ENFORCEMENT OF THESE AMENDMENTS .
WHEREAS, the American Fork City· Council, following
receipt of a recommendation .from the Planning Commission, has
determined that it is in the best interest of American Fork City
and the residents thereof to enact certain amendments to the
Dev elopment Code .
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF,
AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH:
PART I
SECTION ~The list of Permitted and Conditional uses set
forth set forth under Sections 2-4.2-B (RA-1 Zone), 2-4 . 2A-C (R-115,000 Zone ) , 2 - 4.3-B-2 (R - 1 - 9000 Zone), 2 - 4 . 4-B (R-1-7500 Zone),
2-4 . 5-B (R- 2 -7500 Zone), 2 - 4 . 6-B (R-3-7500 Zone), and 2 - 4.7-B (R- 4 7500 Zone) is hereby amended by adding the following:
Senior Housing Projects , subject to the prov isions o f Section
2 -6. 13.
SECTION 2.
hereby amended by
definitions:
5 8C

Sect i on 7-2 entitled list of Defini t ions
adding the following terms to the list

is
of

Senior Housing Devel opme nt Project
A residential
dev elopment
project,
approved
in
accordanc e
the
procedu req and sta ndards of Section 2- 6. 13 and oc c upied,
operated and main taine d for the pur p ose of providing
housing f ~r e l de rly p e r sons.

SECTION 3 .
Chapte r 2 - 6 is hereby ame nde d by addi ng a new
s ec tion, to read a s foll ows:
2 - 6 . 13

Senior Housing Development Projects (SHD)
A.

Intent
The inte nt of the Se nior Ho u s ing Devel opme n t
(SHD) provisions of t h is Code a r e:

Pro j ect
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1.

To provide an alternative form of development for
residential housing,
designed and constructed
specifically to accommodate the needs of elderly
persons, which permits increased flexibility and
encourages ingenuity in the design of structures
and establishes a community environment, targeted
to meeting the needs of elderly persons, while
preserving a quality of residential amenities equal
or superior to that possible under conventional
subdivision requirements . In order to qualify for
approval as a SHD it must be demonstrated that the
proposed project will:
(1) adequately recognize
and incorporate natural conditions present on the
site, (2) efficiently utilize the land resources
and provide increased economy to the public in the
delivery of municipal services and utilities, (3)
provide increased variety in the style and quality
of residential dwellings for elderly persons
available within the City, (4) preserve open space
to meet the recreational,
scenic, and public
service needs; and (5) do all the above in a manner
which is consistent with the objectives of the
underlying zone and under conditions which will
result in the creation of residential environments
of sustained desirability.

2.

To establish criteria and standards for the design
of such projects by developers and also guidelines
for their evaluation by the City.

3.

To set forth the duties and responsibilities of
developers and residents with respect to the
approval, construction, and maintenance of such
projects .

4.

To clearly establish the relationship of the City
and the developer with respect to the review and
approval of such projects.

Anyone not wishing to comply with the provisions of this
Section or conditions which may be attached by the City,
as authorized herein may proceed to develop under the
requirements for conventional subdivisions as provided
elsewhere in this Code.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures and uses of land may
be permitted within a SHD .
1.

Residential development projects containing one or
a combination of the following :
2
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A.
B.
C.
D.
2.

3.

C.

Independent Living Unit
Congregate Living Unit
Assisted Living Facility
Residential facility for Elderly Persons

Common
areas
and
recreational
facilities
appurtenant to and developed as an integral part of
a SHD, including, but not limited to, golf courses,
swimming pools, community buildings, buildings,
landscape parks and similar recreational facilities
for the use and enjoyment of the residents.
Driveways, streets, fences, walls, utility systems
and facilities,
common storage areas,
ponds,
landscape features and similar uses and structures
incidental to the main use.

Approval Procedure
Anyone desiring to obtain approv al to construct a SHD
shall follow the procedure in Section 2-6.2:B of this
Code. All applications for approval shall be accompanied
by the materials required under 2-6.2:B-3 .

D.

Project Evaluation Guidelines
The Planning Commission shall review the proposal and may
recommend approval upon finding that:
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

7.

All plans, documents, and other materials required
for consideration have been submitted in a form
suitable for evaluation.
The plan conforms in all respects to the design
standards and criteria for a SHD proposed.
The site is suitable for development as a SHD and
such a project will be consistent with existing
development in the vicinity and compatible with the
General Plan for the area.
The arrangement of the buildings, roadways, open
space and other project elements will result in a
safe and attractiv e living environment for elderly
persons equal or superior to that which would be
provided under lot by lot development.
The design of the project and structures in the
proj e'ct are specifically designed to accommodate
the needs of elderly persons
The
documentation
for
the
project
and
the
management plan for operation provide adequate
assurance that the project will not be converted
for use other than elderly housing.
The project , if developed, will accomplish the
objectives f or SHD's as stated under paragraph A
3
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above .
The Planning Commission may require changes in the plan
in order to more fully accomplish the intent of the SHD
provisions. Such changes may include but are not limited
to, adjustments in the density or the number of
structures, relocation of project elements, redesign of
the road system, changes in the amount and location of
open space and provisions for the disposal of surface
water drainage and amendments to the documentation.
E.

Area, Density and Lot Size
1.

Area, density and dwellings, units per structure .
The requirements for area, density and dwelling
units per structure shall be as follows:
Min. Project
Area

Zone
RA-1
R- 1-15,000 &
PR-15,000
R-1-9000 &
PR-9000
R-1-7500
R-2-7500
R-3-7500
R-4-7500

DU/Struct.
Min.
Max.

Max. Density
(DU/AC of Net
Project Area)
1.4
2.8

4

acres

4.3

4
4
4
3

acres
acres
acres
acres

5.5
8

3
3

4

10

10
13

For purposes of determining compliance with the standards set forth in the above
table:
(l)
"Minimum Project Area" shall mean the total area located within the
boundary of the project. The initial phase of any development shall contain all
territory within the Minimum Project Area. Subsequent additions to a project may
contain less than the minimum project area as set forth in the above table
provi ded that the addition represents a logical extension of the project and all
other requirements are met .
(2)
"Net Project Area" shall mean the total area wi thin the project
boundary, less that portion of t he project area devoted to streets and travel ways
and pedestrian walkways.

2.

Maximum Number of Dwelling Units
The Maximum number of dwelling units permitted
within a SUD project (Maximum Allowable Density)
shall be determined by multiplying the number of
acres of Net Project Area by the Maximum Density
factor for the zone district in which the project
is located.
4
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F.

Design Criteria
1.

2.

Streets. travelways and pedestrian walkways
a.
The . project shall be served by an internal
travelway system which provides safe and
convenient access to each dwelling unit and
adequate circulation within the project .
The City may accept dedication of any major
b.
access roads within the project.
Any roads
proposed for dedication to the City shall: (1)
contain a minimum vehicle travel right-of-way
of not less than forty-two (42) feet in width
and be, improved in accordance with City
standards,
(2)
be
designed
to
provide
continuous forward motion through the project
except for approved cul-de-sacs, and (3) not
provide direct access to any individual offstreet parking spaces .
c.
Pedestrian walkways
(sidewalks)
shall be
provided adjacent to any public street in
locations approved by the City. The corridor
containing the pedestrian walkway shall be not
less than 5 feet in width when located apart
from the public street or 4 feet when located
contiguous thereto . Access to and use of the
walkway by the public shall be secured through
the attachment of a travel and public utility
easement or by dedication to the City as part
of the dedication for the adjacent street.
All walkways shall be improved in accordance
with City standards.
d.
Private travelways shall provide safe and
convenient vehicular movement to and from all
off-street parking spaces. Private travelways
shall have a minimum travel surface of not
less than 24 feet and be bordered by a cement
curb . No on-street parking shall be permitted
on travelways not conforming to City standards
for public streets . Unless otherwise provided
for in the design, sidewalks shall be provide
along at least one side of the travelway.
Off-Street Parking and R.V . Storage
a.
Off- street parking shall be provided at the
'rate of one (1) resident parking spaces per
dwelling unit plus . 5 spaces per unit for
visitor and staff parking.
All resident
parking spaces shall be located within 100
feet of an entrance door to the dwelling unit
they are intended to serv e.
b.
All parking spaces
and areas
shall be
designated and constructed in accordance with
City standards .
5
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c.

Not less than one space shall be covered and
designated for the exclusive use of a specific
unit .
Where a covered parking space is
enclosed in an attached garage such space
shall be setback not less than 15 feet from
any adjacent travelway providing vehicular
circulation within the project

3.

Building Location
a.
Buildings shall be separated from one another
a distance of not less than twelve feet where
adjacent structures are one story in height or
thirty (30) feet where one or both structures
are greater than one story.
b.
Buildings located adjacent to public streets
shall be set back a minimum of 30 feet as
measured from the right-of-way or pedestrian
way line, as applicable.
.
c.
No building containing a dwelling or otherwise
used for human habitation or having a height
of 15 feet shall be located closer than 20
feet to any adjacent property line.

4.

Common Ogen Sgace - Sealed Surface
a.
Not less than twenty (25) percent of the Net
Project Area of the development shall be
retained
as
common
open
space,
parks,
playgrounds, and recreational facilities for
the use and benefit of the residents. Except
that where the project consists entirely of
one story structures the amount of required
open space may be reduced to fifteen (15 )
percent
Land proposed to be used for
parking, pedestrian walkway area, driveways,
private open space or land surrounding
structures required to conform with building
location or setback requirements and isolated
small parc els not practically useful or
accessible to the residents shall not be
included
in
meeting
this
open
space
requirement.

5.

Pr ivate Ogen Sgace
Each unit shall have a private outdoo r liv ing area
a follows :
a.

Ground Floor Dwellings -Eac h dwelling shall
have an appurtenant private patio, atrium or
similar open space hav ing a minimum area of
300 square feet and a minimum dimension of 12
lineal fee t . Such space shall b e designed of
the sole e n joyme n t o f the dwe ll i ng occupan ts
a nd shal l be di rec tl y a ccess i ble from a room
6
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b.

within the dwelling.
The City may require
that said area be enclosed with a fence, wall,
or similar enclosure to provide privacy.
Above Ground Dwellings - Each dwelling shall
have an appurtenant private balcony having a
minimum area of 200 square feet and a minimum
dimension of 8 lineal feet.

6.

Private Storage Space
Each dwelling shall have not less than 225 cubic
feet of enclosed, waterproof and lockable private
storage space adjacent to or within the immediate
vicinity of the unit .

7.

Landscaping
All area not otherwise occupied by buildings,
parking, roadways, etc. shall be landscaped.

8.

Sealed Surface
Notwithstanding any of the above, not more than 50
percent of the gross area of any development shall
be covered by buildings, paving or other surface
which would prohibit the downward percolation of
surface water.

9.

Solid Waste Disposal
The development shall prov ide solid waste disposal
facilities as follows:

10 .

a.

Common Disposal Facilities
Where common
disposal facilities are to be used they shall
be conveniently available to all dwelling
units and readily and safely accessible to
maintenance equipment and shall be enclosed
with a solid fence or walls not les s than six
feet in height.

b.

Individual Disposal Facilities
Where the
project d esign permits,
individual waste
disposal meth ods may be used.

Perimeter Fencing
The outer perimeter of the project shall be
enclo's ed in a continuous fence o r wall h aving a
height of approxima t ely six ( 6) feet in height,
provided that this provis ion may be waived along
boundaries which are adjacent to or abutting upon a
street or travelway.

11.

Ut ilit i es
a.

Culinary Water - Each dwelling un it shall be
7
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b.

c.
11.

serviced by the City's water system. The City
may require individual water connections and
meters for each unit or at their discretion
authorize the use of oversize connections and
a master meter for the project .
Each unit
shall be equipped with an easy accessible
shutoff valve.
Sewer - Each unit shall be connected to the
City's sewer system either by an individual or
common
lateral
whichever
is
determined
applicable by the City.
Utilities to be Underground
All utility
systems shall be placed underground.

Disposal of Surface Water
All surface water generated as a result of
development of the project shall be disposed of
within the site.
The plan shall provide a
statement,
including calculations,
showing the
amount of water to be accommodated and the drainage
patterns and methods of disposal.
All such
facilities shall be in accordance with City
standards as directed by the City Engineer.

PART II
PENALTY AND ADOPTION
SECTION 1. - Conflicting Provisions. Whenever the provisions
of this Ordinance conflict with the provisions of any other
Ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the more stringent shall
prevail.
SECTION 2 - Provisions Severable. This Ordinance and the
various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be
severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to
be unconstitutional or invalid it is hereby declared that the
remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
SECTION 3 - Amendment to be Added to Development Code.
The City Council hereby authorizes and directs that insert pages
reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be made and placed
in the official cop{es of the American Fork Development Code and
the Zone Map amended as provided under Part I, Section 6.
SECTION 4 - Penalty.
Hereafter these amendments shall be
construed as part of the Development Code of American Fork City,
Utah, to the same effect as if originally a part thereof, and all
provisions of said Code sha ll be applicable thereto, including, but
not limited to, the enforcement , violation and penalty provisions.
8
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SECTION 5 - Effective Date.
This Ordinance shall take effect
upon its passage and publication as required by law.
PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY UTAH, THIS
DAY OF
2001.
I

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Recorder
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VIA FAX 763-3004

To:

Frcm:

David Blake

Date:

March 21, 2001

Re:

Elderly Housing

Rod, I have raean:bed the various methods fi:lr mftlrcing elderly housing designations.
Aa t.ckground. there are multiple dr&itiODS applying to the cxmcept of "Elderly H.ousinl".

The Fcdcnl definitiaos aud sut.cqumt legislatim aft'ecting elderly boueing stan fi'cm tho Coo~ooal
findings respecting housing b' seoior citizens. US Code: Title 12, Section 1701r
The Congress finds that there ia a large and growing D«<Cl fur suitable housing fly older people
boch in urban and rural area. Our olda- cltUms face apecial problems in mcering their housing
needs because ofthe prcvalc:n~ of modest and limited incames among the elderly, their
difficu.lty in obtaining libcnllq-ttnn home mortgage mdit, md their need fur housing
planned and designed in include btures nCICelllll)' to tbc safety and coovenicn~ ofthe
occupu1t1 in a sun.blc neigbbmbood c:nvilmmaoL
•

The Natiooal Housing Ac;t ( U.S.C. Section 1701} applica to ..elderly pcnons".

-The t«m "elderly penon" means a hOWJehold eunposed of ooe or more penoo.s at least ooe of whom
is 62 years of age or more at the time of initial occupancy.
•

The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination based oo fanlilial swu.s but bu an exemption filr'

olda- per1QWI if
•

•
•

The lRJD Secretary hu dc:tcnnincd that it is spcciftcally designed fur and occupied by
elderly pcnons under a Fcdc:nl, State or load govamncnt program or,
It is occupied solely by pcrsms who are 62 or older or,
It houses allea.st ooe person who is SS or older in at least 80 percent of the occupied units;
bas significant services and filcilitiea for older penons; and adheres to a published policy
atatc:mc:nt that dcmoo&tratc:a an inttnt to house pcnms who arc SS or oldcr. The
requirement for significant sc:niccs and filcilitics is waived if providing them is not
pruticable and the housing is oaoessary to provide impmtant homing opJUtunitica fur older
persoDI.

•

Various municipaliti= have adoptad eldmly housin~ :wnm with variOUJ ages. e.g. Orc:m uses 60
~·

Enfilrccmcnt for projects fOcusing on eldc:dy housing gCilmally fiUl into one of three ~es:
•

Projects receiving federal or state funds that arc predicated an maintaining the
hoosing as senior housing utiliz.o design aita'ia to 1188W'e that the project does serve
the needs of the elderly. They also utilize aogoing artificatioo by the owners that

01
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the residents are eldaiy aa a canplianoc tccbnique with the threat of loa ofbalafits
ISlevcnge.
•

Projads who wish to scrw mly the elderly IS a marketing deci•im must comply
with the critaia ofthe Fair Housing Act m they will lose their r:xr:mptioa ad will
be subjcet to disaiminatioa violatioos uoda' tho Fair Housing Ad.. lhe

RqUiremmt of1he Fair Housins Act that allow diaaiminlticm in fnw of1hc
elda-ly arc tcmpeml by The Fair Housing Ammdmcuts Ac:t of 1918 which demands
that landlmla provide "reNmable lmWIImodaion" to frail" diaabled penoas.
This criteria appli• to lDaoy of the~ OQ;upaQit of'"eldfdy housingt'. Ooe ofthe
examples of"'relallb1e ltXm!modaticm" that is requiral uudtr tbe Ad iJ that a
landlord muat w.i~ • n~guc:at rule for a tcumt who ncedlaliw-in lid. The liw-in
aid would not have to comply with the age nquiremc:uts ncrmally applicable to the
project. The Fair Housing Ammdmcms Act ca bC c:nfinad by the Unital Stata
Dcpar1Jnont oflblsing and Urban Oevdopmcut, by state and local human re!Uims
commissiuns and f8it housing apuaes, «by the CIOlll1s.

•

Projects that are cmpowa'Cid by Jcx:al :rmiog ordioauQCS to RqUire elwly housing
muat abo camply with me ofthe three pronp ofthe Fair Housing Act. Thcac
projoct tha-cfCR em usc the Ftir Housing Ac:t IS CDfilrcemmt as wdJ u normal
zoning eoforaulent tfduliques. Fnm a pa'aCiiad peaspec:tj~ cities 1.118 design
critaia that make the project elda-ly specific aad thus less etttac:tiw to the general
public. 'Ibc two mOlt distinguishing daiga. .f.eatun:s wbith delinc:ate I:Jd\wcn
individual muy "Donnal" housing and "elderly" housing are single story design
md 1-". of any steps, bach ofwbich arc maudltaty io individual entry el&rly
housing. It ia far nun cost effidi~ to stack housing as io typical townhome desisn
with basements and St!COild stuies rathCI' than make it all single etcll'y. Th.-efore,
in nmmal housing )'OU almost neva- see a single miry desip in large projects
unlc:sa the project bcamca a common cutry lplltmc:nt building with clovawr
scnite.
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TO: American Fork City Planning Commission

MARO ?
I

I ....

I t:y

=------

SUBJECT: Boat Harbor Annexation

This will inform you that neither Vic Deauvano nor Doug Warren
represents the Frandsen properties for Annexation or Development proposals.
Our request for Annexation still remains in effect and we (Frandsen's) will
submit a Development plan at the appropriate time, independent from the
Deauvano, Warren plans.

~

M. V. Frandsen

Cc: City council
Planning commission

Deauvano
Warren

li

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION Jv11NUTES
APRIL 18, 2001

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April 18, 2001 , in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Ken
Baldwin, Keith Richan, Councilman Tom Hunter, and Michael Georgeson. Others present
included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Terilyn Lurker, Wayne Despain, Ray Jensen, John
Belmont, Juel Belmont, Paige Robinson, David Peterson, Paul Washburn, Roger Dudley, Dan
Richards, Don Youngblood, Mike Wynn, James Makin, Reed Bromley, Keith Swain, one citizen,
and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield welcomed those present. He excused Melanie Marsh and James Hansen as
they are out oftown.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE LDS MEETINGHOUSE
AT 1305 NORTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Wayne Despain.
Mr. Despain, representing the architectural firm, explained the plans for the LDS Church. They
wanted to expand two class rooms on the south end ofthe building out fifteen feet each way. He
indicated that then~ would be no changes to the parking and the design would be as close to the
original design as possible.
Chairman Hadfield stated this project would impact a slight change in the landscape and asked
Rod Despain for any concerns he might have. Rod Despain stated he had no concerns.
Ken Baldwin asked if the increased capacity would affect parking; it was stated parking would not
be affected. Rod Despain stated parking is based on the number of pews, not classrooms.
Chairman Hadfield stated the parking had been expanded about three years ago and feels the
adjustment does not have a parking issue.

Michael Georgeson motioned approval of the amended site plan for the LDS Meetinghouse
at 1305 North 100 East subject to concerns by the City Engineer. Keith Richan seconded
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

1

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain explained the next step for this project is to obtain a building permit.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE VACATION OF A PORTION OF GRANITE PARK
SUBDIVISION AT 805 EAST EVERGREEN INCLUDING THE STREET AREA
ADJACENT TO LOTS 16. 17 AND 18.
Chairman Hadfield introduced t his item and turned the time over to Ray Jensen.

Mr. Jensen explained that the Anderson's garage is on part ofPeter Street. The Anderson' s are
paying taxes on three lots, # 16, 17, 18. The idea was to make this legal and cut back on taxes for
Ms. Anderson to pay. They plan on re-writing her deed as shown on the map to include two
parcels is larger parcel of ground.
Chairman Hadfield explained that through the Technical Review meeting, there were items that
needed to be addressed and that Mr. Jensen has corrected those. He asked Howard Denney if he
had any additions to this plat; he did not.
Chairman Hadfield stated the Irrigation Company wanted to make sure nothing impacted the
irrigation ditch; Mr. Jensen stated he had done that.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there would be a replacement plat recorded combining all property.
Mr. Jensen stated they planned on making one metes and bounds deed to include this area.
Chairman Hadfield stated there was a boundary description that needed to be corrected. M r.
Jensen stated that has not been done yet as t here is a gap between parcels one and two, but that
would be corrected.
Chairman Hadfield stated they had a notification ofthe Utility Companies on the vacation of the
Public Utility Easement (P .U.E .) and that they have no utilities in the ground nor have any claim
in the easement on Peters Street. Mr. Jensen stated he had those letters.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from Rod Despain.
Mr. Despain stated this was an effort to vacate and there is no replacement plat. He explained
that this was before the Planning Commission because State law states that before the City
Council can approve the vacation request, it must go through the Planning Commission for a
recommendation. Mr. Despain stated the vacation is appropriate. This does involve a vacation of
the street and there are certain procedures to be gone through but the role of the Planning
Commission is just to make a recommendation.

Keith Richan moved approval based on items of concern, specifically the irrigation,
boundary line, Public Utility Easements. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion.
(Planning Commission Meeting - April 18, 200 1)
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Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated this will go forward to the City Council. He would get with Richard Colborn
to find if it needed a public hearing.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR QUAlL MEADOW
PLAT A AT 1120 NORTH 200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced the item and turned the time over to Paige Robinson.
Ms. Robinson stated that a fence was not shown on the original site plan and a gazebo was in
place where they are now proposing a pavilion.
Chairman Hadfield stated that nothing was changing except for the landscaping plan, specifically
the fence .
Mr. Richan asked if the fence would be painted. Ms. Robinson explained the fence would be
aluminum with a lifetime warrantee.
Chairman Hadfield asked for engineering concerns.
Howard Denney stated toward 200 East, the sidewalk, utility easement, and sidewalk were all
together. Does this have an impact on the utility easement. Chairman Hadfield stated he
remembered the sidewalk wasn't on the city right-of-way.
Mr. Denney asked if it was an encroachment on the utility easement. Chairman Hadfield stated
they could have the family work with the utility companies as he is unsure which utilities are
already underground.

Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the city planner.
Mr. Despain stated it was a significant change in terms of a landscape plan. It was his suggestion
they come to the Planning Commission for approval. He had a question on the location offence
in connection with the easements. He feels the addition of the fence is an appropriate
modification. This is a PUD and would need to be approved by the City Council and he proposes
this represents a minor modification and no public hearing would be necessary.

Mr. Baldwin asked if the fence near the driveway would create a sight problem for traffic.
Mr. Denney stated he did not think the fence was back far enough.

Ms. Robinson stated the fence would be small, steel picket. She had thought of painting it a
forest greet so it would blend in a little nicer with the area.
Mr. Despain stated he felt the fence on 1120 North met the requirements.

(Planning Commission Meeting- April 18, 2001)
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Mr. Georgeson motioned to recommend approval of this amended landscape plan for Quail
Meadow Plat "A" at 1120 North 200 East subject to the Utility Easement being maintained
and adequate sight distance where it meets the road as determined by the City Engineer
and recognize this is an insignificant change to the site plan and their recommendation
would require no public hearing. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain explained this item would then go to the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilman Hunter to report this to the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CONCEPT AND PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR CENTURY
VILLAGE AT 64 EAST 100 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to David Peterson.

Mr. Peterson explained that he was representing Mr. Bible. They were proposing a ten-unit
condominium, which looked more like town homes. The intent of this development is to match
the original architecture and to renovate the existing building up to current code.
Chairman Hadfield stated they had seen many proposals on this particular piece of ground and he
felt this was the best proposal yet. He stated they had discussed the adequate water flow from
100 East. Chairman Hadfield asked if there was sufficient fire flow and commented they might
want to a fire flow test to dt:termine if a 4" water line would be adequate. If that would not be
adequate, they would then discuss an 8" water line.

Mr. Georgeson asked what the fire flow requirements would be; in his opinion it would require an
8" water line.
Mr. D enney mentioned the fire hydrant would be best near the street. Mr. Peterson stated it
would not be a problem to move that.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from Mr. Despain.
Nlr. Despain stated this plan was primarily in support of a request for a re-zoning and believes the

hearing has been held.
Chairman Hadfield stated t his plat is a concept plan to accompany a zone change and secondly it
is a preliminary plat.

Mr. Peterson stated they wanted to have the zone change to include all the building in the same
zone. Mr. D enney recommended the zone boundary is to include parking, not just buildings. Mr.
Peterson pointed out that he had moved the zone boundary to include all of the parking.

(Planning Commission Meeting - April 18, 200 1)
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Chairman Hadfield stated they had concerns with irrigation ditch. Mr. Peterson stated the
Irrigation Company recommended a 15" line but he has not been back to receive final instruction.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if he was satisfied with the drainage calculations and on-site
storage of storm water. Mr. Peterson stated that Brent Ventura had asked to see the percolation
test.
Chairman Hadfield stated if the water line does run through the property an easement would be
required on the final plat. Also, as this moves forward to the Final Plat, the Condominium
documentation would be required as well as water rights conveyance. Mr. Despain commented
would not necessarily be required until final approval.
Chairman Hadfield asked if anyone had questions for Mr. Peterson.
Mr. Georgeson asked if Mr. Peterson had any more comments; Mr Peterson had no additional
comments.

Mr. Georgeson motioned they approve the concept and preliminary plan for Century
Village at 64 East 100 South subject to (1) completion of a fire flow fire flow a nalysis of the
water line in 100 south to determine the need of an 8" water line in 100 South (2) that the
re-zoning of this area be accomplished, (3) the irrigation company approval be obtained for
the open ditch on 100 South, and (4) all drainage be accommodated on site. M r. Baldwin
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion.

Mr. Baldwin asked if the provisions meant the percolation test; it does .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion .

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Mr. Peterson asked if they needed a public hearing. Chairman Hadfield stated the zone change
public hearing had already been held, but the motion in that meeting that it be held and go fo rward
with an approved plan.
Mr. Despain stated this will go on to Council. He stated that because this is a condominium it
may require a public hearing for the plan itself
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SUNSET HILLS PUD PLAT C
INCLUDING AN AMENDMENT OF A PORTION OF SUNSET HILLS PUD PLAT BAT 980
NORTH 400 WEST CONSISTING OF 10 UNITS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Washburn.
Mr. Washburn explained he felt they made all the adjustments asked of them. The amendment to
the existing portion was to allow for the driveway that was in front of some homes; it was
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currently a dead end and was difficult to maneuver.
Chairman Hadfield stated that as he looked over the plat in front of them, there were several
things that still needed to be cleaned up that had been mentioned before. He was disappointed
that the corrections had not been corrected by now. Chairman Hadfield stated the sewer for the
final plat has changed from the preliminary plat; originally it was shown going out to 390 West for
the top homes, now it is corning up from the bottom. He stated the thing needs to be designed
and constructed as approved. There are issues on drainage problems that need to be worked out.
The common areas can not be roofed or fenced in as it affects the building setbacks. Chairman
Hadfield asked if there is a fence and a gate on 390 West; Mr. Washburn indicated there were.
Chairman Hadfield stated those need to show up on construction drawings.
Mr. Washburn explained that the intent is for a fence to be set back 20' adjacent to the street, and
the gate would be farther back.
Chairman Hadfield asked for engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated in the text of the dedications and certifications, it is referred to this as a Utah
Condominium project. The plat is also referred to as a Planned Unit Development. Mr. Denney
stated they need to decide what type of project this is and label it as such.

Mr. Richan asked for a clarification on whether or not it is a PUD. Mr. Washburn stated it is a
PUD and not a condominium project.
Mr. Denney stated he believes the road is being treated as a road entrance, which would require
ADA access ramps across the road.
Mr. Denney also stated they need to be more specific as to the off site drainage requirements.
Chairman Hadfield stated this should be tied into the 700 North project. Mr. Denney stated that
the drainage at the 700 North house there is a weak point; the offsite improvements should to be
tied to the storm drain.
Chairman Hadfield stated he scaled some sidewalk adjacent to curb; when it is combo, the
sidewalk needs to be 5 foot instead of 4 foot. He also pointed out the plat shows a detention
pond; he would like to see a note that there will be no basements.
Mr. Despain stated he has the water rights and documentation, but he has not completed his
review ofthat and asked they predicate any action on that review.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any questions.
Mr. Richan asked if there are curb/gutter and planter strip and sidewalk here? M r. Despain stated
there are curb, gutter and planter strip on the 990 North and 390 West streets. On interior streets
there is curb, gutter, and sidewalk. That was addressed in the preliminary plan.
Mr. Baldwin asked how much private street is involved? Mr. Washburn explained which streets
were private and that the existing streets throughout the project are also private.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if there were any other questions.
Chairman Hadfield explained to Roger Dudley that there were several things that have not been
corrected and also that originally the sewer showed something different than what was approved .
He told Mr. Dudley that the correct construction drawings needed to be turned into the City
Engineer.
Mr. Baldwin commented he felt they should table this item until they made the needed corrections
that had been indicated previously.

Mr. Baldwin moved that this be tabled until the corrections been made. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
There was no discussion on the motion. Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan stated that had this come to vote, he would have voted no on this because of a
conflict of interest. He commented to Mr. Washburn that his vote would not be against what Mr.
Washburn is doing, but it would be against the city.
Mr. Baldwin stated that there were several items that need to be taken care of before it comes
back to the Planning Commission. He feels they should have had things taken care of before it
was brought before the Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT B.
INCLUDING A VACATION OF LOT 139 PLAT F OF HILL CREST ACRES SUBDIVISION.
AT 560 WEST 1200 NORTH CONSISTING OF 43 LOTS
Chairman Hadfield introduced the item and turned the time over to Paul Washburn.

Mr. Washburn stated this is the first phase of Virginia Ridge, and the first phase to complete 1120
Nmih Street. He stated he got a call early last week from Mr. Denney concerning the road
alignment that would require a change. The change is because lot # 1, for whatever reason, was
designed in such a way that caused the road to curve a little and they were asked to find a way to
change it. They have not re-designed the street yet because they do not know how it should be
re-designed. There was a discussion on whether or not they could trim some five or ten feet off
of lot # 1 to help with straightening the road. The lots are not going to change significantly.
Mr. Washburn stated they had a problem with an area in the subdivision along the Northwest. A
boundary line agreement was signed with the city, but after looking into it they discovered a
portion oftwo lots are still in the county. Mr. Washburn stated the county had been contacted
concerning this and told Mr. Washburn that if this subdivision was approved, those two lots
would be marked unbuildable until the annexation has been completed. Mr. Washburn was
unsure ifthey should annex that small portion in alone or ifthey should wait and annex it with the
rest of the property.
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Mr. Washburn asked if the city was going to prepare the annexation map or if the city wanted him
to prepare it. Mr. Denney stated he has not been instructed on that yet.
Mr. Despain stated he was unsure ifPatterson wanted to participate in the annexation on their
property to the north. Mr. Washburn stated he talked to Mr. Patterson today and was under the
impression that Patterson wanted to go ahead with it. He indicated there is a meeting Monday to
discuss this.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that in one ofthe previous discussions ifPatterson did not annex in right now,
they would still get the easement for the connection into the Hill Crest Acres subdivision.
Mr. Washburn was asked ifthe boundary line agreement had been signed and executed? Mr.
Washburn stated it is executed, but the second boundary line agreement has a small gap. Mr.
Denney asked how it would be resolved . Mr. Washburn stated that Mr. Patterson would sign it
over.
Mr. Denney stated the pink areas on the plat map are located outside ofthe city limits. The
question is if any action taken here voidable because it is outside of city jurisdiction? Mr. Denney
stated they recommend work on straightening the road as much as possible. He indicated the city
would be negotiating with the owner of lot #1 to see ifthey could soften the curve. The city
standard, which has an appeal process to override the Planning Commission, states there should
be l 00 feet tangent between S-curves. The Planning Commission is the appeals board. This road
goes from one curve into another curve.
Mr. Denney stated there are additional items that need to be added to the plat. One, there needs
to be more internal road dimensions added. Also, some Public Utility Easements need to be
labeled better as there are different widths on lots along 1120 north. The third item is to address
corrections; lot number 25 should probably be labeled off of the north road, there are duplicate
addresses, and 1250 North Street should have Circle added.

Chairman Hadfield stated he had asked for Mr. Dudley to add storm drain boxes and eliminate the
cross gutter; that is indicated on the construction drawings. Chairman Hadfield stated he had
asked them to look at the sewer and water alignment on 1120 North. He was up there when the
water line was being installed and everything was fine.
Roger Dudley stated the sewer department requested the sewer line be left as is, but the sewer
laterals would be 130 feet long. Chairman Hadfield stated that depth-wise, they would gain some
more depth if they added an 8 inch sewer line and connected into the sewer line in Virginia Ridge
Plat A. Mr. Denney stated it may be cheaper to add an 8" line instead of moving the 12" line.
Chairman Hadfield stated they would need to look at the construction drawings and attach it to
the final plat.
Mr. Dudley commented that if the sewer was left on north side, then maybe they could bring the
irrigation ditch to south side. Chairman Hadfield stated that his final issue is the irrigation
company' s approval.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain' s comments.
Mr. Despain stated they do not know ifthe owner oflot # 1 is agreeable to the proposal, although
the road in order to accommodate the straightening of that section has been provided by Mr.
Washburn. The burden is on the city as far as the final decision with regard to the road. If
approved, he indicated they would have to make reference to correction oflot # 1 and #2 to make
it valid.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there were any improvements on lot #1. Mr. Despain explained that there
some improvement on the lot, including a house. Mr. Georgeson asked ifMr. Despain thinks city
will have difficulty have negotiating this. Mr. Despain said there was no way to know.
Mr. Despain stated that concerning the portion ofthe subdivision that is out of the city, he only
knows what Mr. Washburn has stated. Mr. Despain voiced his apprehension as far as the
easement for the extension of 1340 North and whether or not it will get worked out with
Patterson. He did not realize this had not been worked out and that it would be dependent on a
meeting with Mr. Patterson and the mayor; he is unsure of the outcome.
Mr. Washburn stated these issues would be resolved long before it made it to the city council.
Mr. Despain stated that should the Planning Commission approve this, they should make it subject
to successful conclusion of that with the understanding if that can not be done to the satisfaction
of the city then they would have to make an amendment to the plat and that it would have to
come back to the city. He commented that he feels they need to hold up on this, but believes it
can be resolved but the uncertainty ofthe third party is a concern. Mr. Despain stated one option
would be to not send it to the city council until it has been resolved.
Mr. Georgeson stated the portion not in the city is an issue as is the negotiations required to the
north with t he property owner. There are some other things that made him feel that they should
wait but he is open to reasons as to why they shouldn't wait.
Mr. Washburn stated he understands Mr. Georgeson's concerns but asked they move forward .
There are some fiu strations as far as access goes; they have carried that burden and have tried to
resolve it. He stated they have lost three lots because of the access issue and have tried since
September to resolve it. As far as the second issue on the 1120 North street, they have worked in
good faith. They would have begun working on that from the start if they were aware of it. He
stated the lots won' t change unless they can not get Patterson's agreement. He stated this will be
another delay if they must wait. He stated three weeks are a big deal to them at this stage.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the things he has heard could be dealt with by the city staff.

Mr. Denney stated he is not the appeal body; the Planning Commission is. Whether we need the
tangents or whether we don' t, it should be appealed with the Planning Commission. Mr
Washburn stated if t hey can't make that change, then they will be back.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Denney what the impact would be if they didn't require the 100 foot
tangent. Mr. Denney suggested Mr. Dudley present his case.
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Mr. Dudley stated they have tried to meet the standard. If they did it identically, there is t he
possibility of losing 4 lots to the north. There is a reverse curve that is substandard that makes it
difficult for them. Part ofthe problem they have inherited because of the way 1120 North was
designed. Mr. Washburn stated the problem was that lot #1 was bent a little. Mr. Dudley stated
they increase the centerline radius to almost double . The problem is trying to fit the 100 foot
tangent.
Mr. Georgeson asked if it would have an impact on drainage? Mr. Dudley stated it does not
affect drainage, just the tangent.
Mr. Denney stated there is a tendency for driver to not weave down the road. When you have a
curve into a curve people try to straighten it out. This road is a collective class road .

Mr. Dudley stated there is some discussion as to what is better, straight roads or curves. The
wider it is made, the faster the kids will drive. His opinion is that curves might help keep them
slower.
Mr. Baldwin asked if they negotiate with the owner oflot # 1 will the problem of curves and
tangents disappear? Mr. Denney stated it would straighten it out. Chairman Hadfield stated they
would have to re-design the tip of lot #2 and some on lot # 1 and this would be resolved. Mr.
Denney stated it would resolve one curve, but not the other. Mr. Denney explained that a tangent
would sharpen the curves.
Mr. Georgeson commented they could do without the tangents. They would try to straighten it
out, but did not think it would be effective.

Mr. Georgeson moved they recommend to city council this final plat for Virginia Ridge
Plat B approval on the following conditions: the easement be obtained for the road to 1340
North, the boundat-y line agreement with the city be resolved as well as the Patterson
agreement, the negotiations be developed with the owner of lot #1 for obtaining more
property to straighten the curve as much as possible on the easterly side of 1120 North, that
roads receive adequate dimensioning as required by the City Engineer, the Public Utility
Easements be mentioned, address corrections be made, irrigation ditch be moved to the
south side of 1120 North in order to accommodate the sewer, that the sewer alignment be
resolved with the City engineer with the intent to leave existing 12 inch sewer line
undisturbed, sign off of the irrigation company for moving the irrigation ditch moved. Mr.
Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion.
Mr. Richan stated he misunderstood that this request would be presented tonight. He wanted to
go back to the previous item that was tabled to discuss what the Sunset Hills plan was originally.
When he conceived the plan, he wanted a very winding road because you get to see many things
when the road is winding. Mr. Richan commented that he is in favor of entertaining something
other than straight streets. He stated he would like to see a street disappear and that there be
something else other than the typical sidewalk. Every house would have a view. He felt it was a
shame to do this to this piece of property. He blames the Planning Commission. They seem to be
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locked into the idea of density. Mr. Richan stated that if he had the property and was younger, he
would bring in the property with 900 units. The project would be designed in such a way that all
the parking would be offthe street. His sidewalk would not be by the road; every unit would
meander to the club house. He doesn't believe they have made any progress in their t hinking.
They limit what can be done and does not allow for any imagination. Mr. Richan stated that on
700 North, which is a collection road, there are several stop signs. Mr. Denney stated 700 North
was designed wrong and that is why they have stop signs. Mr. Richan stated it was the Planning
Commission's fault because they approved it. Is it good to see only asphalt and curb, gutter, and
sidewalk? He believes it is poor planning. This is the last piece of property that could have had
wonderful development. He stated he will vote for it now. Mr. Richan stated he is concerned
with the fact that 2200 acres of questionable acres are coming to the Planning Commission. Are
they going to allow homes to be built there in a place where homes should not be built? He hopes
they have the sense enough to accommodate some ingenuity down there. Mr. Richan commented
that he likes working with each member of the Planning Commission and feels they have integrity
Mr. Richan asked what planter strips are good for? It is difficult to water and is very wasteful
when watering the planter stripe. A citizen agreed. Mr. Richan stated they are wasting more
water, water that is becoming very expensive. If anyone has any idea on how to water a planter
strip without wasting water, he would like to know. He feels they need to look at things from a
different prospective.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunte•·, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and M r. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated the next step is the meeting on Monday with a possible redesign if

negotiations fail.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 365 EAST MAIN STREET
FROM THE EXISTING R2-7500 TO THE GC-1. GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Dan Richards.

Mr. Richards stated the zone change is to put a piece of property into the proper zone. He wants
to bring it into a commercial use zone which it should be. He intends to take down the old barber
shop and put in a small business building. Mr. Richards explained they have looked at setbacks,
parking and they could fit a 2400 square foot building. They want to move the Robinson's Hair
Care into the proper zone also .
Chairman Hadfield asked for engineering concerns.

Mr. Denney stated he had no concerns.
Mr. Despain stated it is contiguous with the zone across the street. He stated the building are not
residential but have been in a residential zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there were any questions.
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Mr. Baldwin stated that in item four ofthe application the applicant was supposed to address the
promotion of the health, safety, moral, convenience or general welfare ofthe public; he has heard
the reasons but does not see them on the application. Mr. Richards explained it is to promote the
welfare of the people using it. Mr. Baldwin commented the general welfare ofthe public would
be that you have in fact a commercial zone and recognition of that would address the welfare of
the public; the application does not explain why they should take action. Mr. Richards asked why
they should take down the old barbershop building? Because it is an eyesore. Mr. Baldw in stated
he does not see where that is explained on the application.
Mr. Georgeson stated that there are three lots; Chipman Village "C" and the two Les Robinson
lots. He asked how far the GC zone comes down main street on the north side. It stops on 300
East and Main on the north; it goes to 600 East on the south side. Mr. Denney pointed out the
zones are different on the north and south side of the road; the north side is CC-1 and the south
side is GC-1 .
Mr. Richan asked which lot Mr. Richards is planning to build his office building. Mr. Richards
explained that the proposed building would be on Chipman Village #3; Les Robinson' s property
would not be disturbed.

Mr. Makin stated he lives on 400 East and does not see why the zone should not be changed. H e
stated a concern about the curb and gutter and parking situation. He stated that quite often
people park on the sidewalk and it is getting worse. He would like to see curb and gutter there to
keep people parking on the street and not on the sidewalks. It would improve the area.
Chairman Hadfield stated they talked about some improvement is still needed in Chipman Village.
Mr. Richards stated they still have a bond in place to take care ofthat.
Mr. Baldwin asked why Mr. Richards did not include # 10, the house on the corner, in the request.
Mr. Richards explained that the property is in an overlay zone which allows him to do both and
that is why it was not included.

Mr. Georgeson moved that they forward a favorable recommendation to the City Coun cil
for zone change request at 365 East Main Street as shown on the plat changing the zone
from R2-7500 to GC-1 upon the condition that the zone change application be amended or
enlarged in item #4 to be more detail concerning the promotion of health, safety, etc. of the
public. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion. He called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and M r. Georgeso n.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE SWAIN
ADDITION CONSISTING OF 5.8 ACRES. FORMERLY THE B. JOE BARNEY PORTION
OF THE B. JOE BARNEY ANNEXATION. AT 11 80 NORTH 1150 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced the item and turned the time over to Mr. Swain.
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Mr. Swain stated he made adjustments at the request of the Planning Commission to move one lot
on the east side. He stated they had to take out the planter strip to make adjustments. Mr. Swain
proposed they go ahead with the annexation according to what the Planning Commission asked
them to do.
Chairman Hadfield asked for commented from Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated this is the initial draft. Mr. Despain commented the beginning of section 4
talks about the terms ofthe annexation ordinance zone classification. There is a map identified as
attachment 2 . He commented that particularly it is a bit convoluted. On the northeast corner you
have the R1-15000 zone, to the south there would be two lots in the R1-9000 zone, with the
other lots back in the R1-15000 south ofthe Jones' parcel. Mr. Despain said that as he
remembers it this is the zone classification as recommended by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Despain commented that in attachment 3, they have a proposed annexation concept plan.
One was required and it is similar to the underlying zone map containing 14 lots. He pointed out
that during the development of this concept plan, the notion was to make 1150 East Street 50 feet
in width, doing away with the planter strips in an effort to get lots one through four at 15,000
square feet. Mr. Despain indicated the map they have shows them at slightly less than 15,000
square feet; they may have to tweak the final plan in order to accomplish that. Chairman Hadfield
suggested they could put the sidewalks on private property to get the lots to the appropriate size.
Mr. Despain stated that was an option when they get to the preliminary plan, but they were not
able to get the 15,000 square feet with that scheme. He commented that at some point in the
future, they would have to deal with it in a more detailed plan.
Mr. Despain noted that Section 6 addresses the potential exchange between the Swain parcel and
the Jones parcel. It is predicated upon the successful completion of that exchange; they would
want evidence that the exchange has occurred at the time it was annexed .

Mr. Despain stated that Section 7 address the question of the acquisition for the city of7.5 acres
along the north for the Val Vista Park. He had talked with Carl Wanlass and was told they
needed to have the land appraised and be prepared to acquire that piece of property concurrently
with the annexation. In the second paragraph, they need to determine the purchase price before
action is taken.
Mr. Despain commented that Section 8 deals with water rights; 13 additional acre feet would be
required in order to meet the needs ofthe 14lots involved in the subdivision and annexation.
There is an existing home on lot #6 and that current policy does not required water for dwellings
that are already existing.
Mr. Despain stated that they were not sure how the water right needs would be met; section 9
suggests it might be some other form.

Mr. Despain commented that he feels this addressed the issues that have been raised in prior
meetings. He recommends that if it meets their understanding, they move it onto the City
Council. Mr. Despain stated that unless there is any additional requirements or information they
need, he feels it is appropriate to send this forward .
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Chairman Hadfield stated he felt they should take out curb, gutter, and sidewalk detail. He stated
if approved, it should be subject to refinement to meet the existing ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson commented they are just short of 15,000 square feet; do they have the latitude to
adopt a plan that is substantially in conformance to the zone? Mr. Despain stated they might
chose to ignore it, but the zoning ordinance is precise and at what point in the future do you draw
the line? He felt that Kevin Bennett would say the Planning Commission could not give any
allowances. Mr. Georgeson stated that he had a conversation with some attorneys and t hey stated
that as long as it met the intent ofthe ordinance then you don't have to stick with the letter of the
ordinance. Mr. Despain stated that his preference was to make it work if possible.

Mr. Denney commented that if they set the sidewalk back an additional foot then t hey have met
the ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield stated he felt it could work with someone who has some imagination.
Mr. Baldwin commented that the plan presented appears to meet the requirements. Mr. Baldwin
moved they approve this and send it forward subject to refinement to meet the existing
ordinances. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.

Mr. Denney asked if the less than standard square footage on the lot be modified? Mr. Baldwin
stated it is a concept plan that complies with the zoning the Planning Commission asked for. Mr.
Denney asked if we are accepting substandard lots for a zone change? Mr. Despain stated that
the zone was being changed to the R1 -9000 and these lots would meet the requirements.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated this item will go on to the City Council. He commented that the action
relative to the Jones' parcel needed to take place under this agenda item. Mr. Despain stated he
does recommend this; it would be an SA item which would be consistent with the action to
approve annexation and it would approve the zone change of the northern portion of the Jones
parcel.

Mr. Georgeson made the motion that in order to be consistent with action to approve the
annexation agreement, the Planning Commission also recommends the change of zoning on
northern portion of the Jones parcel making it an Rl-9000 zone. Mr. Baldwin seconded
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion recommending it be consistent with the actions
taken above that there be a change in the northern portion of the Jones parcel from the Rl -15000
to the R1-9000 zone.
Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and M r. Geor geson.
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AS REFERRED BY THE CITY COUNCIL. REVIEW AND ACTION ON ONE OR MORE
ORDINANCES REGARDING AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
RELATING TO THE REQUIRED AREA OF SCHOOLS WITHIN RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
AUTHORIZING THE PLACEMENT AN OPERATION OF PRIVATE AND CHARTER
SCHOOLS AND SETTING FOR STANDARDS FOR THE APPROVAL OF SUCH USES.
REVISING THE REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE KEEPING OF LIVESTOCK IN
THE RA-1 ZONE, AMENDING AND ADDING CERTAIN DEFINITIONS, AMENDING A
PORTION OF THE ZONE MAP AT 1063 EAST 300 NORTH FROM THE Rl-9000 TO THE
PR-9000 ZONE, AND PROVIDING FOR THE ADOPTION AND ENFORCEMENT OF
THESE AMENDMENTS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.

Mr. Despain stated there were three separate actions that had gone to the City Council and sent
back because they needed to be looked at; they were the map amendment, the change in the
ordinance relating to schools, and the changes relating to livestock. He said that at the hearing
before the council, questions were raised concerning schools and impacts and the desire to have it
further scrutinized. As a result, the City Council referred it back to the Planning Commission to
make them into separate ordinances and make a few changes to the private schools. Mr. Despain
stated he had put together two separate ordinances. He stated there were one or two minor
typographical changes to the changes to the RA zone and the map changes.
Mr. D espain said that in the first item dealing with schools, there were three areas that the
Planning Commission was asked to look at. The first was the maximum number of students in
attendance at any one time should not exceed the occupancy load of 30 or less; the number had
been reduced from 50 to 30. Mr. Despain indicated that sections four and five had been added,
with the rest of the sections re-numbered . Item number four read that the schools shall abut upon
and be accessed from a street with a right-of-way width of not less than 60 feet with full
improvements of curb, gutter, and sidewalk in place for a distance of not less than 500 feet. Mr.
Despain stated that in Terry Fox's point of view, he felt they needed to make way for adequate
access.

Mr. Despain stated that item number five dealt with that layout of the safe drop off lane and the
vehicle access and circulation plan shall be approved by the Chief of Police or other designated
officer. ChiefFox was quite strong that he wanted to be involved in the process and wanted
input.

Mr. Despain commented that if the Planning Commission agrees with changes suggested by the
Council, the City Council would like to take action on it at their next meeting.
Mr. Denney stated it seems like every time they have this type of request, it is on a collectors class
or higher road and the applicants wonder why they insist on drop off zones. He stated his
concern is the applicants have an adequate design.
Mr. Baldwin stated there are three places that refer to the building code and asked which building
code it is referring to. Chairman Hadfield indicated the Uniform Building Code (UBC). Mr.
Despain explained the State ofUtah adopted the UBC and therefore the city enforces the code.
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Mr. Despain stated that there is a maximum load for schools; it is 20 square feet for students in
areas used as classrooms. He indicated that some homes that want to be schools are self-limiting.
Another limitation would be kitchen and bathroom facilities.
Mr. Georgeson stated he had a concern relative to item number five where it deals with the layout
of the drop-off. He could see the opportunity for conflict between engineering and police/safety .
How would that be resolved? Mr. Baldwin suggested they add that it be with the concurrence of
the City Engineer.
Mr. Despain stated that in item number seven, the last sentence reads that the city may also
require inspections approval from fire and health authorities.

Chairman Hadfield stated it should have the concurrence of the city engineer added to it. Mr.
Despain asked if they wanted that added . Chairman Hadfield stated they did want that added .
Mr. Denney suggested that with the drop of zone, it would not be unreasonable for them to house
vehicles for a quarter of the student body at one time in the drop off area in a stacking lane.
Mr. Despain stated that those who are requesting this see schools in a residential area as a no
brainer kind of deal. They feel there are no problems with these, but there are other aspects that
involve the city in the role to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the public. Mr.
Despain stated he would make those changes if that is what the Planning Commission wants.

Mr. Baldwin moved they forward it with those changes to the City Council for action. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion. There were no comments.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF ELDERLY HOUSING
Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated they have had more discussion with David Blake concerning density and
elderly housing. He explained that they have a copy of a response from Mr. Blake relative to that
discussion. Mr. Despain explained that Mr. Blake has a number of concerns regarding setback
requirements; Mr. Blake asked if they felt the 20 foot setback was too great a requirement. Mr.
Despain stated that his project called for bungalow style, low profile buildings which might allow
for some justification for a lesser setback, which in this case would be eight fee.

Mr. Despain stated that in cases where there are single story buildings, it is harder to meet the
50% sealed surface ratio and the open space requirement of 25%, although in the ordinance they
did suggest the open space be reduced to 15% if single story buildings are used.
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Mr. Despain indicated that another suggestion from Mr. Blake dealt with parking; he suggested
they have a ratio of l. 3 to 1.4 parking stalls per unit. Mr. Despain stated that if the Planning
Commission had a choice between parking and open space, they would probably choose open
space.

Mr. Despain stated the question is what they would like these projects to look like.
Chairman Hadfield stated that these homes would be on the smaller side.

Mr. Despain asked if they prefer a low profile approach, as has been proposed by Mr. Blake, or
would they want to encourage two story units . They need to be sensitive to the practical impact
of the ordinance. Mr. Despain asked for some response from the Planning Commission members
as t o what they would like.
Councilman Hunter stated if they are catering to the elderly housing, he does not see elderly
people in two story building. Mr. Despain stated they could put in elevators. Mr. Baldwin
commented that in case of fire, elevators can not be used. Mr. Georgeson stated they could only
use two story if they had ambulatory people and the concept of limiting the upper story to
ambulatory people is not workable and puts them back to single story. Mr. Despain asked if they
wanted to limit it to single story. Chairman Hadfield commented that they should not insist on it.
Mr. Georgeson stated that if they were to leave it to the market place to decide, those who
occupied the upper story would be those who could get about.
Councilman Hunter stated they needed to look at some of these recommendations.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Blake was helpful in his recommendations.

Mr. Despain stated there was the issue of density. He commented that the reason they do not like
PUD's with density of more than 13 units per acre is that ifyou get a go denser, you would need
to go to three stories in order to meet the open space requirements. Mr. Despain read from the
memo from Mr. Blake that indicated their average size was 750 square feet with a density of
16.10 units per net project acre or 14.65 units per gross project area; those numbers were higher
than the standard for regular dwellings. Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if they want
to increase the levels of density above the base levels, if there is justification, and if so how should
they do that?
Mr. Despain commented that one way to go about this, you take the base density and the take
into consideration that these occupants would be elderly.

Mr. Despain stated he has concerns that they start dealing with densities for apartment-type uses
that in the future someone could come back saying these are not old, they are just poor and want
them to apply to same logic to a different target. He has come to the conclusion that on the basis
of occupancy, they can defend a senior factor and not running much risk for a poor facto r.
Chairman Hadfield commented that the language in there indicates that the units can not be
owned, must be rented, and has a resident manager.

(Planning Commission Meeting - April 18, 200 I)

17

Mr. Despain stated that ifthey go that route, they need to figure out density, an open space
component, and a parking component. There are major design issues that working together are
capable of allowing single level occupancies and do not encourage multiple level occupancy.
Chairman Hadfield stated he like it when they talked about private open space. He does not mind
upping the parking space. Chairman Hadfield stated he did not want the R4 to get as high as 18;
his comfort level is 15 . He re-stated his preference for an onsite resident manager and that these
are rental units.

Mr. Despain stated that if they feel comfortable with this logic, he will put together the ordinance
so they can go over this again.
Mr. Baldwin stated he felt they need to establish defensible criteria for the ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield stated they need to address those issues that are generally acceptable for
handicap and that 50% of these units must accommodate people who are physically handicap . He
feels that is the only way to get a guarantee for them to get something that will meet those needs.

Mr. Despain stated that his fear is that the units will be turned into something the Planning
Commission doesn't want. One way is to require them to be managed and place limitations on
age.
Chairman Hadfield stated he felt that Mr. Despain had some ideas to work from.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A REVISED MAP AND TEXT CHANGES TO THE
SOUTHSIDE PLANNING AREA OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item stated that everyone had received the latest colored map.
He stated the Mr. Despain had some text changes and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain indicated he did not have the text changes with him. He stated the Planning
Commission had a meeting with the City Council next Wednesday and so the intent would be to
provide to the council the final version of this. Mr. Despain asked if they want to depart from
where they are with this proposal. He indicated the Council has supported this but there has been
a significant push for the Planning Commission to be more liberal.

Mr. Despain pointed out that they still have the unbuildable area between the lake shore and the
flood zone with the exception that there would be resort in the area that is still eligible to flood .
This raises some concerns because the area is eligible to flood and if anything is built there they
must make extra precautions for flooding . Mr. Despain stated the second issue about flooding is
the delta area out of the river where the 100 year flood comes.
Mr. Richan asked ifthis is based on current capacity of the output ofthe Jordan River or is it
based on the output ofwhat was 25 years ago. Mr. Despain stated it was based on the studies
they have.
Mr. Despain stated that there has been a lot of work that has been done such as the Jordan river
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and the debris basin.
Mr. Despain stated the yellow triangle above the resort is the flooding from the stream, not the
lake.
Mr. Denney stated that they now have two debris basins. They have the latest study so that is
what they should go on.
Mr. Richan commented that the person who has pushed the harbor area for this has lost his
backing.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission was satisfied with what was on the map.
Mr. Despain stated there are some small commercial areas that the primary purpose of providing
t he every day needs of the people in that area.
Chairman Hadfield stated all roads are identified as corridors.
Mr. Despain commented the city's policy is not to duplicate state street; commercial should not
be all along the road, but rather in small spots.
Chairman Hadfield stated that next Wednesday night they will want to give this to the C ity
Council and any comments the Planning Commission members have should come out now.
Mr. Richan stated they should be careful that they do not get the city involved in problems with
building on unbuildable ground. He feels the city should hire an engineer who works for the city
who would review all plans.
Mr. Despain stated they were challenged on the basis that those who wanted to develop the
property had done considerable studies and had concluded that this territory could give them the
densities t hey want. H e had been asked what studies he had used t o come up with his conclusions
on densities. Mr. Despain stated the question is not that the plan does not have t o be based on the
notion that you are entitled to everything that engineering will justify, it is that the city sets the
density.

Councilman Hunter motioned to approve the map and zone text amendments to the
Southside plannin g area as presented. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments. There being no comments, Chairman H adfield called for
a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
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OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield stated he had been contacted by George Wilson concerning a split-lot on 100
North. He explained the Board of Adjustment minutes which indicated the Board of Adjustment
wanted to do this at the discretion of the Planning Commission. Chairman Hadfield turned the
time over to John Bass.

Mr. Bass stated he had a map of his request. He indicated that his lot was the corner lot; he
wanted to take down the garage on the property and subdivide the property. He had the Board of
Adjustment minutes which indicated the variances needed.
Chairman H adfield stated the Board of Adjustment granted four variances. He indicated that Mr.
Bass had a lot that was 87.4 feet deep ; the Board of Adjustment waived the 100 foot depth
requirement. Chairman Hadfield stated Mr. Bass wanted to know if the Planning Commission
would be favorable before he went to an engineer to begin the process.

Mr. Despain stated that the Board of Adjustment has granted variances, which becomes input that
the Planning Commission has to document and base their decision on that. H e stated that
although it is a two lot subdivision, they would still need to go through t he subdivision process
and that all the requirements such as improvements and water rights would need to be completed.
Chairman Hadfield stated that if the old house goes, then there would be only one variance that
would be needed and that would be depth of lot.

Mr. Despain stated that the home being torn down was moot once the variances had been
granted. He commented that the applicant has tht:: variances in hand; he stated they do not have
the authority to ignore the ordinance but the Board of Adjustment has granted those variances
and they are required to approve the subdivision that meets that requirement.

Mr. Richan asked if they had an option. Mr. Despain stated that the applicant has those variances
in hand and has the right to insist they acknowledge them.
Chairman Hadfield stated Mr. Bass needs to get an engineer and make his application.

Mr. Bass asked about the zoning on his property; it is split in the middle of the property.
Chairman Hadfield stated it was best if he make an application for a zone change. Mr. Despain
stated the existing house was in a commercial zone and was non-conforming and would continue
to be non-conforming. Mr. Despain indicated the existing home would not necessarily be
changed, but in the future it might be wise to change the zone.
Mr. Richan questioned whether anyone had received any information on Envision Utah.

Mr. Georgeson commented that he appreciated Mr. Richan's comments.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRIL 4 2001 MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the April 4, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes subject
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to the following corrections:
On page 1, Line 37, "sell" should be changed to "sale." On page 8, Line 29, Chairman
Hadfield should be listed as voting "aye."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hadfield, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, and Mr.
Georgeson. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote because he was not present at the April 4,
2001, Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10: 10 p.m.
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Mr. Despain said it is not an expansion of a non-conforming use because the addition of a
dwelling that is related to the storage units does not propose to build additional storage units.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the owners just finished building additional storage units last month.
Mr. Frazier said the additional storage units were finished with the original site plan.

Mr. Despain said the mere act of adding a dwelling for management purposes complies with the
intent of the original plan and it does not constitute an enlargement ofthe project.
It was discussed that Kevin Bennett signed off on Mr. Tracy's project on 100 North and 18 West,
which is similar to the proposed project.

Mr. Nielsen said he does not understand the logic relative to why the proposed use is not an
expansion of a non-conforming use, but he said that if that is the logic that is going to be used,
then it makes sense to subdivide the property because if additional housing units were being added
to the project that would be an expansion of a non-conforming use.

Mr. Nielsen asked why a 4-plex can't be built on the property.
Mr. Despain explained that a 4-plex requires 15,000 square feet and said that a portion ofthe
15,000 square feet is consumed by the driveway into the storage units and the parking spaces.
Mr. Nielsen felt that there was 15,000 square feet of property.
Mr. Hansen explained that the depth ofthe lot is 99 feet. He said 99 x 150 is only 14,850 square
feet. He said ifthe parking is subtracted from the 14,850 square feet, then there is only 13 ,590
square feet.

After Mr. Hansen's explanation of why there is not enough property for a 4-plex, Mr. Nielsen was
still not convinced that there was not enough property to build a 4-plex.
There was some discussion that there was the possibility of adding an additional foot without
altering the storage units because the existing storage units are not built right at the 99-foot mark.
It was discussed that some storage units are built at the 105-foot mark. Mr. Frazier stated that
there is a possibility of getting an additional foot on the back property line since some of the
storage units are actually farther south than what is shown.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Frazier if staff's suggestion is amenable to him.

Mr. Frazier said he thinks the proposal accomplishes almost the same thing that they are trying to
do because it will provide a duplex and one single living facility. He pointed out that they do
typically use two managers for a facility of this size.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that a 3-plex would give the petitioner an office and two residents.

l

Mr. Frazier stated that a 3-plex would give them a place for two managers and one rental unit.
He said his goal is to maximize the use of the lot.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the office is also a residence.
Mr. Nielsen said before they act on the proposal, they need to find out if the applicant can acquire
another foot on the south or whether he can get a variance.
Mr. Georgeson moved to deny the request for a 4-plex and suggested that the petitioner go
back and look at the ideas that staff has suggested tonight. Mr. Nielsen seconded the
motion .
Mr. Frazier asked if staff's proposal of subdividing the property would require getting approval

on the subdividing of the property before they would be able to get approval on a single unit.
In response to Mr. Frazier's question, Mr. Despain said "not necessarily. That is something staff
would have to explore."
Mr. Frazier said some of the storage units have been broken into. He said they would like to have

someone on the property who can watch things.
Mr. Despain said he thinks the City would be willing to try to expedite things along.
Mr. Nielsen said the piece of property needs to be subdivided; otherwise, they would be

expanding a non-conforming use.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

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

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAN OF HILL VALLEY
SUBDIVISION PLAT D CONSISTING OF 24 LOTS AT 830 EAST 600 NORTH
Mr. Hansen introduced this item.
Mr. Denney said any approval needs to be subject to approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Denney said that he would like David Peterson to explain the foundation drains. He said he
would also like Mr. Peterson to explain the solution that will be used to drain the water where

there is ground water higher than five feet. He said it does note on the plat that a foundati on
drain will be required all the way around the homes.
Mr. Denney recommended that the sewer line in front ofLots 17 and 7 be extended to the middle

ofLot 17.
Mr. Denney pointed out that this is a revised preliminary plan. He said the preliminary plan for

the Hill Valley Subdivision that was earlier approved was approved subject to a few items, one
issue being in regards to making sure that 600 North will be continued to 900 East. He stated
that the revised preliminary plan does not define how 600 North will connect to 900 East. He
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said the only place where 600 North is identified as connecting to 900 East is in the vicinity map.
He said the vicinity map also shows 600 North going through to the Catholic Church and there is
not a proposal to show how that connection will take place.
Mr. Denney said there are two issues that need to be resolved: (1) where are the subterranean
drains around the houses and where is the drainage going to go (2) what assurance will there be
that 600 North will be a through street?
There was a lot of discussion about the connection of 600 North to 900 East. Mr. Despain
stated that when the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plan for the Hill Valley
Subdivision it felt like 600 North did not need to continue to 900 East at this point in time, but
that the plan should make provisions so that 600 North could be extended to 900 East in the
future.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the owners of the property are proposing to run 600 North to the
north, which he is not sure is an improper proposal. He said the issue is what mechanism would
it take in order to continue 600 North to the east. He pointed out that Mr. Peterson has had
numerous conversations with the owner of the property regarding the road being continued to
900 East. He stated that if the road is put in extending to the north, it really "butchers the
property."
Councilman Hunter expressed some concern about the way the road is stubbed because it could
possibly end up as a cul-de-sac and then there would be more traffic going down 850 East and
800 East. He said 850 East and 800 East can't handle the traffic now. He said 600 North needs
to be continued to 900 East now instead of waiting 10 or 20 years to put it in.
Councilman Hunter said that he has asked to see the CC&Rs and has not been able to get a copy
of them. He said the CC&Rs for the proposed subdivision need to be consistent with the previous
Hill Valley Plats.
Mr. Baldwin said he resents the proposal because it ignores what they approved last time. He
said last time they recommended that Lot 1 and the intersection be designed so that 600 North
can be continued to 900 East.
Mr. Georgeson said the intent of his motion when the preliminary plan ofHill Valley Subdivision
was approved was that 600 North would eventually go through to 900 East and not detour.
After much discussion regarding the extension of 600 North to 900 East, Mr. Peterson stated that
the American Fork Irrigation Company requested that the ditch be piped and also requested that
there be a clean out provided in the most westerly cul-de-sac. He said the American Fork
Irrigation Company has not had a chance to review the proposed preliminary plan.
Mr. Peterson stated that the soil engineer that performed the soils investigation of the property
recommended that foundation drains be installed because he was concerned about soil pressure
against the foundation and not because of high water levels. Mr. Peterson explained how the
foundation drains would work. He said the drain would wrap around three sides of the
foundation. He stated that on the down hill side the drain would stub into the existing gravel
layer so that any water that is intercepted would be directed around the foundation and would
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move back down the natural gravel layer.
Mr. Peterson said he did not feel it was necessary to extend the sewer to the middle ofLot 17, but
he would be happy to do that if that is what is required. He said he could not respond to
Councilman Hunter's question about the CC&Rs.
Mr. Peterson said he feels like they did a good job in designing the intersection to go north at 600
North and 900 East. There was a map presented by Mr. Despain that showed 600 North
extending to 900 East and going north (the yellow road) and it also showed 600 North extending
straight through to 900 East (the green road). Throughout the meeting there were several
references made to the yellow road and green road. Mr. Peterson said the reason for showing
the road going to the north is because the owner wanted to make Lot 1 wider.
Mr. Nielsen stated that he is in favor of rounding the radius of Lot 1 and taking Lot 1 down to the
size it was when the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plan. He explained that
when the Planning Commission originally approved the preliminary plan, Lot 1 was a lot smaller
than what is now being proposed and there was a radius on the north west corner so that 600
North could eventually extend over to 900 East.
Janie! Miller, who resides at 848 East 575 North, said her neighborhood is concerned about the
road not going through at this time. She said it seems obvious that there is some concern about
what kind of impact the traffic will have on 800 East and 850 East when the property proposed
for development is developed . She said the residents in the area of 800 East and 850 East have a
"huge" concern about the traffic that will be generated from the proposed subdivision.
Mrs. Miller pointed out that there is not a sidewalk on the south end of 850 East and 800 East
above 300 North so the kids have to walk in the street when they go to school and come home
from school. She passed out a copy of some research that the neighbors have put together and
also a petition that the neighbors signed, which is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT
#1. Mrs. Miller pointed out that they took some measurements of the width of 800 East and 850
East and found that the average width of the roads are 56 feet wide. She said that visibility on
800 East and 850 East is not good because in some places there are cars parked on the street.
Mrs. Miller said she is grateful that the Planning Commission is considering a road so that t here
will be some alleviation of the traffic on 800 East and 850 East, but she is concerned that if the
road is not required to be put in now there will be problems, especially when the construction
vehicles start using 800 East and 850 East. She expressed concern that there could be a tragedy
if the road is not put in now. She said that she would rather err on the side of caution and do
something preventative now so that a tragedy does not happen, rather than hope things can be
fixed if a tragedy does happen.
Denise Winslow, who resides at 477 North 850 East, stated that she has lived at her residence for
13 years. She said she has a lot of concerns. She said that her neighbors to the north are going
to have streets that are the right width. She said it is a very scary thing to be competing for the
small road space on a snowy day with small children walking in the road. She said her
neighborhood would like sidewalks. She stated that the new neighborhood to the north will have
sidewalks. Mrs. Winslow said their neighbors to the north will have sidewalks and wider roads
and will have all new things, but her neighborhood will bear the brunt of the traffic. She asked
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that their neighborhood problem be taken care of She asked that their sidewalks be made
accessible. She said they want to have the same things that their neighbors to the north will have.
Mr. Richan stated that he was not at the meeting when the preliminary plat for the ffill Valley
Subdivision was approved. He then asked if the neighbors were in favor of the green road shown
on the map.
Mrs. Miller said they are in favor of a road now, rather than later. She said they do not want to
have to wait until things get more dangerous before the road is continued to 900 East.
Brent Uibel said the neighbors would be in favor of the green road.
Neil Zaugg asked if there could be a potential hazard or problem with people turning left or right
from the green road.
Mr. Despain said the green road meets the standard for the road distance.
Mr. Zaugg expressed concern about the 10% slope coming down offthe yellow road .
Mr. Despain said the primary disadvantage to the yellow road is not the 10% slope. He pointed
out that 10% slope roads are frequently accommodated. He said the problem with the yellow
road is the outside curve that goes with it.
Mr. Zaugg said that they have had a lot of problems with traffic since 500 North was continued to
900 East.
Mr. Uibei said 850 East is the basic raceway for traffic going up and through their neighborhood.
Mr. Zaugg said it would be better if the traffic would go down 900 East instead of 850 East.
Steve Rose asked why the Planning Commission did not feel 600 North needs to be continued to
900 East at this point in time.

Mr. Richan asked who would pay for extending 600 North to 900 East.

Mr. Rose said it is

usually the developer that pays for putting in a road .

Mr. Georgeson said to require the road to be put in now would be an off site improvement
because the developer of the property proposed for development is not the owner ofthe property
that would be used to develop the road .
Mr. Rose said " personalities aside, we are looking at the overall picture ofthis property." He said
they are looking out for the safety of the kids and people who live in the neighborhood. He said
someone is going to have to pay for the road regardless. He said it is important to put the road
in now for the safety of the kids.

Mr. Georgeson said he is the one that made the motion to approve the preliminary plan of Hill
Valley Subdivision Plat D . He said when he made the motion he did not want to require the road
to go in now because he wanted to give the owner of the property sufficient time to come up with
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some plans that would accommodate the extension of 600 North.
Katie Western said that she grew up in this neighborhood and would like to move back to this
neighborhood. She said that with the new subdivision there will be a lot more children so there
should be another road.
Mrs. Miller said one big concern about not having 600 North continue to 900 East is that the
construction vehicles will not have another way to access the proposed subdivision. She said a
construction vehicle could run over a child and not even realize it.
In regards to some earlier comments about the road being an off site improvement, Mrs. Miller
stated that the property owner who owns the property where the road would be developed is part
of the development team because he owns Lots 1, 2 and part of 3.
Mrs. Miller asked the Planning Commission what it would do if it felt that there was an immediate
danger and that the road needed to go in now.
In response to Mrs. Miller's question, Mr. Georgeson said "that is something they would need to
consider as a Commission."
Bill Harper asked how long the developer was given to look at the plan for the property and
decide how a road could be constructed.
Mr. Georgeson said there was no time frame stated in the motion.

Mr. Harper asked if the motion should have included a time frame.
In response to Mr. Harper's question, Mr. Georgeson said "there was not a time frame."
Mr. Harper said "the time frame is an integral part of the whole thing."
Mr. Richan said with the number of neighbors present at this meeting, it seems that there is a lot
of objection to the subdivision if 600 North is not extended to 900 East. He said the lots on the
west side of 800 East are deep lots.
There was some discussion that the landowner who owns the property that is needed to extend
600 North to 900 East was not present.
Mr. Despain said it is accurate to say that Dale Gunther does own Lots 1, 2 and part of 3. He
said the extension of 600 North is not an off site improvement. He said because Dale Gunther
owns Lots 1, 2 and part ofLot 3 of the proposed subdivision that gives the Planning Commission
and City Council the opportunity to insist that 600 North must be developed now as part of the
approval ofthe proposed subdivision.
Mr. Despain said that in conversations that he has had with Dale Gunther in the past he indicated
to him that he was uncertain about how to develop the property and he just wanted to preserve
his options and did not want to decide how the road should be developed at this point in time. He
said that he is surprised to see the proposal that is being presented tonight because it "forces a
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solution that goes contrary to what they have seen proposed for this property in the past because
it does butcher the property quite severely." He said it is clear that Dale Gunther does not want
either the yellow road or the green road to go through.
Mr. Despain discussed the traffic report that was completed by Fehr & Peers Associates, which
states that the additional traffic that will be generated by the new subdivision will not overwhelm
the current road system. He stated that when the Planning Commission approved the preliminary
plan it came to the conclusion that at this point the demand is not that great that the road needs to
go in now as long as the options are preserved so that 600 North can eventually continue to 900
East. He stated that the neighbors are now saying that they do not agree with the Planning
Commission's finding that the road is not needed now. He said the neighbors are saying that the
road needs to be constructed now for the safety of their neighborhood.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposal before the Planning Commission tonight is counter to
what the Planning Commission suggested when it approved the preliminary plan, but it does have
some merit. He said unless the Planning Commission has changed its thinking about when the
road needs to go in, they need to decide which road alternative needs to be accommodated in the
plan and send the plan forward to the City Council. He said from an engineering perspective it is
hard to say whether the road needs to be built now. He said the decision regarding the road
"strikes him as a political decision." He said "the right place for a political decision to be made is
with the City Council."
Jim Hilton asked if the Planning Commission requested in writing that one of the options (the
green or yellow road) would be exercised at some point. He raised the question of whether it
will be any less expensive to build the road in the :fi.1ture than it would be right now.
Mr. Georgeson said they did not request in writing that one of the options would be exercised in
the future. He said the intent of the motion was to leave the options open. He said the yellow
option is new tonight. He said the Planning Commission thought that 600 North would go
straight through.
Mrs. Miller said the only reason they are here tonight talking about the road after the Planning
Commission came to its conclusion is because they did not know what was really happening until
the conclusions had been drawn. She said they wanted to let the Planning Commission know
what it is really like to live in their neighborhood and let them know about the traffic problems.
Mrs. Miller said the engineering studies and traffic studies are wonderful, but what they show is
that the roads can physically service the cars. She said the engineering studies and traffic studies
do not show how the narrowness of the roads impact the children.
Jonathan Cox said it is dangerous driving down 850 East at night because there are cars parked
on both sides of the street and it is hard to see other cars coming. He asked if he is the only
person that is surprised that the person who did the road study found in favor of the person who
paid for the study.
In response to Mr. Cox's above comment about the road study , Mr. Richan said "that is not
appropriate."
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Mr. Peterson stated that Mr. Mortimer, the engineer who did the road study is present tonight and
can discuss the study.
There was some discussion that the road study was based on the new homes that will be built.
Ron Mortimer ofFehr & Pehrs Associates, Inc. said he did the traffic analysis for the proposed
project. He said that the study does not address the issue of there not being sidewalk on the
Mr. Mortimer stated that there are many
south side ofthe street, which is an important issue.
subdivisions that would be envious of the roadway widths on 800 East and 850 East because
narrower roadway widths actually do much in favor of controlling speed. He pointed out that in
some subdivisions that have wider streets they are actually going in and narrowing the streets to
help reduce the speeds in the subdivision. He said there is a big trend to come back to neetraditional roadways. He said they have reached a point where bigger is not always better
because wider roads encourage higher speeds.

Mr. Mortimer stated that the proposed subdivision will generate about 300 vehicle trips a day.
He said their concern with having 600 North continue to 900 East is in regards to the grade of the
intersection. He said the preference is to have a flat grade when an intersection is built.
Mr. Mortimer stated that when they analyzed the roads they determined that they were sufficient
to accommodate the additional traffic. He said they have not gone in and determined whether
additional stop signs will need to be installed in the subdivision.
Mr. Despain asked what the average width of the pavement is on 800 East and 850 East.
Mr. Mortimer said the width of the pavement ranges from 28 to 30 feet wide.

Mr. Despain said the dilemma with 28 feet and parking on both sides is that it causes one to slow
down.
Mr. Uibel asked if when the line of site study was done there were cars parked on both sides of
the street or was it just an average day when there were a few cars parked sporadically down the
street.
In response to Mr. Uibel 's question, Mr. Mortimer said it was an average day.
Mr. Uibel pointed out that they took some measurements and the narrowest scenario was 16 foot
three inches where there was a trailer on one side and a car on the other side of the road. He
stated that when his children were teenagers t hey would ask their kids friends to please reduce
their speed while traveling through their neighborhood. He said there are just too many
variables happening to say that the traffic "study is concurrent with what reality is."
Angel Espana, who resides at 475 North 826 East, said there are a lot of kids who walk down
800 East and 850 East to go to school. He said the road is eventually going to be put in so it
should be put in now.
Pedro Pereira, who resides at 529 North 800 East, said one of his children was hit by a car last
Friday. He said a couple of weeks ago a dog was hit and killed by a car. He said the streets are
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too small and there is already too much traffic on the streets.
Rory Scanlon, who resides at 463 North 800 East, said he is concerned about the accuracy of the
traffic study it did not consider that one side of the street does not have sidewalks.
After much discussion about 600 North Street and the traffic study, Mr. Georgeson moved to
refer the revised preliminary plan of Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D back to staff so that
they can talk to Mr. Mortimer about the issue that the traffic study did not take into
consideration that the south portions of the street does not have a sidewalk and so that staff
can also review with the property owners the opportunity of the northerly road connection
into Queens Drive and the green road that is sketched on the plan as the straight through
alignment.

Mr. Richan asked if the Planning Commission has the authority to act on the revised preliminary
plan.
Mr. Hansen said the Planning Commission does have the authority to act on the revised
preliminary plan.
Mr. Richan asked if the Planning Commission has t he authority to make the approval conditioned
upon the road going through.
Mr. Hansen said the Planning Commission does have the authority to make the approval
conditioned upon 600 North being continued to 900 East.
It was discussed that requiring 600 North to continue to 900 East would not be an off site
improvement. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission and City Council have the authority to
make sure t he proposed plan has a road system even though the road may not have lots fronting
on it. He explained that the Planning Commission has discretionary authority to make sure that
the design is adequate and safe.
It was discussed that the General Plan does not show 600 North continuing to 900 East because
that is a minor street and minor streets are not typically shown on the General Plan.

Mr. Nielsen told the developers that the Planning Commission gave them an option at the last
Planning Commission Meeting t o take the road directly to 900 East or to go to the north. He said
from the revised site plan it is clear to him that the decision has been made as to where the
landowners would like the road. He said because the revised site plan identifies where the road
will go he is going to be in favor of extending the road over to 900 East.
Max Caldwell asked if the motion includes when the road will need to be put in.

Mr. Georgeson said the motion made tonight was to refer this item back to staff for further study.
He said the Planning Commission needs more information in order to make a good decision. He
said he would like staff to be able to talk with Mr. Mortimer about the traffic study because there
were some things that were not taken into account when the study was conduct ed. He said he
would also like staff to discuss with the property owners the possibilities of the road alignment.
Mr. Caldwell asked if another traffic study could be done that includes the traffic that is generated
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from the people going to use the walkway at the American Fork High School. He said the traffic
study also needs to include when the LDS Stake Center is receiving "untold numbers of cars."
Mr. Hansen stated that the traffic study was done by the owners of the property and not by the
City. He said the Planning Commission does not have the authority to request that City funds be
used to conduct a traffic study. He said the neighbors could pay to have a traffic study done or it
could talk to the property owners to see if they would be willing to pay to have another traffic
study done.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, and Mr.
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HILL VALLEY SUBDIVISION PLAT D
CONSISTING OF 24 LOTS AT 830 EAST 600 NORTH
This item was not discussed and no action was taken because of the action on the previous item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF MEADOW BROOK ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 24 LOTS AT 650 WEST 700 NORTH
Steve Sowby stated that this item was tabled at the last Planning Commission Meeting because
the City Council had not yet taken action on the annexation agreement. He said the City Council
has now approved the annexation agreement and has decided that the City does not want to
purchase the two lots in the south west corner of the proposed subdivision for a storm drain basin.
He said they are present tonight to ask for preliminary approval.
Mr. Sowby said they have applied for the stream channel alteration permit and have met with
Shawn from the Division of Water Rights regarding the stream channel alteration permit. He said
they are awaiting approval of the stream channel alteration permit from the State.
Mr. Sowby stated that they have "retained a wetland consultant to delineate the wetlands." He
said that the wetland consultant has been on site and has marked where the wetlands are and are
not. He said there are not many wetlands on the property.
Mr. Sowby said they have turned in the detailed storm drain plan and sump calculations to the
City. He pointed out that they have added a 40-foot wide stream channel conservation easement
through Lots 22, 23 and 24. He said they will plant cottonwood trees, willows and put a granite
seed mix along the stream.

It was discussed that all the wetlands will be contained in the conservation easement.
Mr. Sowby said they have obtained the irrigation approval from the Mitchell Hollow Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Sowby said they have checked the intersection at 690 West and 600 West and it has been
designed so that there is less than a 15-foot off set and less than a 10-degree angle off set. He
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pointed out that they have changed the angle and size of the culvert crossing on 690 West per Mr.
Denney' s suggestions so there is just one straight through section. He said the pipe has also been
enlarged from 24 inches to 36 inches.
After Mr. Sowby's presentation, Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the City still needs to receive a copy ofthe American Fork Irrigation Company's
approval. He said the developer still needs to obtain the stream alteration permit. He said the
developer also needs to obtain Permit 404 from the Army Corps of Engineers or a letter from the
Army Corps saying that Permit 404 is not needed.
Mr. Denney explained that the General Plan currently shows 750 North and 690 West as being
collector class roads, but the proposed plan shows the roads as a residential status.
Mr. Despain said that there will need to be a finding made that with the new street plan 750 North
and 690 West will be shown as residential roads.
Mr. Denney raised the question ofwhether it is more logical to include the little piece of property
that is separated from Lot 23 because of the conservation easement and include it with Lot 24.
Mr. Denney said that there may be some reimbursements to the developers for the utilities
depending on where the laterals are placed .

Mr. Denney suggested that 600 West be realigned so that there is more of a gradual curve.
Mr. Denney asked ifthere have been soils tests done on the property.
Mr. Sowby stated that they have not yet completed the soil 's tests.

Mr. Denney said he needs to receive a copy of the soil' s report so that they can determine if there
will be basement restrictions or restrictions on where buildings can be built.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, the time was turned over to Mr. Despain. Mr.
Despain pointed out that the City Council did approve a modified annexation agreement. He said
Section 6 and 7 were deleted from the annexation agreement because the City decided not to
purchase Lots 23 and 24 for a storm drain pond based on Horrocks Engineers recommendations.
Mr. Despain said that prior to any action on the final plat the City needs to obtain a copy of the
stream channel alteration permit.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission approves the proposed preliminary plan, it needs to
be acknowledged that there will be a departure from the major street use portion of the General
Plan with regard to the width of750 North and 690 West. He said the justification for allowing
750 North and 690 West to be smaller in width is because 700 North is now in place as the
collector class road and so 750 North and 690 West no longer need to be classified as collector
class roads.
Mr. Baldwin stated that at the last Planning Commission there was some discussion about a trail.
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He said that he does not see anything on the proposed plan in regards to a trail that will
accommodate the Mitchell Hollow area.
Mr. Sowby said the City Council decided not to require a trail as part ofthe annexation.
Mr. Swenson said there has been some discussion about continuing the sidewalk along 690 West
since 50% of the trail is on a public street anyway.

Mr. Despain stated that the City Council has no commitment to the trail plan.
Mr. Denney stated that the issue of the trail can be reconsidered with the preliminary plan.

Mr. Despain said the proposed plan proposes to basically call the sidewalk a trail.
It was discussed that there currently is not a trail established to the south of the proposed project.

Mr. Despain stated that from the southern boundary ofthe north park to US-89 there is no trail.
He stated that the west side trail is "kind of a hit or miss thing." He asked where the commitment
to the west side trail is.
Mr. Nielsen asked whether the idea of a trail should be abandoned.
In response to Mr. Nielsen' s above question, Mr. Despain said he thinks the City Council has
made the decision not to require the trail.
Mr. Nielsen said if the trail is not going to cormect to anything, then why should the developers of
the proposed project be burdened with putting in a trail.
Mr. Despain again stated that the City Council chose not to require the trail.
Mr. Georgeson said that he was disappointed that the trail is not included as part of the proposed
plan.

'There was some discussion about the lot lines between Lots 23 and 24. It was discussed that
part ofLot 23 crosses the conservation easement. There was some concern about whether a
conservation easement can be crossed. Mr. Swenson said a conservation easement can be
crossed.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the steel T-Poles on the easement corners. He said the
T-Poles are not going to last five years. He asked that there be more substantial monuments
placed for the easements.
Mr. Sowby said the reason that they show the steel T-Poles on the easement corners is because
that is what Shawn of the Division of Water Rights requested. He said if the City would like
another concrete monument in the ground, they can do that.
Mr. Sowby said he would like to make the Planning Commission aware of the fact that the
proposed project will be done in two phases so there will be two plats when they come in for final
approval. He pointed out that the east 18 lots will be done first, then the western lots.
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In response to Mr. Sowby's statement about phasing, Mr. Denney said a modified plan will need
to be submitted.
Mr. Hansen said the note on that plat that says "Lots 23 and 24 may be sold to American Fork
City for Storm Drain Pond" needs to be removed. Mr. Sowby said they will take the note off
the plat.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about there being a fence between Lots 23 and 24 because it will
start to isolate the stream.
Mr. Nielsen asked what restrictions are associated with the conservation easement.

Mr. Swenson said you can't develop over a conservation easement, but he assumes that a fence
can be put on a conservation easement.
Mr. Sowby said in regards to the conservation easement, the Division of Water Rights is requiring
a certain number of willows, cotttonwood tree, and seed mixture to be planted. He said that he
does not know if a fence can be placed on the conservation easement.
Mr. Baldwin said it would not make much sense to put a fence across the stream.
Mr. Swenson said they will follow any easement agreements that t hey have to sign.
After much discussion about whether a fence can be placed on a conservation easement, Mr.
Despain said without a copy ofthe stream alteration permit it is hard to know what the specifics
are. He stated that there has to be a holder of the easement. He suggested that the City be
made the holder of the conservation easement.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the easements are usually sold and then the buyer of the easements usually
maintains control of them.
Mr. Despain stated that t here is a whole set of state laws dealing with conservation easements and
only certain entities can hold conservation easements. He suggested that the City needs to talk to
the State regarding the laws relating to conservation easements.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that on the proposed plat under the General Notes it talks about Qwest
and U.S. West, which is the same entity. He said either Qwest or U.S. West needs to be deleted
and substituted with Utah Power and Light.
Mike Winn said "with the current alignment of Lots 23 and 24 that will encourage a fence across
the easement, if it is allowed . It would encourage traffic across the stream, which would be
detrimental. "

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plat of Meadow Brook Estates
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 24 lots at 650 West 700 North subject to: (1) approval from
the American Fork Irrigation Company (2) the stream alteration permit being obtained (3)
the replacement culvert in front of Lot 22 that crosses 690 West being reduced to a 24-inch
diameter (4) reimbursement on utilities, if reimbursements need to be made to developer
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(5) the realignment of 600 West starting at the northerly boundary of Lot 2 (6) the Army
Corps 404 Permit being obtained (7) the finding that the departure from the master plan in
regards to the classification of 750 North and 690 West is justified because 700 North is
now the collector class road that replaces 750 North and 690 West will be designated as
residential streets in the new street plan (8) the soils test results being identified on that plat
as to where there will be impact on the construction and (9) a more permanent means than
T-Poles being established for the conservation easement corners.
There was some discussion about whether the City should be made the holder of the conservation
easement. Mr. Denney said they need to talk to the State regarding the conservation easement so
they should wait until the final plat stage to decide if the easement should be held by the City.
Mr. Swenson recommended using yellow rebars for the conservation easement corners.

Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked if there are wetlands in Phase 1. It was discussed that there are no wetlands in
Phase I.

Mr. Georgeson amended the motion to include that there needs to be phase lines shown on
the plat.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Sowby expressed his concern relative to realigning 600 West. He said they can smooth the
curb out a little, but it will be hard to move the point any further to the east. He said they do not
object to the realignment of600 West, but there are some constraints on what they can do.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilman Hunter. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT B
CONSISTING OF 32 LOTS LOCATED AT 1230 NORTH 530 WEST
Chairman Hadfield arrived during the discussion on the preliminary plat of Meadow Brook
Estates so after that item was discussed Mr. Hansen turned the meeting over to him to conduct.
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Washburn.

Mr. Washburn passed out a corrected plat.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Steve Bailey, the owner of Lot 1 was signatory to the proposed plat.
Mr. Denney stated that Mr. Bailey was not yet signatory to the final plat.

Mr. Denney said the plat needs to show the places where there are 5-foot easements and 10-foot
easements on the back lot line. He said there also needs to be two section corners shown on the
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plat.
Mr. Denney stated that he has not yet received the storm drain calculations.
Mr. Dudley stated that they still need to provide Mr. Denney information on where the sumps will
be placed and how many there will be. He said they still need to work on where the sumps will be
placed.

Mr. Denney stated that it is proposed that the 24-inch storm drain will run down 1120 North, but
there is some question about the terminus ofthe pipe.
There was some discussion about the ditch on the north end of the property. Mr. Washburn
stated that they have a good solution for the ditch on the north end of the property. He explained
that they will be making a 300-foot connection with Mitchell Hollow, which actually occurs in the
City ofHighland. He explained that the ditch on the north end ofthe property will be abandoned
and will not need to go through the property anymore. He said that they have met with officials
from Highland City and they have agreed to let them pipe in their right of way through the streets.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the phasing scheme on the proposed plan seems to change in an
effort to resolve the access problems to the north.
Mr. Washburn stated that he has been dealing with a title company today because they found
some errors in the descriptions.
Mr. Despain said the access problems to the north need to be resolved before Plat C and Plat D
are forwarded to the City Council for approval. Chairman H adfield said the extension of 1120
North is important because it gives 350 West and 400 West north-south routes.

It was discussed that the boundary line agreements between Mr. Washburn and the City regarding
the north westerly lot on the proposed plat have been recorded.
M r. Washburn stated that they have been working on legal description problems today, but they
will be resolved long before the revised final plat reaches the City Council for approval.
Mr. Despain stated that he has had some conversations with Steve Bailey and he was reluctant to
sign the plat at this time. He said that in regards to Lot 1 it has been discussed that the lot line be
dropped down 9 feet to soften the curve and then note that Lot 1 is a non-buildable parcel that
could be deeded to the City. Mr. Washburn stated that the City already owns Lot 1. Mr. Despain
said that if the City already owns Lot 1, then the City needs to sign the plat.
Mr. Denney said that because a corrected plan has been submitted tonight he would like to be able
to review it for proper closures.

It was discussed that all of the subject to items from the March 21 , 200 1, Planning Commission
Meeting have been met.
Mike Winn asked if there is any way that they can avoid having a half street on the end of Plat B.
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In response to Mr. Winn's question, Chairman Hadfield said that a half street on 1120 North is
not going to be a problem because there will still be an 82-foot road. He explained that a half
street plus five feet gives wider asphalt than a normal street. He stated that the half street will
remain until the apple orchard is developed. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the long term
plan is for 1120 North to continue to the west and to tie into Lehi's 900 North.
Mr. Winn stated that the proposed Virginia Ridge Subdivision will roughly double the traffic on

1120 North as it crosses 150 West and he expressed concern about the poor visibility at that
intersection.
Mr. Denney stated that Sear Brown is currently looking at the intersection located at 1120 North

150 West to see if a roundabout could be installed.
Chairman Hadfield stated that when funds become available it is planned to upgrade the road
between 990 North and 1120 North to bring it up to City standards.
Harold Fox pointed out that there are a couple of storm drains on the west side of Sunset Hills.
He asked if the storm drainage from the proposed project will go into Sunset Hills's storm
system.
Chairman Hadfield said that the storm drainage that is caught in Plats B, C and D will go west and
a new storm drain will be installed in 1120 North Street.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the revised final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat B consisting of
32 lots located at 1230 North 530 West subject to: (1) a·esolving the Lot 1 issues (2)
determining the storm drain handling at the end of 1120 North (3) two section corners
being shown on the plat (4) rear lot easements being called out on the plat as 5 feet or 10
feet easements (5) staff's review of the corrected plan relative to proper closures (6) the
storm drain calculations being provided (7) resolving property access to 1300 North.
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, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT C
CONSISTING OF 45 LOTS LOCATED AT 1280 NORTH 500 WEST
Chairman Hadfield asked if there will be some guarantee on what size the homes will be.
Mr. Washburn said none of the homes will be smaller than 1100 square feet.
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Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said the storm drain calculations need to be
provided to the City. He said the vicinity map needs to be corrected to show the road as 150
West and not shown as a State road. He said two section corners need to be shown on the plat.
He said there also needs to be one more subdivision monument and the state plane coordinates
shown on the plat.
Mr. Hansen st ated that approval of Plat C would have to be subject to Plat B being recorded.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat C consisting of 45 lots
located at 1280 North 500 West subject to: (1) two section corners shown on the plat (2)
calling out the subdivision monuments and the state plane coordinates on the plat (3) the
drainage calculations being provided to the City ( 4) correction of the vicinity map to show
150 West and (5) Plat C can't proceed any further until Plat b is recorded.
Mr. Baldwin 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
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT D
CONSISTING OF 29 LOTS LOCATED AT 1280 NORTH 400 WEST
Chairman Hadfield expressed appreciation to Mr. Dudley for doing the entire vicinity map so they
could see how the proposed project affects the entire neighborhood .
Mr. Denney said the subdivision monuments are indicated on the plat, but they need to be labeled
as subdivision monuments . He said the shield on the vicinity map needs t o be cleaned up. He also
stated that the drainage calculations need to be provided to the City. He said Plat B needs to be
recorded before Plat D proceeds any further.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the down slope on 350 West and about what will happen to
the access. He asked how the drainage will be handled in that area with the street not being
connected back t o 400 West.

In response to Mr. Hansen's question, Mr. Washburn said "there is kind of a crown that goes
across the property." He said the reason they are not platting the continuation ofthe road at this
point is because they are still in negotiations with the LDS Church and hopefully things with the
LDS Church will be resolved soon.

It was discussed that the drainage runs north or west and will not drain back to the south.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about whether the garbage trucks will be able to back around the
corner on 350 West.

Mr. Washburn stated that they can create an all weather turn around at the end of350 West.
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Chairman Hadfield said that an all weather turn around might be a good idea until the parcel is
developed.
(

Because ofMr. Dudley's earlier comments about drainage, Mr. Denney expressed concern about
the sewer. Mr. Dudley stated that the sewer can also go to the north.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat D consisting of 29 lots
located at 1280 North 400 West subject to: (1) adding an all weather road at the end of 350
West so that vehicles (i.e., garbage trucks) can have enough access to turn around (2)
receiving the drainage calculations (3) Plat B being recorded before this plat can proceed to
the City Council (4) labeling the subdivision monuments and (5) correcting the vicinity
map.
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, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
CONCERNING SIGN REGULATIONS
Mr. Despain stated that the City has received a request from Steve Larsen to amend the sign
ordinance in the General Commercial Zone to permit more than one project identification sign.
He said that at the time Old Towne Square was approved Steve Larsen requested that the project
be allowed to have more than one project identification sign because of the number of tenants that
the project would have. Mr. Despain said that Steve Larsen would like to be able to put a
project identification sign on 500 East.
Mr. Despain said the reason for the current regulations regarding signs is because the City wanted
to prevent projects from having a proliferation of pole signs. He asked the Planning Commission
if it wanted to amend the sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there are some inconsistencies in the current ordinance. He gave
an example of where there are some inconsistencies. He pointed out that Kmart and Skippers
both have project identification signs on the same frontage.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the issue at Old Towne Square differs from Harts on the west side of
the City.

In response to Mr. Georgeson's question, Mr. Despain said Old Towne Square is a multi tenant
project whereas Harts is a single commercial activity.
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Councilman Hunter pointed out that in the Alpine Square Project there is a project identification
sign on State Street and one on 400 East. He asked how the Alpine Square Project was able to
get two project identification signs.
Mr. Despain said the sign on 400 East was a mistake on the part of the administrator of the
ordinance. He said the sign on 400 East should have been a monument sign.
Mr. Hansen asked how Alpine Credit Union ended up with a sign and there is also a sign fo r the
rest ofthe project.
Chairman H adfield said that Alpine Credit Union ended up with a sign because the project is a
subdivision and not a PUD.
Mr. Despain stated that there are some inconsistencies in the ordinance.
Mr. Hansen said there is a pylon sign on State Street and there is already one on 500 East that
advertises Kneader's. He said that the Old Towne Project already has two pylon signs now,
which is illegal. He asked w hy Steve Larsen is asking for another sign w hen he already has one
illegal sign.

Chairman Hadfield said he is not sure that the Kneader's sign is intended to be illegal. He said
there was an error in judgement by the official who has a responsibility to monitor the signs. He
said when the sign went up for Kneader's, the official who monitors the signs did not pay close
attention to whether the sign was a pylon sign or a monument sign.
Councilman Hunter said the sign ordinance should be amended. H e said that he believes the Old
Towne Square Project could have another sign on 500 East that would help generate more
business. He said some modifications to the sign ordinance might help everyone out.
Mr. Despain said that they have to look past the Kneader's sign. Mr. Hansen said they can't look
past the Kneader's sign, if they are going to modify the sign ordinance.

Mr. Georgeson said if another pylon sign is approved on 500 East, the Kneaders sign will have to
come down or be made a monument sign.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that every Kneader's has the same sign. He said there are some
other areas in the sign ordinance w here some housecleaning needs to be done. He pointed out
that another area where there are enforcement problems is in regards to temporary signs. He
pointed out that Kevin Bennett has indicated that the definition portion of the sign ordinance is
inadequate.
Chairman H adfield said there are also some inconsistencies in the sign ordinance in
the Professional Office Zone.

Mr. Hansen said that he still has various memos from Mr. Despain regarding sign issues. He
pointed out that the Planning Commission has talked about moveable signs and regulating signs in
the downtown area over the past few years.
Councilman Hunter said he thinks an ordinance needs to be put together t hat addresses some of
the inconsistencies that exist in the current ordinance.
He then asked w hy Quality Inn can' t
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have a sign.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Quality Inn is in the Freeway Overlay Zone. He said the dilemma
with Quality Inn is that the site is of insufficient size to have an independent sign. He explained
that it was thought that Quality Inn would advertise on the project identification sign, but
Woodbury sold the sign to Wal-mart and they now control what goes on the project identification
s1gn.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Randy Tomlinson, owner of Quality Inn, came to the Planning
Commission to see what could be done about allowing him to have a sign and the Planning
Commission told him that he could put up a "sizeable monument sign on Utah Valley Drive, but
not on the freeway side." He said that Mr. Tomlinson has also been given direction relative to
what size of facia sign can be put on the building, but he has chosen to put the "bird house" type
sign on the top of the building. He stated that the City has looked at many alternatives in order
to try to help Mr. Tomlinson get a sign for his project.

Mr. Hansen stated that he believes that Mr. Tomlinson has actually now ordered a facia sign.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Conoco on 500 East wanted to get a 60-foot high sign
and that was not allowed.
Chairman Hadfield said that construction projects are allowed to put up a sign to advertise their
project until the project is complete, but when the project is complete the sign is supposed to be
taken down. He said there are some cases in the City where a project has been complete for a
while, but the sign is still up. He said there needs to be "some teeth in the ordinance so the
enforcement officer has some guidance."

Mr. Despain said most cities start out being very permissive regarding signs and then there comes
a point where they look at what permissive has done for them; and then they have to start looking
at what can be done to fix what has been done by being permissive. H e said American Fork has
not been too permissive in regards to signage.
Chairman Hadfield said that if a project like Old Towne Square has three frontages, the size of the
sign would need to be predicated upon the size of the frontage.

Mr. Richan said he is not sure that he agrees that the size of the sign should be predicated upon
the size of the frontage. He said that he wished American Fork looked like Sandy in regards to
signage. He said that as he drives through Sandy he sees very few signs and he sees a lot of
businesses that get a lot of business.
Mr. Despain stated that Sandy probably has the most strict ordinance in the State.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission what direction it would like to give to Mr.
Despain in regards to the sign ordinance.
Mr. Hansen said less signs are better.
Councilman Hunter said ifthere are multiple entries, maybe there should be a monument sign put
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up instead of a pylon sign.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to look at Sandy City' s sign ordinance and compare it to
American Fork's sign ordinance.
Don Hainsworth said that he is one ofthe tenants of Old Towne Square. He said that he would
like to have a sign on 500 East to advertise his business. He said that the reason he would like a
sign on 500 East is because he feels there are people coming offthe freeway that could see the
sign and would know about his business. He said his business, Cabo Grill, is hard to see from
State Street. He pointed out that he does have a neon sign on the building.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Hainsworth that he does not need a sign because the food speaks for
itself
Mr. Hainsworth said that only about 10% of North Utah County knows where they are located.
He said that they want a sign so that they can remind people where they are located. He said the
Kneader' s sign was put in under the old ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that when Steve Larsen was trying to get the Old Towne Square
Project approved there was always a lot of discussion about the number of pole signs. He said
Mr. Larsen was always told that the number of pole signs would be dictated by the ordinance and
not by the site plan. He stated that the sign ordinance has been in effect since the late 1970s and
has only had some minor changes over the years.
Scott Larsen expressed concern about the ambiguity of the sign ordinance. He said he thinks
that they are really asking for some clarification of the ordinance and not necessarily a change in
the ordinance. He said they feel like they would be allowed another pylon sign under the current
ordinance.

Mr. Despain said that he would strongly disagree with the idea that Old Towne Square would be
allowed another pylon sign under the current ordinance. He said Old Towne Square is entitled to
one pole sign and one monument sign for each frontage in addition to one. He explained that the
first frontage gives Old Towne Square entitlement to the pole sign and the other frontages give
entitlem~nt to monument signs.
Mr. Larsen said he did not agree with Mr. Despain's explanation of what signs should be allowed
for the Old Towne Square Project.
Chairman Hadfield read from the ordinance where it states that there shall not be more than one
pylon sign per establishment.
After Chairman Hadfield read from the ordinance, Mr. Larsen still felt that there are some
ambiguities in the ordinance. Mr. Larsen st ated that Kneader's "snuck" their sign in and they
It was discussed that Old Towne Square has frontages on 500 East, 200
had no say in it.
South and State Street.
Mr. Hainsworth stated that if they are allowed to put a pole sign up on 500 East it w ill not be as
cluttered as the pole sign that currently exists in the Old Towne Square Project. He said he is
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just trying to get some exposure for Cabo Grill. He said they chose to come to American Fork
because they felt like it would be a good place. He said they are not trying to create any
problems.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that staff work with the City attorney on some ofthe definitions to
help eliminate some of the ambiguity. He said staff should also look at what other communities
are doing. He said that frontages should be factored into the equation somehow.
Mr. Despain suggested that the sign ordinance should include a requirement that a signage plan
needs to be included when the project is presented for approval so that at the outset they clearly
know what the signs are going to be and what size the signs will be.
After much discussion about the inconsistencies in the sign ordinance, Mr. Baldwin moved to
remand the sign ordinance back to staff based on the discussion that has been held so that
a revision of the sign ordinance can be prepared and submitted to the Planning
Commission for review.

Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Scott Larsen asked where they go from here. He said they are just asking for a definition of what
is currently in the ordinance.

Mr. D espain stated that Steve Larsen asked for a text amendment.
Scott Larsen said they do not agree with the establishment rule and said there is some ambiguity
in the ordinance.

Mr. Despain said the request is for a text amendment.
Mr. Larsen said he is not sure if they requested a text amendment.
In response to Mr. Larsen's above comment, Mr. Despain said "I am dead sure you requested a
text amendment. "

Mr. Larsen again stated that there is some ambiguity in the ordinance that needs to be cleared up .
He said Mr. Hainsworth would like to be able to get a sign as soon possible. He said if the
Planning Commission looks at amending the sign ordinance that could take a great deal of time.
He asked if there are any other options that can be looked at.
Mr. Hansen suggested that the Kneader' s sign be taken down. Mr. Larsen said they are not in
charge of Kneaders.
Mr. H ansen then suggested that Cabo Grill could put up a monument sign.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Steve Larsen' s request was for a t ext change. He t old Scott
Larsen t hat he has the right to go before the City Council and present the situation and to see if
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they would be willing to allow him to put a sign on 500 East and 200 South.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE BEEHIVE MILLS ANNEXATION CON SISTING OF 48.231 ACRE S
AT 400 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Jim Nelson, the architect for the LDS Church, stated that the building w ill be about 70,000 square
feet. He said there will be about 300 people that will work at the building when the project is
complete. He said it will take about two to five years before there will be a total of 300 people
working at the proposed site.

Mr. Nelson stated that the proposed parking is based on their experience that they have had with
the Beehive Clothing Plant that is in Salt Lake City. He stated that at the Beehive Clothing Plant
that is located in Salt Lake they have found that there are three cars for every five employees.
He said they are proposing to provide slightly more than 60% the number of parking stalls t han
they have workers.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the proposed parking takes into account the proximity to public
transportation.
Mr. Nelson said the intent is that the LDS Church will submit a letter that states they will provide

187 parking stalls at the very outset and if it becomes necessary they will provide more parking.

Mr. Nelson explained that the sewing will take place at the proposed plant and then returned to
the plant in Salt Lake for final distribution.
Mr. Nelson pointed out that the parking lot will be secured with gates. He said 30% of the
project will be in landscaping.
There was some discussion about drainage. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there are two
natural drainage channels that impact the property. He said there is one drainage channel that is
west of the farm house.
Chairman Hadfield talked about the need for a sand-oil separator.
After Mr. Nelson' s presentation, Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments.

Mr. Despain stated the following five issues that will need to be addressed:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Water rights
Road Dedication
Attachment to utilities
Consistency with the General Plan
Drainage

He said hopefully the LDS Church will be able to provide some information about the water
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demand ; otherwise, the default requirement is 3 acre feet per acre of site area.

Mr. Despain stated that he anticipates that both 1100 South and 500 East will need to be
widened. He said it has been determined that 500 East at this location should be a minor
collector class road, which is a 66-foot standard.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there are no utilities at the site.
Chairman Hadfield asked if it is necessary to run the water line stub down 500 East to the end of
the project.
In response to Chairman Hadfield 's question, Mr. Despain said that is another question that needs
to be addressed in regards to water requirements.
Chairman Hadfield said if the LDS Church is wise they will take that stub off of 500 East and then
loop through their parking lot and then back to Sam White for their fire protection.

Mr. Despain explained that the existing Timpanogos Special Service District outfall line lies near
the southwest comer of the site, but direct connection is not possible due to the policies of
Timpanogos Special Service District.
He said there is some uncertainty about that utility
extension so that will need to be addressed in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan. He stated that
there are site drainage and sloughs that will need to be preserved. He stated that it has been
discussed that there should be some form of an annexation concept plan that is included with the
annexation agreement because of some of the signilicant decisions that will need to be made
relative to utilities.
After Mr. Despain' s comments, Mr. Baldwin asked if the property proposed for development is in
the agricultural protection zone. Mr. Despain said the property is not in the agricultural
protection zone.
Mr. Georgeson asked where the proposed project is in proximity to the UTA facility. It was
discussed that the proposed project will be located about a Y2 a mile from the UTA facility . Mr.
Georgeson expressed concern about the difficulty disabled employees may encounter in accessing
the site.

Mr. Baldwin said another issue that needs to be addressed is whether the land is suitable to
support the proposed structure.
Mr. Despain said the suitability of the land has already been looked at.
Mr. Richan asked the applicants when they would like to begin construction.
The applicants said they would like to begin construction before it snows.
Mr. Baldwin said that he assumes that the annexation agreement will address the zoning for the
rest ofthe project. Mr. Despain said the agreement will address the zoning for the rest of the
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project.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Mr. Despain passed out a density schedule chart, which is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #2. He discussed the density schedule chart and pointed out that the Rl-9000
Zone results in an average of 4.8 units per acre on a net area basis. He stated that the General
Plan currently defines low density residential as three units per acre or less on a gross area basis.
He said the R1-9000 Zone is not really consistent with what is defined as low density residential.
He asked if the Planning Commission wants to maintain the R 1-9000 Zone and increase the
standard of what is defined as low density from 3 units per acre to 3. 6 units or should they hold
firm on the 3 units per acre as the definition for low density and introduce a new zone that would
conform to the definition of low density. He said if a new zone is created to meet the definition of
low density, then there will be a lot of non-conforming lots in the area.
Chairman Hadfield said that he does not worry too much about what has gone on before because
most of those stand on their own. He said that the property south of the area ofl -15 will
probably not be able to handle much more than 3 units per acre because ofthe sloughs.

Mr. Richan expressed concern about density being the total driving force of planning because
when density is the driving force it rules out imagination or any kind of originality. He said if
they start dealing with TDR's (transfer of development rights), then they may find that there is a
lot more ground south of I -15 that should not be built upon.
Mr. Richan said that he is concerned with the City approving a project and then down the road
the people who have built in a particular project find out that the ground is not safe. He said there
are a lot of factors that have not been considered yet with regard to the property that is south of I15. He said people are trusting that the City will only approve projects that are safe to build on.

Mr. Despain said people have to be aware that with the natural constraints on most of the
property south ofl-15 that there will be certain ramifications. He pointed out that many times
Mr. Richan has rai sed the question about liquefiable soils and unbuildable soils. Mr. Despain
stated that wetlands will " compel" cluster type housing. He said that he thinks that it is the
personalities of the developers that largely drive the kind of development that gets built.
Mr. Despain said that on one of Mr. Washburn' s current projects he asked Mr. Washburn to give
him plan that showed what he would like to do if there were not certain requirements that had to
be met and he was disappointed in the plan because the only thing Mr. Washburn asked for where
narrower frontages .
Mr. Richan said that interest drives a lot of things. He said that every time t he City lengthens the
time that it takes to get an approval the developer has to pay more interest on the property he is
developing so he in turn raises the costs of the homes.

Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if it is married to keeping the definition of low
density at three units or less.
Chairman Hadfield said what has been developed under the Rl-9000 Zone currently he does not
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have a problem with, but he feels that the R1-12,000 Zone is needed so the City has a legitimate
zone where only three acres or less is allowed.
Mr. Baldwin concurred that the City needs to have an Rl-12,000 Zone.

Jess Green said that he came to the meeting tonight to be enlightened on what is planned for the
south side area. He said that he has some interest in the south side area. He said that he hopes
the Planning Commission's decision is not being driven by the neighbors to the east of his
property. He said that he would like "to go on record as saying that their (the Lamphs and
AJlreds) desires are perfectly legitimate for their own land. That is their interest. I would prefer
whatever zoning you set for Mel Frandsen's area that has collected on the east side of the Hunting
Parcels. There is no point in jerking around the quality of the land." He pointed that Lehi has
some property zoned in the R1-1 2,000, which is adjacent to Mel Frandsen' s property that is on
the east side of the Hunting Parcel.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is still some question about Lehi' s R 1-12,000 Zone.
He also pointed out that the General Plan does show some agricultural use because some of the
property owners on the south side ofthe City wanted that. Mr. Despain stated that those put in
the proposed agricultural zone are those that have animal protection or livestock protection at the
present time.
Mr. Green raised the question of whether the agricultural protection zone should be applied to his
property because he does not currently have animal protection on his property. He said that the
properties that are currently in the animal protection zone will not survive too far into t he future
and then the City will have to deal with that.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Denney reported that the City has received a draft of a secondary water system report from
Frandsen-Nobel and staff is reviewing it .
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to discuss the secondary water system report at a future
Planning Commission Meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the 1st Wednesday in July is the 4th of July. Chairman Hadfield
said he will talk to Mr. Colborn to find out what day the 1st Planning Commission Meeting in July
will be held.
Mr. Richan said he appreciates Mr. Georgeson.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRIL 25, 200 1, MINUTES OF THE JOINT WORK
SESSION WITH THE CITY COUNCIL
Mr. Hansen moved approval of the April 25, 2001, Joint Work Session Minutes with the
City Council. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilman
Hunter. Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because he was not present at the April 25,
2001, Joint Work Session Meeting. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 2. 2001. MINUTES
Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the May 2, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 7, Line 28 "driveway" should be changed to "driveway problem." On Page 10,
Line 35 "alignment needs" should be changed to "alignment for the center line of an
intersection needs." On Page 21, Line 37 "he" should be changed to "Chairman Hadfield."
On Page 22, Line 4 "North Power Line" should be changed to " North Power Line
Corridor." On Page 22, Line 5 "South Power Line" should be changed to "South Power
Line Corridor." On Page 22, Line 6 "North Sewer Outfall Line" should be changed to
"North Sewer Outfall Line Corridor."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Hansen.
Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote because he was not at the May 2, 2001,
Planning Commission Meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned by common consent at 11:28 p.m.

~~tf~

Melanie Marsh
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~-4.3

R-1-9000 Residential Zone

A.

Intent
The R-1-9000 Residential Zone has been established for
the purpose of providing a place where on e family
detached dwellings on spacious individual lots can be
constructed having attractively landscaped yards and a
favorable environment f
mil life. Uses such as
1gh ens~
r ment houses and commercial and
Industrial uses are not permitted.in this zone.

B-1. Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land
shall be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.

One-family dwellings (conventional construction and
manufactured housing), subject to the provisions of
Section 2-5.42. (Amended by Ord . 94-08-31)
2.
Customary residential accessory buildings and
structures. (Amended by Ord. 94-08-31
3.
The growing of crops in the field
4.
Sheds used for storage of equipment used in .c onnection
with agricultural activities on the premises.
5.
Utility lines
6.
Accessory signs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of Section 2-5.31
7.
Public and parochial schools and grounds.
8.
Public agency parks and playgrounds.
9
Public buildings and grounds, not including storage
yards and repair shops.
10. Churches.
11. Customary household pets, but not including kennels.
12. Fences, walls, and hedges subject to the requirements
of Section 2-5.15 of this code.
(Paragraph B-1 amended in its entirety by Ord. 95-10-41)
B-2

Conditional Uses

The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code and after approval has been given
by the designated review agency.
1.
2.
3.

Home occupations subject to the provisions of Section
2-5.24 of this Code.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject t o
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this Code.
Temporary uses, subject to the provisions of Section 25 . 23 of this Code.
2-4-12

f. n~J €.[5) ~HS) (--\\1{.. J ~ ':"""\
~: r'\JL~l IJ tfll ·- .· t ::, :_.,·
Mr. Baidti!~o~rm~1lit6~ if~ ~YsJ~l~Phfe1s~l~~e fe~Jf~a ~~~ ihe
understanding that the developer and .the neighbors get together on some of these mutual
promises so that the Planning Commission does not have to deal with this kind of conflict
when the proposed project comes back to the Planning Commission.
5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Fix said the "neighborhood issue is a non-issue. He said the road that needs to be continued
to 900 East is not on their property. Mr. Hansen said the road is in the proposed development.
Mr. Fix said another landowner is the one who wants to do Lots 1, ~. and 3. Mr. Hansen again
stated that the road that needs to be continued to 900 East is part of the development. Mr. Fix
stated that if the issue is the road, then they will take the three lots off the proposed plat.
Mr. Despain said if the three lots are not included as part of the proposed subdivision, it creates
other problems in regards to the length of the cul-de-sac on a single access.

16

17
18
19
20
21
22

Mrs. Greenwood said she thought there was· some kind of traffic study done that stated that the
proposed subdivision could handle the traffic. Mr Baldwin stated that the study was not on th~
traffic pattern. but it was a study that looked aithe adequacy of the roads. Mr. Hansen
~xplained that the study that was done states that the r?QQS are adequate to handle 25 more homes
1
m the area.
"'

..I'''

Mr. Nielsen said if the applicants of the proposed subdivision are willing to eliminate one of their
lots then, he would be willing to "close his eyes" and not require the road to be extended to 900
East. Mr. Hansen stated that "one member of the Planning Commission may be willing to close
his eyes and not require the road to be extended to 900 East."

_5

26

27
28.
29

30
31

..,,

Mr. Nielsen asked the neighbors who live near the property proposed for development would
rather have seven lots that abut the six lots on 575 North and the road extended out to 900 East
or would ir rather have six lots abutting the six lots on 575 North and not have the road extended
out to 900 East at this time.

.) _

33
34
3S
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

43
45
S

Mr. LeBarron stated that the Planning Commission has an obligation to deal with traffic.
Mr. Nielsen said that if the road is required to be extended out to 900 East, the Planning
Commission would have to approve the plan with the seven lots along 575 North because the
proposed plan meets the zoning requirements. Mr. Nielsen said the road is eventually going to
be extended out to 900 East.
Mr. LeBarron expressed concern about Mr. Nielsen being willing to "close his eyes" to certain
traffic hazards.
In response to Mr. LeBarron's above comment, he said that he did not say that he would be
willing to close his eyes to certain traffic hazards.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Trip Generation
7
The Inslztarl~~flrr~JiJ,f}:JP&elM'Off; T~~ Gfit~TJJ~n~~t~J:fd~i~J,
was used to develop AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes for the site. The daily trip
rate for single-family detached housing is 11.6 trips per day. Therefore, with 25 new
single-family detached housing units we can expect 290 additional daily trips. It can be
expected that 27 additional trips will occur during the AM peak and 31 additional trips .
during the PM peak. (See attached Table 3) This slight increase in traffic is not
significant enough to drop the level of service for any of the intersection below a level of

Summary
The 25 Unit Subdiv.ision is not expected to have a significant impact on traffic in the
area. Peak hour traffic is not expected to increase enough to cause congestion or reduce
the level of service. All roads and intersections in the area should be sufficient, as is, for
all traffic generated from the 25 Unit Subdivision.
Access to the proposed subdivision by way of900 East is not recommended because it
will compromise traffic safety.
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Chapter 5

FIRE SERVICE FEATURES

\

SECTION 501
GENERAL
501.1 Scope. Fire service features for buildings, structures and
premises shall comply with this chapter.
501.2 Permits. A permit shall be required as set forth in Sections 105.6 and 105.7.
501.3 Construction documents. Construction documents for
proposed fire apparatus access, location of fire lanes and construction documents and hydraulic calculations for fire hydrant
systems shall be submitted to the fire department for review and
approval prior to construction.
501.4 1im.ing of installation. When fire apparatus access
roads or a water supply for fire protection is required to be installed, such protection shall be installed and made serviceable
prior to and during the time of construction except when approved alternative methods of protection are provided. Temporary street signs shall be installed at each street intersection
when construction of new roadways allows passage by vehicles
in accordance with Section 505.2.

SECTION 502
DEFINITIONS
502.1 Definitions. The following words and terms shall, for the
purposes of this chapter and as used elsewhere in this code,
have the meanings shown herein.
FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROAD. A road that provides
fire apparatus access from a fire station to a facility, building or
portion thereof. This is a general term inclusive of all other
terms such as fire lane, public street, private street, parking lot
lane and access roadway.

SECTION503
FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS
503.1 Where required. Fire apparatus access roads shall be
provided and maintained in accordance with Sections 503.1.1
through 503.1.3.
503.1.1 Buildings and facilities. Approved fire apparatus
access roads shall be provided for every facility, building or
portion of a building hereafter constructed or moved into or
within the jurisdiction. The fire apparatus access road shall
comply with the requirements of this section and shall extend to within 150 feet (45 720 mm) of all portions of the facility or any portion of the exterior wall of the first story of
the building as measured by an approved route around the
exterior of the building or facility.
Exception: The code official is authorized to increase
the dimension of 150 feet (45 720 mrn) where:
1. The building is equipped throughout with an approved automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1, 903.3.1.2 or
903.3.1.3.
2. Fire apparatus access roads cannot be installed due
to location on property, topography, waterways,
non-negotiable grades or other similar conditions,
and an approved alternative means of fire protection is provided.
3. There are not more than two Group R-3 or Group U
occupancies.
503.1.2 Additional access. The code official is authorized
to require more than one flre apparatus access road based on
the potential for impairment of a single road by vehicle congestion, condition of terrain, climatic conditions or other
factors that could limit access.
503.1.3 High-piled storage. Fire department vehicle access
to buildings used for high-piled combustible storage shall
comply with the applicable provisions of Chapter 23.

FIRE COMMAND CENTER. The principal attended or unattended location where the status of the detection, alarm communications, and control systems is displayed, and from which
the system(s) can be manually controlled.

503.2 Specifications. Fire apparatus access roads shall be installed and arranged in accordance with Sections 503 .2. 1
through 503.2.7.

FIRE DEPARTMENT MASTER KEY. A limited issue key
of special or controlled design to be carried by fire department
officials in command which will open key boxes on specified
properties.

503.2.1 Dimensions. Fire apparatus access roads shall have
an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet (6096 nun),
except for approved security gates in accordance with Section 503.6, and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less
than 13 feet 6 inches (4115 mm).

FIRE LANE. A road or other passageway developed to allow
the passage of ftre apparatus. A fire lane is not necessarily intended for vehicular traffic other than fire apparatus.

503.2.2 Authority. The code official shall have the authority to require an increase in the minimum access widths
where they are inadequate for fire or rescue operations.

KEY BOX. A secure. tamperproof device with a lock operable
only by a fire department master key; and containing building
entry keys and other keys that may be required for access in an
emergency.

503.2.3 Surface. Fire apparatus access roads shall be designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of fire
apparatus and shall be surfaced so as to provide all-weather
driving capabilities.
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Street Measurements 800 East & 850 East
539
520
520
475

North
North
North
North

800
800
800
800

East
East
East
East

351 North 800 East
577 North 800 East

16'3" Car to Car
18' Car to Car
33' Curb to Curb
19' Road to Road
44' 6"out SW to out sw
20' 8" Truck to Car
39' Curb to Curb
39' Curb to Curb
56' out SW to out sw
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North 850 East
North 850 East
North 850 East
North 850 East
East 575 North
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38' Curb to Curb
24'6" Car to Car
18'8" Car to Car
19'5" Car to Car
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find ·
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
·
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American_Fork, Utah work together to ~d
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American-Fork, Utah wQrk together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.

ATT_,\LNT#1 TO THE MAY 16,2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 11 OF 17
I

/

/·
)

Neighborhood Petition

We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition·
We, the 1Dldersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American-Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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We, the undersigned residents living in the area the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new develoAitlent. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
·
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition·

,.
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We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American-Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that docs not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new develo-cnt. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
·
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 • .ust and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
Address
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of Americari Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American Fork," Utah work together to find
a traffic solution that does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Neighborhood Petition
We, the undersigned residents living in the area of the Hill Valley subdivision, do hereby respectfully
request that the owners and developers of plat D and the City of American -Fork, Utah work together to find
a traffic solution ~t does not rely on 800 East and 850 East to provide access to the new·development. We
believe that providing access to either the east or the west will better serve both old and new residents and
represent a significantly safer solution. We are particularly concerned about the safety of our children and
grandchildren.
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Density Schedule
Subdivision Projects
minal
'ft. DU
5,000
7,500
9,000
10,000
11,000
12,000
15,000
20,000
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Net Density
(not Inc. Rd•.)

- --

··· 8.70
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'60' ROW
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1,54o--·
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0.18
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3,300 0.25
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0.23
2,750
0.21
2,200
0.18
3,300 0.23
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0.21
2,750
0.2
2,200
0.17
3,300 0.21
2,940
0.2
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0.15
4,050 0.21
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0.18
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0.13
3,875
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Planned Unit Development Projects
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 6, 2001
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American. Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 6, 2001, 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.

Review and action on the final plat of Barney Farms
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 14 lots located at 115 0
East 1180 North.
2.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Lucky Acres
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2 lots at 83 West 300
North.
3.
Review and action on the final plat of Meadow Brook
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 18 lots at 730 North 600
West.
4.
Review and action on the final plat of Meadow Brook
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 1 lot at 667 West 750
North .
*5 . Review and action on American Fork Place Subdivis ion Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 142 North West State Road.
6.
Review and action on a site plan for Nova Source Dev elopment
located at 142 North West State Road.
7.
Review and action on a commercial site plan at 355 East Main
Street for offices .
8.
Review and action on a substitute annexation agreement
concept plan for the Westfield Annexation at. 975 West State.
*9 . Review and action on a vacation of 850 North Street near 500
East .
10. Discussion on the Harbor Road Annexation consisting of
518.05 acres at approximately 1300 South 100 West .
11. Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General
Plan.
*12. Discussion of changes in the State Law dealing with the
annexation process.
13. Site Plan Committee Report.
14 . Other business.
15. Review and action on the May 16, 2001, minutes.
16 . Adjournment.
Dated this 31 day of May, 2001.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 6, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 6, 2001, 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.
15.

Review and action on the final plat of Barney Farms
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 14 lots located at 1150
East 1180 North .
Revi ew and action on the preliminary plat of Lucky Acres
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2 lots at 83 West 300
North.
Review and action on the final plat of Meadow Brook
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 18 lots at 730 North 60 0
West.
Review and action on the final plat of Meadow Brook
Subdi vision Plat B consisting of 1 lot at 667 West 750
North.
Review and action on a site plan for Nova Source Development
located at 15 0 North West State Road.
Review and action on a commercial site plan at 355 East Main
Street for offices.
Review and action on a substitute annexation agreement
concept plan for the Westfield Annexation at 975 West State.
Discussion on the Harbor Road Annexation consisting of
518.05 acres at approximately 1300 South 100 West.
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General
Plan .
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business .
Review and action on the May 16, 2001, minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day o f May , 2001.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JUNE 6, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on June 6, 2001 , in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:01 p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Ken Baldwin,
Keith Richan, James Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, and Michael Georgeson. Others present
included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Kim Hoag, Dennis Jensen, Brent
Ventura, Keith Swain, Heber Thompson, Mark Goodsell, Steve Sowby, Dan Richards, Reed
Swenson, Jim Cates, Vic Deauvono, Larry Howden, and Barbara Christiansen, of New Utah.
Chairman Hadfield excused Steve Nielsen because he was out of town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF BARNEY FARMS SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 14 LOTS LOCATED AT 1150 EAST 1180 N ORTH
There was some discussion that the annexation had not yet been completed. One of the reasons
that the annexation had not been completed was because the water shares had not been delivered
to the City.
Keith Swain said that he w ill turn the water shares into the City tomorrow.
Chairman Hadfield asked why the water shares were not turned into the City prior to this meeting.

Mr. Swain said that he did not realize that he needed to have the water shares turned in prior to
this meeting. He said that he has had difficulty getting Sherry Barney t o sign over the water
shares.
Mr. Denney discussed the engineering concerns.
issues that need to be addressed :
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Following is a list of some of the engineering

The easement needs to be obtained from Mr. Carlisle in order to provide sewer to the
property proposed for development.
The public utility easements are shown to be 8 feet and they need to be 10 feet.
The dimensions need to be put on 1150 East.
The cross section widths need to be shown by Lots 1 through 4.
Several corrections need to be made to the plan and profile sheets.

Mr. Denney expressed concern about the proposed partial width cul-de-sac. He also expressed
concern about the scale being 1 inch equals 80 on the proposed plan because the scales can't be
measured directly. He pointed out that typically the scale that is used is one that is equal to the
engineering scale.
Mr. Denney also expressed concern about the back to back reverse curves on 1280 North.
(Planning CornnUssion Minutes - June 6, 200 I)
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Mr. Denney pointed out that the setbacks on the side yards are not correct. He said the
setbacks on the side yard need to be either 18 feet or 16 feet for a corner lot. Mr. Despain stated
that the setback lines need to be clearly defined.
Chairman Hadfield asked about the park property. Mr. Despain said the property owner has
discussed the issue of the park property with Carl Wanlass, City Administrator and he believes
that the City and the property owner have come to an agreement regarding the City acquiring the
park property.
There was more discussion about the annexation not yet being completed.
Mr. Despain suggested that if the Planning Commission felt comfortable with the proposed plan,
it could approve it subject to the annexation being recorded. He said one of the primary issues
that needs to be resolved before the annexation can be recorded is relative to the water rights.
Mr. Hansen asked if the water rights are the only thing that is holding up the completion of the
annexation.
Mr. Despain said the acquisition ofthe park property by the City also needs to be completed.
Mr. Hansen said that he has a real problem with approving a final plat when the property involved
in the final plat is not annexed into the City. He said the Planning Commission has approved final
plats too many times without the annexations being complete and the City gets "burned every
time."

Mr. Hansen moved to defer action on the Barney Farms Subdivision Plat A consisting of 14
lots located at 1150 East 1180 North until the annexation has been completed and the plat
has been corrected per the items that the City engineer has stated tonight. Mr. Richan
seconded the motion.
Mr. Swain said that if he had understood that the annexation had to be completed prior to final
approval he would have had all the issues with regard to the annexation completed. He said that
he can have all the issues associated with the annexation completed by tomorrow.

Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Swain not to tell him that he did not understand what needed to be
done prior to this meeting tonight. He stated that he gave Mr. Swain a copy of his notes that
listed what needed to be complete before the final plat could be approved. He pointed out that
the first item on his notes stated that the annexation needed to be complete.
Mr. Swain said that based on his discussions with Mr. Despain he understood that the annexation
needed to be complete before the City Council could take action on the final plat. He stated that
he has picked up the extra water that he needed and can have the water rights turned into the City
by noon tomorrow .
Mr. Swain said that he really needs to get the final plat approved tonight.

t

Mr. Georgeson asked what is holding up the annexation.
(Planning Commission Minutes - June 6, 200 I)
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Chairman Hadfield said the water shares are what is holding up the annexation.
Mr. Hansen
stated that the disposition of the park property is also holding up the annexation.
Mr. Swain said that he can't deed the park property to the City until the final plat has been
approved . He said that he needs to get final plat approval in order to get his construction loan.
He said that he has an understanding established with the City in regards to the park property.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Swain if he has a signed agreement with the City on the park property.
Mr. Swain said he did not.

Mr. Despain said that the City and Mr. Swain have reached agreement on the price ofthe park
property. He said usually when things are at the level of ministerial actions they can usually be
comfortable with that. He said the problems arise when the issues that need to be resolved are
relative to policy issues.
Mr. Hansen asked how can they take final action on property that is not yet in the City.
Mr. Despain said the only way the Planning Commission can approve the final plat is to approve it
subject to the annexation being completed. Mr. Hansen said the City "gets burned with subject
to items."

Mr. Despain said that virtually all approvals come with some sort of subject to items. He said the
question is how significant the subject to items are. He said the City gets burned when there are
policy matters that have not been resolved and not when the subject to is relative to the delivery
of a particular document.
Mr. Richan asked how they can approve the final plat when there are setback issues that still need
to be resolved .
Mr. Despain said the plat would need to be approved subject to the plat being amended so that it
clearly shows the setback lines.

Mr. Richan asked if the proposed final plat can be approved when there is still some concern
about the partial cul-de-sac.
Mr. Despain said the partial cul-de-sac is a policy issue that the Planning Commission needs to
address. He said that the partial cul-de-sac has been discussed at several of the Planning
Commission Meetings.
Mr. Swain said that the Planning Commission has seen the partial cul-de-sac before. He said the
partial cul-de-sac has also been seen at the technical review meetings and it has been acceptable.
Mr. Hansen said he always thought that the Jones Property was part of the Barney Annexation.
Mr. Despain said the Jones Property is part ofthe Barney annexation, but it is not part of the
proposed subdivision.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about holding up Mr. Swain for another two weeks.
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He said

that he does have some concern if Mr. Swain had plenty oftime to complete the annexation and
did not get it completed. He said that he wants to make sure that all of the technical corrections
that Mr. Denney pointed out tonight are corrected.
Chairman Hadfield said that staff can review the corrected plat to make sure that all of the
corrections have been made prior to the time that it is forwarded to the City Council. He said
the back to back curves on 1280 North need to be addressed. Mr. Georgeson asked if the back
to back curves on 1280 North were shown that way on the preliminary plat. In response to Mr.
Georgeson' s question, Chairman Hadfield said "yes."
Mr. Hansen asked if the final plat for the Barney Farms Subdivision is scheduled on the next City
Council agenda. It was discussed that the final plat for the Barney Farms Subdivision was not
scheduled on the next City Council agenda. Mr. Hansen said if the final plat is not scheduled for
the next City Council agenda, then why can't this come back to the Planning Commission for
approval after the annexation has been completed.
Mr. Richan asked if City staff has any responsibility in regards to the annexation not being
completed.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Swain is correct when he says that he told him that the water rights did
not need to be delivered until prior to the City Council taking action on the final plat.

Mr. Despain stated that he has always understood that the cul-de-sac would be a partial cul-desac and the Planning Commission has seen the proposed partial cul-de-sac before. He said now is
a late time to be raising the issue of the partial cul-de-sac because the partial cul-de-sac was seen
at the preliminary plat stage.
Chairman Hadfield said that he did not tell Mr. Swain that the water shares needed to be turned
into the City prior to this meeting, but he did tell him that the annexation needed to be completed.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that the motion be modified to put this item on the next Planning
Commission agenda and the June 26, 2001, City Council agenda recognizing that if the
annexation and the other issues are not completed when it comes back to the Planning
Commission, then it is removed from the June 26, 2001, City Council agenda.
Mr. Georgeson said if the Planning Commission were an approval body then he would say that
action on the proposed final plat needs to be postponed, but since the Planning Commission is
only the recommending body he would be inclined to recommend approval with conditions
because ifthe conditions are not met the recommendation will fail.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen. Those voting nay: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Richan, and Councilman H unter. The motion failed.
Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend approval and forward to the City Council the final
plat of Barney Farms Subdivision Plat A consisting of 14 lots located at 1150 East 1180
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North subject to the following items being completed by 5:00p.m. on June 8, 2001:

(

(1) obtaining the sewer easement through the Carlisle Property and submitting a copy
of the deed to the City
(2) the public utility easements being 10 feet in front adjacent to the road instead of 8 feet
(3) showing the cross section dimensions to the roads on the plat
(4) the scale being corrected to one to 50 or less and not being one to 80
(5) corrections to the plan and profiles
( 6) setback of side yard being dimensioned
(7) completion of the annexation agreement, which includes conveying the water shares to
the City
(8) the finding that the relaxation of standards on the reverse curve on 1280 North Street
does not constitute a safety hazard
(9) the finding that the half cul-de-sac is sufficient for the access and use of lots 6 and 7
(10) the park acquisition being finalized
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if it is anticipated that the partial cul-de-sac will be completed when the Jones
property is developed. Mr. Despain said it is the assumed that the partial cul-de-sac will be
completed when the Jones property is developed.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Those voting nay: Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF LUCKY ACRES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 83 WEST 300 NORTH
There was nothing submitted in time for inclusion in the Planning Commission packet. This item
was not discussed and no action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF NJEADOW BROOK SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 18 LOTS AT 730 NORTH 600 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Hansen asked if a revised preliminary plan needs to be done for Meadow Brook.
There was some discussion that a revised preliminary plan does not need to be done for Plat A
because that plat has not changed. There was some question about whether a revised
preliminary plan needs to be done for Plat B .
Mr. Swenson stated that they are now proposing only one lot instead of seven lots for Plat B. He
said that a couple of weeks ago someone offered to purchase all ofPlat B. He said the person
who would like to purchase all of Plat B would like to leave the property as open space and keep
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his horses on it. He said the potential owner has requested that they stub in a water and sewer
line for future lots. He said if the potential owner closes on the property, then they will come
back in for a zone change so that the property will be in the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Swenson said at this time they would just like to keep Plat B on hold.
Chairman Hadfield asked ifPlat B will require an amended preliminary.
Mr. Despain said because there will be fewer lots than was proposed on the preliminary plat then
a revised preliminary plan will need to be approved by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Swenson stated that no road systems will be changed on Plat B.
Chairman Hadfield asked Brent Ventura if he has received the storm drain calculations for the
proposed project.
Mr. Ventura stated that he did receive the storm drain calculations "before it was split between
lots."
Chairman Hadfield asked if the annexation has been complete.
It was discussed that everything in regards to the annexation had been completed except for the
conveyance of the water rights to the City. Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council has
approved the annexation agreement, but it has not been recorded yet. He recommended that any
approval ofthe proposed subdivision be subject to conveyance ofthe water rights.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
1.
2
3.
4.

5.
6.

There are some missing dimensions and incorrect dimensions on the plat.
The C-4 curve radius needs to be increased to about a 50-foot radius.
The annexation needs to be completed.
There is a water line in 750 North and there may need to be some reimbursement to the
people who installed it. He pointed out that the developers could eleminate these
reimbursements by tapping into their own services.
Some corrections need to be made to the plan and profile sheets.
Curve 5 does not appear to have the correct closure in the area of Lot 16.

Mr. Despain stated that the water rights still need to be conveyed to the City. He said any
approval should be subject to completion ofthe annexation agreement.
There was some discussion about the C-4 curve radius. Mr. Sowby said they can't increase the
C-4 curve radius much more than 30 feet because then they will not be able to meet the setback
requirement. It was discussed that the C-4 curve radius should be increased as much as is
possible so that radius is somewhat softened.
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There was some discussion that the lot depths need to be checked to make sure that they are
correct.
Mr. Hansen asked how the irrigation water will be handled on 700 North.
Mr. Sowby explained that the irrigation water will get caught in the gutter and be dumped into the
irrigation ditch.
Mr. Richan stated that people who irrigate are responsible for their own water and have to keep it
on their own property.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about the street that comes up by Lot 1.
In response to Mr. Richan' s concern about the street that comes up by Lot 1, Mr. Sowby said
"they modified the curves in that area as much as they could." He said they will change the curve
on the southwest corner ofLot 1 to make it at least a 30-foot radius.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of Meadow Brook Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 18 lots at 730 North 600 West subject to: (1) plan of profile corrections (2) the
missing dimensions and corrected dimensions being shown on the final plat (3) the
inconsistency in the area of curve 5 being resolved (4) the C-4 curve radius being increased
as much as possible without harming the setback (5) lot depth being checked (6) water line
reimbursement being considered and (7) should not be put on the City Council until the
annexation is complete.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
Those voting nay: Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen stated that he opposed approving the final plat because the annexation was not
complete.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MEADOW BROOK SUBDIVISION
PLAT B CONSI STING OF 1 LOT AT 667 WEST 750 N ORTH
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
item.

There was no action taken on this

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMERICAN FORK PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 142 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This item was withdrawn at the request ofthe petitioner. This item was not discussed and no
action was taken.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR NOVA SOURCE DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED AT 142 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner. This item was not discussed and no
action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 355 EAST MAIN STREET
FOR OFFICES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Dan Richards.
Mr. Richards said the proposal is to remove the old Beck Barber Shop and build a small office
building at 355 East Main Street. He said that he does not have the drainage calculations
completed yet. He pointed out that there are 12 parking stalls proposed. He stated that the
proposed building will have 2,400 square feet of net office space.
There was some discussion about the proposed parking. Mr. Richards said that the parking
should not be calculated based on the total square footage of the building. Mr. Despain stated
that the ordinance clearly states that the parking is calculated on the gross area and not net area.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
1.
2.
3.

A title block with the name and address is needed on the site plan.
The drainage calculations need to be submitted to the City.
There needs to be curbing to prevent the cars from hitting the building and the fence on
the east side of the property.

Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Richards needs to submit a revised site plan to the City that shows
the curbing adjacent to the building and the fence .
Mr. Richards stated that he will submit a revised site plan that shows the curbing.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the building will have a rear and front entrance. Mr. Richards said
the building will have a rear and front entrance. Chairman Hadfield said the site plan needs to
show both the front and rear entrances.
It was discussed that the closest fire hydrant for the proposed project is 150 feet away, which is
adequate.
Mr. Hansen asked if the zone change has been approved.
change has been approved.

Mr. Despain stated that the zone

There was some discussion about the parking on the south. It was discussed that the parking on
the south is parking that is located on the street and it is not considered when calculating parking.
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Councilman Hunter declared a conflict of interest. He stated that the proposed building is being
built for him.
Mr. Richards pointed out that there will be parking on Main Street for the proposed building, but
that has not been used in calculating parking. He said the parking that is provided on Main
Street should be considered by the City when it looks at the number of parking spaces that are
being provided.
T here was some discussion about whether the parking on Main Street should be at a 90, 60 or 45degree angle. Chairman Hadfield said the current parking stalls on Main Street are at a 90-degree
angle. He said Main Street has a very wide cross section.
Mr. Hansen raised the issue about calculating the parking on gross or net area. He stated that in
past meetings when they have discussed how parking should be calculated it was decided that
parking should l5e calculated on gross area and not net area. Mr. Despain said that he does not
have any choice but to calculate the parking on gross area unless he is directed otherwise.
Mr. Richards pointed out that originally the proposed plan showed parking stalls corning in offthe
sidewalk so there were three stalls on each side, but staff asked him to put in some planting areas
so some parking spaces were eliminated.
Chairman Hadfield said he likes the little bit of landscaping between the sidewalk and parking
area. The other members of the Planning Commission also stated that they like the landscaping
between the sidewalk and the parking area.
There was some discussion about how Mr. Richards could get one more parking space. Mr.
Richards stated that because there is only one way around the building he might be able to put one
more parking space on the west side. It was discussed that a parking space could be put in
diagonally in the front and still have some ofthe landscaping.
After much discussion regarding parking, Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission
does not have a problem with the zone or the location of the building. He said the issue is in
regards to providing the required number of parking spaces.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for offices to be located at 355
East Main subject to: (1) thirteen parking spaces being provided or the building size being
altered to meet the parking requirements (2) there being a title block included on the site
plan that shows the name, zone, and square footage, etc. (3) curbing being installed on the
site to protect the fence and the building and (4) the City Engineer receiving the adequate
drainage calculations.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Hansen. Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SUBSTITUTE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT CONCEPT
PLAN FOR THE WESTFIELD ANNEXATION AT 975 WEST STATE

(

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that since the draft annexation agreement was approved by the Planning
Commission the developers would like to go in a different direction. He said one major change is
that originally Phase I was just going to be the far western portion of the property, but now they
are proposing to develop a larger area for Phase I. Another major change is in regards to the road
that will go from 900 West to Pacific Drive. He said the road going from 900 West to Pacific
Drive was originally proposed to be a straight through, but now the proposal is showing the road
between 900 West and Pacific Drive as more angular.
Chairman Hadfield read Section 5 of the annexation agreement which discusses the road network
and discusses that the annexation concept plan should be consistent with the land use and major
street element of the General Plan. He said that he felt comfortable· with the concept plan that
the Planning Commission already approved. He expressed concern about the new proposed
concept plan because it is entirely different from what was earlier approved. He said he does not
think six curb cuts will be allowed off ofUS-89.
Chairman Hadfield said the road is important to them. He expressed concern about the proposed
road pattern.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 6 of the annexation agreement discusses that Woodfield will
convey to the City the rights of way necessary to construct a new street connecting 900 West to
Pacific Drive.
Chairman Hadfield talked about the importance of the road network coming first before they
discuss parking or buildings.
Mr. Denney stated that the proposed concept plan is not very bus friendly. He said the
roundabouts are much smaller than they need to be.

Mr. Baldwin said they need to label State Street and US-89 correctly on the concept plan.
Mr. Georgeson said that he needs to get a better idea of what the surrounding area will look like
and where the roads will go.
Mr. Despain pointed out that in Section 5 and Section 6 ofthe annexation agreement it discusses
mainly the road network. He said that when the annexation agreement was created the City was
primarily concerned about the road network and not where the buildings will be located. He said
the proposed concept plan focuses on where the buildings will go and the road network is of
secondary concern.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the proposed concept plan does not meet the criteria of Section 5.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he has a copy of the request to the Army Corps ofEngineers to put fill
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material in the wetlands. He said that he was surprised to see how much Woodfield has been
moving things along and that the Planning Commission has not seen much of what they are
proposing to do. He said the Planning Commission needs to have a better understanding of what
Woodfield is proposing to do .
Mr. Hansen stated that the 1998 update of the transportation element shows 900 West connecting
to Pacific Drive as a collector class road which is something that the developers need to consider.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the concept plan (Attachment #3 of the
annexation agreement) is in compliance with Section 5 and with what has been discussed in
this meeting tonight.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A VACATION OF 850 NORTH STREET NEAR 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
l.
2.

All the utility companies need to approve and sign off on the vacation of 850 North
near 500 East.
The proposal shows a 10-foot easement and that needs to be changed to a 20-foot
easement.

Mark Goodsell, the petitioner, stated that he can give more of an easement to the north, but he
can' t go any further to the south.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the easement needs to go over both the sewer and water line.
Mr. Despain said the State law specifies the process by which a plat can be amended . He said
there are two procedures in regards to amending a plat. One procedure is used when there is not
a public street involved and there is another procedure that is used ifthere is a public street
involved. He explained that the primary difference in the two procedures is in regards to the
hearing requirements. Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission has to decide if it is in
the best interest ofthe City to vacate the street.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Goodsell ifthe continuation of850 North in the area of500 East is
essential to protect the public interests or the property owners' interests.

Mr. Goodsell the continuation of 850 North is not essential to protect the public interests or the
property owner's interests.
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Mr. Despain asked what is the future expectation of the sewer and water lines that are currently
adjacent to the easement. Mr. Goodsell said they have debated about whether to take the sewer
and water lines out or live them in.
Mr. Despain said there would have to be some kind of private easement ifthe water and sewer
lines are to remain. He said the issue relative to the existing water and sewer lines is something
that can be worked out when the amended plan for Lot 1 is brought back to the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the final plat is for a one lot subdivision.
Mr. Despain explained that in ·order to vacate a street it has to be noticed in the newspaper for
four consecutive weeks and then a public hearing has to be held. He said if the Planning
Commission is comfortable with vacating the street, then it should authorize the City Recorder to
start advertising the vacation of the road in the newspaper and to start the hearing process.
Mr. Despain stated that a replacement plat will need to come back to the Planning Commission
for its approval.

Mr. Georgeson asked who the City vacates the road in favor of.
Mr. Despain said that Kevin Bennett has indicated that the road was dedicated to the City for
street purposes and that for vacation the road goes back to the adjacent property owners. He
said that a deed may actually have to be executed in order to give the property back to the
owners.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about having private easements for the water and sewer lines.
Mr. Goodsell said it is premature to address the issue with regard to the easements for the water
and sewer lines.
Mr. Despain said they typically try to avoid private water and sewer lines. He said if they have
private sewer lines they try to get the manholes in public rights of way so that the only t hing that
traverses the easement is the pipe.

There was some discussion about whether the distance between the manholes would be exceeded.
It was discussed that the distance between the manholes would not be exceeded. Chairman
Hadfield said the existing manholes could be removed and could be used as a clean out. He said
the burden is on the developer to modify the system in regards to the sewer and water lines.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend to the City Council that they go through the proper
steps to vacate 850 North Street near 500 East subject to: (1) sign off from all the utility
companies (2) the utility easement being 20 foot or more over the sewer and water line and
(3) directing the city recorder to start the advertising process for vacation of the street.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Heber Thompson asked what the time line was for the road vacation process. Chairman Hadfield
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explained that the soonest the public hearing could be held would be on July 10, 2001.

Mr. Despain explained that while the road vacation is going through the noticing process the
amended plat can be prepared and be brought back to the Planning Commission for review and
action.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the amended plat will have to be recorded before any building
permits can be issued. He said there are a lot of steps that need to be completed in regards to the
vacation of the road .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

DISCUSSION ON THE HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 518.05 ACRES
AT APPROXIMATELY 1300 SOUTH 100 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain discussed a Summary of Concept Plan for the Harbor Road Annexation. The
summary is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.

Mr. Despain pointed out that awhile ago the City received a letter from Mel Frandsen stating that
he wished to no longer be associated with Vic Deauvono or D oug Warren's proposals for the
property. Copy of letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain presented a colored map that showed the various properties that are involved in the
proposed annexation or are near the proposed annexation.
H e pointed to the map on the board
and said the Grow Property is identified in yellow, the north Frandsen Property is identified in
green, and the east Frandsen Property is identified in pink. Mr. Despain stated that it is his
understanding that the owners of the Grow Property would like to proceed.
Mr. Despain said the proposed Harbor Road Annexation is 644 acres. He then discussed the
calculations on the Summary of Concept Plan.
After Mr. Despain discussed the calculations on the Summary of Concept Plan, he said their past
concerns have been in regards to density. He said that he said he is pleased to report t hat the
proposed concept plan appears to be close to meeting t he density criteria.
Mr. Despain stated that the east-west road may need to be moved further to the north from where
it is currently shown on the proposed plan. H e stated that the South Power Line Option is the
one that American Fork City prefers. He stated that t he South Power Line Option needs to be
factored into the City' s major street plan.

Mr. Despain expressed concern about the proposed commercial areas that are shown on the
concept plan. He pointed out that t he concept plan shows 53 acres of commercial development
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paralleling the highway. He pointed out that the General Plan shows only a small commercial
component more like a neighborhood commercial zone.

(

Mr. Despain stated that the proposed concept plan does not make provisions for the sloughs.
Mr. Despain stated that some of the ordinances still need to be generated in order to allow the
proposed project to be developed . He said that they have looked at creating several ordinances,
i.e. , PR-2 Zone, Pr-3 , Township Overlay Zone, Shoreline Protection Zone, etc. He stated that
they have done some initial work on a resort zone. Mr. Despain said some new zones have
already gone to the City Council for approval. He said that he is not really sure how the
Township Overlay Zone would apply to the proposed project. He said the Township Zone
assumes that everything will be one big PUD and he has not seen any plans that show the property
being developed as a PUD.
Mr. Richan said that several times he has expressed concern about what land south ofl-1 5 is
buildable. He raised the question about the water table levels are. He said "I have heard a great
deal about the Mountain Meadows Subdivision, but I have never heard what the problems are
with that subdivision."
Mr. Despain said one of the problems with the Mountain Meadows Subdivision is the high water
table. He said there has been some settling that has occurred in the Mountain Meadows
Subdivision. He said the homes in the Mountain Meadows Subdivision are slab on grade.
Mr. Despain said that as development occurs they are going to have to insist on a high level of
review and they may have to have ongoing outside help that reviews the proposed plans.
Mr. Richan stated that he is well aware of the costs that arise because of delays and he is aware
that the costs will then be past onto the homeowners. He expressed concern about the City
making mistakes in regards to the proposed development and that the future residents of
American Fork could be encumbered with a large settlement.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Denney how much ofthe land south ofl-15 can really be built on.
In response to Mr. Richan's above comment, Mr. Denney said as the City has been working on
updating the General Plan it was decided that the City would not do any detailed studies, but that
the burden of doing the studies would be on the property owners. He said at this point he is not
sure how much of the land is buildable.

Mr. Richan said the proposed plan utilizes about all of the land. He asked if the proposed plan is
practical. In response to Mr. Richan's question about whether the proposed plan is practical,
Mr. Denney said he is well aware of studies regarding liquefiable soils, endangered species that
were commissioned by the Utah County Planning Commission when Mr. Richan served on that
Commission.
Mr. Ric han said he is concerned about the people who will buy homes in the area south ofl -1 5.
He said that he understands that after three years the developer no longer has any responsibility so
then if there are problems with the project, the problems will be passed onto the City. Mr.
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Richan raised the question about what is the practical way of going about assuring that the people
who purchase homes south ofl-15 will get a home that is built on stable ground
Mr. Denney said the City ' s boards and committees will have to create the criteria that will be used
to help make sure that the ground that will be built on will be stable.
There was some discussion about how hard it is to measure ground water level because the water
levels vary at different times in the year.
Mr. Richan said it is not his nature to hold things up because he knows what delays can cost the
developer, but he wants to make sure that the land proposed for development is suitable for
development so that building permits will not be issued for property that is not suitable for
development. He said he does not want to see building permits issued that will cause grief in the
future .
Mr. Hansen asked how accurate the wetlands are that are shown on the proposed concept plan.
Mr. Despain stated that the wetlands are based on the National Wetlands Inventory Map that was
done in 1983.

It was discussed that the east-west road has to go around the Mink Farm. There was some
discussion about the South Power Line Option. It was discussed that if he South Power Line
Option is used the road would go right through Fenn's Mink Farm.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he is not sure the proposed concept plan can be approved until the
City has a workable drainage plan. He said the proposed density looks like it will work, but
there are some natural drainage channels that need to be looked at and incorporated into the
proposed plan.
Mr. Hansen stated that the final plan has to be in significant compliance with the concept plan.
He said that until some of the sloughs and wetland areas are identified he does not know how he
can say that houses can be built in area when there may be wetlands so houses can't be built so
the final plat may end up not being in significant compliance with the concept plan.

Chairman Hadfield again expressed the need for a workable drainage plan. He pointed out that at
one of the Work Session Meetings that was held with the City Council he mentioned the
inadequacies of the drainage plan. He said the Planning Commission needs to ask for more
money to help make sure that the drainage plan can be properly updated. Chairman Hadfield
asked Councilman Hunter if he would talk to the City Council to see if they could help get the
funding so that the drainage plan can be completed.
Chairman Hadfield said there are probably many areas south of 1-15 that are very developable, but
he also believes that there are many areas that should not be developed .
Mr. Baldwin said not only are there sloughs south ofl-15, but there is underground drainage. He
said once trenches are cut to service the homes, the underground flow will be impacted.
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Mr. Georgeson said the key is to get a drainage plan that will take into account the things that
have been expressed tonight relative to utility trenches and etc.

Vic Deauvono stated that for seven years the property proposed for development has had
numerous test holes that were drilled by Geotech, Earthtek Engineers, and Horrocks Engineering.
Mr. Deauvono read a letter from Earthtek Engineers relative to soil studies that have been done
on the property.
Mr. Deauvono discussed some of the studies that have already been done on the property
proposed for development. He said that he did not believe the water table level should be an
issue. He said that in the annexation agreement it can state that they as the developers will have
to do a certain number of test holes on the property to check the water table level and if it is too
high the plan can be modified so that development does not occur in an area where there is a high
water table.
Mr. Deauvono said that he keeps hearing the same issues raised from the Planning Commission.
He said the Planning Commission can require that certain studies have to be completed when site
plans are brought to the City for review and action.
Mr. Hansen stated that he can't see that the wetlands are shown on the proposed concept plan.
Mr. Deauvono stated that the wetlands are shown.
Mr. Deauvono stated that Mel Frandsen has been trying to get his property annexed into the City
for seven years and has not been able to do it. He said that Mr. Frandsen feels like he can 't
communicate with the City and has been frustrated with the City for several years now.

Mr. Deauvono stated that they met with Mayor Barratt, County Commissioner Gary Herbert, and
Mr. Despain to discuss their proposed plan. He said that at the meeting with Mayor Barratt,
Commissioner Herbert and Mr. Despain he was asked to bring back to the City a plan that
complies with the City's density requirements. He stated that his proposed plan meets the density
requirements.
Mr. Deauvono stated that Mayor Barratt has stated that their proposed plan will change as they
are developing. He said t hat they have paid for as many studies as they are going to pay for
right now. He said he feels like they have complied with the requirements of the City.
Mr. Deauvono talked more about the proposed project. He said they think putting commercial
along the Utah State Highway will create a beautiful buffer zone. He said that he is working
with Dick Buhler to try to get some boat slips at Utah Lake.
There was some discussion about some engineering firms who are being sued for doing false test
holes. Mr. Richan again stated that he just wants to protect the interest of the City and the
people who will live south of I -1 5. He said there are too many instances where the builders come
in and builds homes and then leaves and avoids any liability when there are problems.
Mr. Deauvono stated that the proposed plan conforms to the General Plan. He asked the
Planning Commission to give his proposed plan a favorable recommendation. He said that when
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they bring in each subdivision they will do all the necessary tests and provide the reports to Mr.
Denney so that he can review them.

(
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
There was some discussion about what the zoning should be on US-89 and 50 South and Main
Street. There was discussion regarding what uses should be allowed on 1100 East. Chairman
Hadfield stated that he thinks the west side of 1100 East will look much like the east of the road.
He said that he does not see the area near 1100 East being zoned R1-9000 or R1-12,000 because
of the Strawberry Pointe Project. Mr. Despain said he thinks there could be some higher density
on 1100 East. Chairman Hadfield said he thinks some congregate care living facilities would be
appropriate near the hospital. Mr. Georgeson said he thinks there needs to be some mixed uses
near 1100 East. He said that he does not know how to protect the homeowners who live in the
area of 1100 East, but he said their interests should be protected.
Chairman Hadfield stated that with the new freeway interchange and the 4-lane highway it will be
hard to zone the property in the area of 1100 East for large single family dwellings.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City has resisted retail going any further north on 1100 East. He
said he thinks the PO-l Zone should be extended on the frontage.

There was some discussion that the frontage on US-89 should be zoned commercial. Chairman
Hadfield said that there may come a day when the railroad tracks are removed and there is
commercial on both sides ofUS-89.
After the discussion regarding what the zoning should be in the area of 1100 East, Mr. Despain
discussed satellite commercial area. Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission where it would
like to see some residential commercial areas. He pointed out that Highland Farms will not be
developed as a retail site for some time.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that there be a satellite commercial area up by the race track.
Councilman Hunter suggested that there could be a satellite commercial area in the area of 700
North.
Mr. Despain wondered ifthere should be some satellite commercial on 1100 North.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that a satellite commercial area in the vicinity of 11 00 North and 900
West should be considered in a future General Plan update.

There was some discussion about how much land south ofl-15 should be zoned commercial.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is not afraid of sandwich shops and things of that nature, but he is
afraid of zoning a large tract of land as commercial because there is no guarantee of what kind of
commercial development will be built on the property.
Mr. Deauvono stated that he was told that there would be no housing allowed south of the
highway. He said they are just requesting that 8.38 acres along the highway be zoned for
(Planning Conm1ission Minutes - June 6, 2001 )
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commercial uses.
Councilman Hunter said he does not see a problem with commercial uses along the highway.
Mr. Baldwin said they can leave things open and look at things piece by piece. He said that there
are a lot of cities that have commercial along their major routes. Mr. Baldwin said that schools,
churches, City services may also be built along the highway.
Mr. Deauvono asked if the Planning Commission was going to make a motion to recommend
approval of the proposed Harbor Road Annexation. Chairman Hadfield explained that the Harbor
Road Annexation was not listed on the agenda as an action item. It was discussed that the
ordinances need to be completed before the Planning Commission can recommend approval of the
Harbor Road Annexation. Mr. Despain stated that the City will not annex the proposed Harbor
Road Annexation until all of the ordinances are in place.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilman Hunter to discuss the "implementation ordinances" at the
City Council Meeting because there are several ordinances that have been created that the City
Council has not approved.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Deauvono that he needs to decide how the proposed project will be
phased.
Mr. Georgeson said he is concerned about moving forward with the proposed annexation until the
public hearings for the update of the General Plan have been held.

Mr. Despain stated that he will make the changes to the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to get the text changes made for the General Plan updates
so that the changes can be discussed at the next joint City Council and Planning Commission
Work Session Meeting.
DISCUSSION OF CHANGES IN THE STATE LAW DEALING WITH THE ANNEXATION
PROCESS

It was discussed that not all of the pages regarding the State law dealing with the annexation
process were included in the Planning Commission packet. Mr. Hansen asked if this item could
be discussed at a future meeting since all the information was not provided to them. Chairman
Hadfield said he would include copies of the information regarding the State law dealing with the
annexation process in the next packet.

Mr. Despain said the new law dealing with annexations has now reintroduced the notion of master
policy declarations. He said by the end of2002 the City needs to have an annexation plan in
place. He said the City has already tried to define the boundaries with the adjacent cities. Mr.
Despain pointed out that American Fork City already has a boundary agreement with Pleasant
Grove City.
Chairman Hadfield said American Fork City will be in good shape if it can have its policy
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declaration in place before Pleasant Grove City has their policy declaration in place.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Despain said he has prepared the changes to the sign ordinance and he will discuss the
changes at the next meeting.
Harbor Road Annexation
Councilman Hunter said that as long as the proposed Harbor Road Annexation meets the density
requirements, then the Planning Commission needs to look hard at proceeding ahead with the next
step in the process.
Chairman Hadfield said he agrees that the Planning Commission needs to be looking at moving
the Harbor Road Annexation to the next step in the process, but the ordinances need to be in
place in order for the annexation to be able to proceed.

Mr. Despain said a lot of the policy issues in regards to the proposed Harbor Road Annexation
have now been resolved and it is time to move onto creating the implementation procedures.
Chairman Hadfield said there are still some issues relative to where the roads will go that need to
be resolved.
Old Barratt Building Property

Mr. Hansen expressed concern about all the changes that have taken place on the old Barratt
Building Property. He said he thinks an amended site plan needs to be brought to the City for
approval.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to talk to Mr. Morrill about what is taking place on the old
Barratt Building Property.
Other is<;ues and concerns

Mr. Georgeson said that when they were discussing the Barney Farms Subdivision earlier tonight
he was very concerned. He said he did not want to be against what was trying to be accomplished
tonight relative to not approving final plats until the annexations are completed. He said the
Planning Commission needs to discuss w~ether it is going to hold hard and fast to the policy that
final approval will not be granted unless the annexation is complete.
Mr. Georgeson said that maybe there are some issues that he needs to be made aware of He said
that he is not aware of any lawsuits. He said that he would like to be aware of what is going on.
He said if there is sufficient reason to hold fast to the policy that final approval is not granted until
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the annexation is completed, then everyone needs to be made aware of that.

Mr. Georgeson said that he would also like to know what is happening relative to the Woodfield
project.
He said that he saw the notice of wetlands for the Woodfield Project and thought that
their project was already approved. He said he would really like to be made aware ofwhat is
going on.
Mr. Despain stated that he, Mayor Barratt, and Carl Wanlass have been meeting with
representatives from Woodfield. He stated that Woodfield has about 10 to 12 signed applicants
who would like to come to American Fork. He said the Woodfield Project has now taken on a
different character than the Planning Commission earlier saw.

Mr. Georgeson said he thinks that the Planning Commission should be more aware of certain
issues relative to development so that they can do their job.
Mr. Despain said that he wanted to present Woodfield ' s overall plan tonight, but Mr. Wanlass
asked him not to do that yet.
Chairman Hadfield said he does not know if staff could have provided the Planning Commission
information regarding the Woodfield Project any quicker than it did.
Chairman Hadfield addressed Mr. Georgeson's earlier comments relative to the Barney Farms
Subdivision. He said that he thought Mr. Swain knew he needed to complete the annexation
agreement prior to this meeting and so he did not follow up on that issue. He said that he had a
comfort level that Mr. Swain was working to complete the annexation.

Mr. Despain said that water shares are always something that comes last in the annexation
process.
Chairman Hadfield also addressed Mr. Georgeson' s earlier comment about not knowing about
any lawsuits. He said that in the past the City has tried to accommodate Mr. Sowby and Mr.
Patterson by allowing them to proceed with development without certain things being completed,
but with the understanding that the requirements will be met shortly and then after awhile certain
things still are not met so building permits get put on hold and then problems arise.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that American Heritage was allowed to proceed to final approval without
the property being annexed and the City has now had nothing but problems with that project.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the situation is serious enough that a policy needs to be adopted so that
no final approvals are granted until the annexation are completed.
Mr. Despain stated that the project engineers will push the City to approve their plans without the
annexation being completed. He asked if the Planning Commission is willing to grant
preliminary approval on property that is not yet annexed into the City.
Chairman Hadfield said preliminary approvals are usually subject to the annexation being
completed. He asked why they should approve a final plat subject to the annexation being
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complete when most of the time that is a subject to item at the preliminary plan stage. Chairman
Hadfield said there are a Jot of promises made by applicants in the Planning Commission Meeting
that are never intended to be kept.
After much discussion p.bout the issue of whether a final plat should be approved before the
annexation is complete, Mr. Baldwin moved to direct staff that a final plat should not be

approved by the Planning Commission until the annexation is complete.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, and Councilman Hunter. Those
voting nay: Mr. Georgeson. The motion carried.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he understands what the motion is trying to accomplish.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 16. 2001. MINUTES

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the May 16, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes subject to
the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 10 "Rod Despain" should be deleted and "Steve Nielsen" should be
inserted. On Page 2, Line 9 "on straight" should be changed to "one straight." On Page 3,
Line 35 " required' should be changed to"require." On Page 3, Line 46 "five last years."
should be changed to " five years." On Page 4, Line 28 "along" should be changed to
"across." On Page 5, Line 48 "1 Y2 ago" should be changed to "1 Y2 years ago." On Page
6, Line 25 "so" should be changed to "to." On Page 6, Line 41 "more two" should be
changed to "more than two." On Page 7, Line 19 "and" should be changed to "an." On
Page 7, Line 21 " Mr." should be changed to "Kevin." On Page 9, Line 3 "all they" should
be changed to ''all the." On Page 10, Line 23 "ower" should be changed to "owner." On
Page 10, Line 37 "south side of 850 East and 800 East so" should be change to "south end
of 850 East and 800 East above 300 North so." On Page 11, Line "error" should be
changed to "err." On Page 14, Line 27 "there" should be changed to "their." On Page 15,
Line 19 "the south side" should be changed to "portions." On Page 15, Line 36 "and"
should be changed to "an." On Page 18, Line 8 "round about" should be changed to
"roundabout." On Page 18, Line "11,000" should be changed to "1100." The discussion of
Meadow Brook Estates Subdivision Plat A needs to be moved to Page 16 after the item
dealing with the Final Plat of Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D. On Page 1, Line 29 "See
Page 16 for discussion of this item" needs to be added.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
(Planning Commission Minutes- June 6, 200 I)
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Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.

~~lJ~
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JUNE 6, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 4

SUMMARY OF CONCEPT PLAN
HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION
(6-1-01 version)
Total Annexation Area

644 Acres

Less : Non-participant property
Existing Roads
Remainder Area

126 ac.
13 ac.
505 ac.

Distribution of Remainder Area by ownership area (See map )
Grow
Frandsen North
Frandsen East
Total

255 ac .
130 ac.

110 ac.
495 ac.

Following is a summary of Land Use and Residential Density for
each of the Land Use areas .
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JUNE 6, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 OF 4

GROW PROPERTIES
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DENSITY
TOTAL AREA

- 2 Dwelling Units per gross acre.

255 ac.

ALLOCATION (in acres)
1.
2.
3.

Residential
Commercial
Resort
TOTAL

159
53
43
255

DENSITY:
Alowable -

159 ac x 2 du/ac

=

318

Proposed 1-family
Multi-family
TOTAL

202
112
314
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JUNE 6, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 3 OF 4

FRANDSEN NORTH PROPERTIES

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DENSITY
acre .
TOTAL AREA

- 3 and 2 Dwelling Units per gross

130 ac .

ALLOCATION (in acres)
1.
2.

Residential
Commercial

122
8

TOTAL
DENSITY:
Alowable -

111 ac x 3 du/ac = 333
10 ac x 2 du/ac =--2Q
Total
353

Proposed 1-family
twin homes
Multi-family
TOTAL

206
58
~

362
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JUNE 6, 2001 PC MINUTES - PAGE 4 OF 4
FRANDSEN EAST PROPERTIES

PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DENSITY TOTAL AREA

2 Dwelling Units per gross acre.

110 ac.

ALLOCATION (in acres)
1.
2.

Residential
Commercial

90
20

TOTAL
DENSITY:
Alowable -

90 ac x 2 du/ ac

= 180

1 - family

228

Proposed -
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ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE JUNE 6, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

March 1, 2001

TO: American Fork City Planning Commission
SUBJECT: Boat Harbor Annexation

This will infonn you that neither Vic Deauvano nor Doug Warren
represents the Frandsen properties for Annexation or Development proposals.
Our request for Annexation still remains in effect and we (Frandsen's) will
submit a Development plan at the appropriate time, independent from the
Deauvano, Warren plans.

Cc: City council
Planning commission
Deauvano
Warren

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 20, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on _June 20, 2001, 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.

Presentation by the Beautification and Shade Tree Commission
concerning placement of trees in park strips throughout the
City .
2.
Review and action on the addition of a cellular antenna to
an existing light pole located at the Art Dye Sports Complex
at approximately 1100 North 600 East.
3.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plats of
Kennedy Acres Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2 lots at 83
West 300 North.
4.
Review and action on Automall Business Park Phase III
located at 985 South 500 East .
5.
Review and action on a site plan for Nova Source Development
located at 150 North West State Road.
6.
Review and action on the American Fork Place Subdivision
Plat A consisting of 2 lots at 142 North West State Road.
7.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Dixie
Fenn II Annexation consisting of 5 . 79 a c res at 655 Wes t 200
South.
8.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Beehive
Mills annexation consisting of 48.231 acre s at 40 0 Eas t 1100
South.
9.
Review and action on amendments to the Sign Ordinance .
10. Review and action on the transportation element of the
General Plan.
11 . Rev iew and act ion on Land Use Element of the General Plan.
12 . Site Plan Committee report.
13. Other business:
a.
Discussion on the Fence Ordinance's affect on corner
lots.
b.
Other items.
14 . Review and action on the June 6, 20 01, minutes.
15. Adjournment.
Dated this 12 day of June, 20 0 1.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JUNE 20, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (2)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Plannjng Commission met in regular session on June 20, 2001, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Ken
Baldwin, Keith Richan, James Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Michael Georgeson, and Steve
Nielsen. Others present included *Rod Despain, Melarue Marsh, Brent Ventura, Clayton and
Primrose Holland, Shawn Graff, Joe Kennedy, Marilyn Fowles, Ellen Youngblood, Dixie Fenn,
Sara Chadwick, Stacy Anderson, Jeremy Anderson, Mr. & Mrs. Blaine Richan, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Howard Denney because he was out of town. He then introduced
Brent Ventura who is filling in for Mr. Denney while he is out of town.
PRESENTATION BY THE BEAUTIFICATION AND SHADE TREE COMMISSION
CONCERNING PLACEMENT OF TREES IN PARK STRIPS THROUGHOUT THE CITY
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ellen Youngblood, a member
of the Beautification and Shade Tree Commission.
Ellen Youngblood explained that the Beautification Committee has prepared a Street Tree
Selection Guide to help the citizens of the commuruty with some guidelines about planting trees in
parking strips. She pointed out that the Street Tree Selection Guide has been patterned after
one that was put out by Provo City.
Ms. Youngblood pointed out that after they met with the Techrucal Review Commission they
added the Site Selection and Maintenance paragraph to the Street Tree Selection Guide. She
stated that the Street Tree Selection Guide discusses how to plant a tree. She said there is also a
section included in the guide that talks about what not to plant.
Chairman Hadfield said the Street Tree Selection Guide has the possibility of makjng a lot of good
things happen. He said new residents sigrung up for utilities will be given a copy of the guide.
Chairman Hadfield said st aff thinks the guide is wonderful.
Chairman Hadfield said that there are a few grammatical changes that need to be made to the
Street Tree Selection Guide. He told Ms. Youngblood to contact him and they could go over
some of the changes that need to be made. He stated that another change that needs to be made
is in regards to the typical spacing between Class I trees. He pointed out that on Page 1 of the
guide it states that typical spacing between Class I trees is twenty-five feet, but on Page 4 it states
that the typical spacing is twenty feet. Ms. Youngblood stated that the distance between Class I
trees should be noted as twenty feet.
Chairman Hadfield said there should also be something included in the Street Tree Selection
Guide that lets people know that if they have a concern about safety issues, i.e., safe sight
1

distances, location of utility lines, etc. then they should contact the Public Works Office.
Chairman Hadfield said that on Page 3 of the Street Tree Selection Guide it talks about what not
to plant and earlier in the guide it talks about what is not recommended to plant. He said that on
Page 3 it should stat e "what is recommended to plant" instead of "what not to plant."
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Brent Ventura said that he did not have any engineering concerns.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that the document be made available to the local real estate people so
they can have them available to give to their clients.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the entire guide will be put on the City's website.
Chairman Hadfield said the Beautification Committee has done a great job putting together the
guide.

Mr. Georgeson said that he wished he had this guide years ago when he planted trees at his home.
Ms. Youngblood stated that they are also planning on distributing the guide to the local nurseries
and developers.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission endorses the Street Tree Selection Guide and
recommends it highly. He asked Councilman Hunter to make a report to the City Council
regarding the Beautification Committee's presentation on a Street Tree Selection Guide.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the Beautification Committee could make a presentation to the
City Council on the Street Tree Selection Guide. He said that at some point in time the Street
Tree Selection Guide needs to be adopted as a policy so that they have something that the City
can work with.
Councilman Hunter suggested that the Beautification Committee make the same presentation that
was made tonight to the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield told Ms. Youngblood to contact Mr. Colborn in order to get on the July 10,
2001 , City Council Agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ADDITION OF A CELLULAR ANTENNA TO AN
EXISTING LIGHT POLE LOCATED AT THE ART DYE SPORTS COMPLEX AT
APPROXIMATELY 11 00 NORTH 600 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Shawn Graff.

l

Mr. Graff stated that the proposed plan is pretty much the same plan that was submitted earlier.
He said they are proposing to replace the light pole just north of the location that was earlier
proposed. He said it is proposed that the replacement pole will be 80 feet high instead of 60 feet.
He said the new pole will have new field lights on it.
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Mr. Graff said the existing 60-foot pole that will be removed will be preserved in case the City
would like to put it in a new location. He said the construction manger feels like there is a good
possibility that the foundation could also be preserved.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the antenna that is placed on the pole will be the same type of antenna
that was put on the pole at the Quality Inn site. Mr. Graff said the antenna will be a little bigger
than the one that was put on the pole at the Quality Inn site. He explained that the antenna at the
Quality Inn site covers a smaller area than the proposed antenna w ill cover.
Chairman Hadfield said that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney has some concern about whether the
ordinance needs to be changed in order to allow the "swapping" out of the 60-foot pole for an 80foot pole. He said that Mr. Despain was doing some research to see if there was a conflict in the
ordinance relative to what is being proposed. Mr. Despain was not present yet to report on his
findings . Chairman Hadfield suggested that this item be tabled until Mr. Despain arrives and can
report what he has found out.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that this is the first time the City has had a request to place an
antenna on City property. He raised the question of whether the City Council wants to allow
antennas on City property.
This item was tabled until Mr. Despain arrived and was discussed later in the meeting after the
Kennedy Acres Subdivision was discussed.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLATS OF KENNEDY
ACRES SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 83 WEST 300 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that there is an existing house on the
property that will be left where it is. He said one concern is relative to the gap that exists
between the property proposed for development and Mr. Hindley's property, which is located to
the east. He said there is a gap of about five feet. Chairman Hadfield asked who owns the five
feet between the property proposed for development and Mr. Hindley's property.
Joe Kennedy, the property owner of the property proposed for development, said according to the
surveyor the neighbors own the 5 feet between his property and Mr. Hindley's property. He said
he does not own the 5 feet and does not want to.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the Planning Commission sends the proposed final plat forward and
there is a gap the County Recorder will not record the plat until the gap is resolved.
There was some discussion about a fence being on both sides of the ditch. Chairman Hadfield
asked Mr. Kennedy if there is a fence on his side of the property between his property and the
irrigation ditch.

Mr. Kennedy said that he does not think that there are two fences. He said that he only knows of
one fence and his property abuts up against it.
Chairman Hadfield said they can let the gap issue be resolved by the County Recorder at the time
the plat goes forward to be recorded. He stated that curb and gutter will need to be installed on
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the north.

He said that the power pole on the corner needs to be relocated.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Brent Ventura said approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company needs to be submitted
to the City.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the address on the existing home needs to be changed.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the ordinance requires that the front yard and the rear be
opposite and have 30 feet of depth. He said the north side would have to be called the front and
the south side would have to be called the rear even though there is a door that faces 100 West.
Chairman Hadfield said the existing house may require an address change.
Mr. Hansen asked if it is Mr. Kennedy's responsibility to move the power pole. Chairman
Hadfield said that Mr. Kennedy needs to contact PacifiCorp to make arrangements for them to
relocate the pole.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Kennedy Acres Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 83 West 300 North subject to approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company and the curb approach at 300 North must meet ADA standards. Mr.
Baldwin seconded the motion.

Mr. Georgeson asked ifthe motion should include anything about the frontage. Chairman
Hadfield said the address is a final plat issue. Mr. Hansen said that he does not know if a
change of address is really necessary because the front yard can be declared anywhere the
property owner wants it. Mr. Georgeson said there has to be a record made regarding where the
front yard will be.
Mr. Hansen amended the motion to include that the front yard of the existing house is
noted as facing 300 north. Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.

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

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns relative to the final plat.
Mr. Ventura stated that the public utility easements are in order.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the final plat will not be recorded until the water shares have been
conveyed to the City.
*Mr. Despain arrived.
Chairman Hadfield explained to Mr. Despain what the Planning Commission had discussed
relative to the preliminary plat. He pointed out that the Planning Commission discussed that the
(Planning Conunission Minutes - June 20, 200 I)

4

address needed to be changed for the existing home. He asked Mr. Despain if the house number
for the existing house needs to be changed.

Mr. Despain said that the address for the existing home does not need to be changed.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Kennedy Acres Subdivision located at 83
West 300 North subject to: (1) conveyance of the water shares to the City and (2)
correction of the potential gap. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further comments.
There were no further comments.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield reminded Mr. Kennedy that the subdivision is not a legal subdivision until the
City Council approves the final plat and it is recorded at the County.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ADDITION OF A CELLULAR ANTENNA TO AN
EXISTING LIGHT POLE LOCATED AT THE ART DYE SPORTS COl\l.tPLEX AT
APPROXIMATELY 1100 NORTH 600 EAST
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to explain the issue that City Attorney Kevin Bennet had
with the wording in the ordinance relative to "swapping" out a 60-foot pole with an 80-foot pole.

Mr. Despain said that Mr. Bennett does not believe that the ordinance is broad enough to allow
the replacement of the pole with a pole that is higher than the existing pole. He said the City has
to reaffirm its willingness to let the proposed plan go forward with the pole being at an increased
height or the City would have to decide if the ordinance needs to be changed to allow the existing
pole to be replaced with a higher pole.
Mr. Hansen said that he thought the ordinance was changed to allow the pole to be higher than
the existing pole. He said he does not understand where Mr. Bennett is coming from in regards to
his interpretation of the ordinance. He said if the ordinance is interpreted the way that Mr.
Bennett interprets it then the pole that was approved at the Quality Inn Site would be the same
problem because an existing pole was taken down and a new pole was put up.
In regards to Mr. Hansen's comment about the pole at the Quality Inn Site, Mr. Despain said that
is a slightly different issue, but basically the same. Mr. Despain said he would prefer to discuss
this issue with the City Administrator before they pursue any course of action.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to review the ordinance to see if there is a wording change
that could be made to the ordinance without completely taking out meaning that is there now.
He said he understood that if there was an existing pole it could be replaced with a higher pole in
order to accommodate a cell tower as long as the pole did not exceed 80 feet in height.
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Councilman Hunter asked if the ordinance says anything about a replacement pole. Mr. Despain
stated that the ordinance does not say anything about a replacement pole.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the ordinance says the pole is existing. He said that does not mean
that the same pole is going to be there forever.
Mr. Nielsen said the ordinance could be rewritten, but there is still the likelihood that 10 different
people will have 10 different interpretations of it. He asked why they should postpone action on
the proposed plan. He said the proposed plan has been postponed before. He asked why they
should postpone action on the proposed plan just because Mr. Bennett interprets the ordinance
differently than the Planning Commission does.

Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Bennett has made a very narrow interpretation of the ordinance.
Mr. Nielsen said that if the Planning Commission all agrees on what the intent of the ordinance is,
then why delay action on the proposed plan.

Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is content that is fine. He said that he was just
stating Mr. Bennett's concerns.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the Planning Commission recommends approval of the proposed
plan, it will still have to be approved by the City Council so ifMr. Bennett still feels strongly
about his interpretation of the ordinance he can "lobby" to the City Council against the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the Planning Commission is a recommending body.

Chairman Hadfield asked that the underground electrical power be ran right along the sidewalk
until the outside perimeter of the fence is reached and then run it to the north to the new cell
tower so that there will be the ability to provide power to a future pole that the City may choose
to install. He said if the underground electrical power is run along the sidewalk, then the
sprinkling system will not be interrupted.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for the placement of the cellular antenna on an
existing light pole located at the Art Dye Sports Complex at approximately 1100 North 600
East subject to moving the underground utility easements to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen suggested that the motion include that the proposed plan meets the intent of the
ordinance.

Mr. Nielsen amended the motion to include that the proposed plan meets the intent of the
ordinance.
(

Councilman Hunter seconded the amended motion.

(Plaruling Commission Minutes - June 20, 200 I)

6

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. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AUTOMALL BUSINESS PARK PHASE III LOCATED AT 985
SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and explained that when Phase I was submitted for
approval the issue ofwater shares was discussed. He said the developer stated that he would
provide the water shares later so the Planning Commission approved Phase I with the
understanding that the water shares would be corning. He said Phase II then came to the Planning
Commission for approval and the water shares had not yet been conveyed to the City and the
developer told the City that he should not be held up because the water shares have not been
conveyed to the City yet and told the City that he will take care of the water shares later. He said
Phase III is the last phase ofthe project and the water shares still have not been taken care of yet.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the City has not yet seen the finished plan for the interior of
Building 3. He said the Phase II interior plans have just been approved by the Building
Department. He stated that because they do not know what the interior ofBuilding 3 will be
they do not know exactly what the number of parking spaces required should be. He said there
are still some parking issues that need to be resolved and he recommended that any approval be
subject to the parking issues being resolved with staff. He said the developer has made promises
that have not been kept.

Mr. Hansen moved that this item be deferred until the water shares have been provided for
all three phases and until the parking requirements are resolved regarding the building
square footage and the interior finish for Phase ill and the parking be resolved with Phase
I and ll also.
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: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR NOVA SOURCE DEVELOPlvffiNT
LOCATED AT 150 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
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This was withdrawn at the request ofthe petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMERICAN FORK PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 142 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
This was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE DIXIE FENN II
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 5.79 ACRES 655 WEST 200 SOUTH

Mr. Despain said the property proposed for annexation will be annexed into the City under the
RA-1 Zone. Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement. He stated that water
rights will be conveyed at the time of development as opposed to at the time of annexation. Mr.
Despain stated that they need to get some additional right ofway on the south side of200 South.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.

Mr. Ventura did not have any engineering concerns.
Mr. Richan had some questions relative to the water rights.
Mr. Despain stated that the water rights will be conveyed at the time of the final plat approval.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about allowing the water rights for the proposed annexation to be
conveyed at the final plat approval when they have required other developments to provide the
water rights at the time of annexation.
Chairman Hadfield stated that this is the annexation. He said the project that they held up for
water rights was because it never met the requirements.
Mr. Despain said generally the City's policy is to take the water rights at the time of annexation,
but with this proposed annexation they do not know the precise amount of water rights that will
be needed because they have not seen a concept plan. He said on occasion they have taken the
water rights at the time of the final plat when they better know how many water shares are
needed. He said if the Planning Commission is uncomfortable taking the water shares for the
proposed annexation at the time of the final plat approval, then they need to instruct him
otherwise.

Mr. Richan said it seems like there is a conflict if one development does not have to provide water
shares until the final plat stage while another development is required to convey the water rights
at the time of annexation.
Mr. Despain said without a concept plan it is difficult to set what the number of water rights
required should be. He pointed out that at past meetings there has been some discussion about
whether a concept plan should be required for the RA-1 and Rl-15 ,000 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield said in the past the City has allowed the water rights to be conveyed at the
time ofthe final plat stage when there is not a concept plan to review to help set what the water
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rights should be.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend the Dixie Fenn Annexation Agreement to the City
Council with the property being annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone. 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: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Baldwin asked ifthe RA-1 Zone is compatible with the General Plan. Mr. Despain said the
RA-1 Zone is compatible with the General Plan.
Dixie Fenn said the area is sub irrigated and stated that they never irrigate.

Mr. Richan asked what the water table is.
Ms . Fenn said at times the water is about 6 feet under.
Chairman Hadfield stated that staff has met with Mr. Spencer from Hubble Engineering and
resolved several of t he issues relative to utilities.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BEEIDVE
:MILLS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 48.231 ACRES AT 400 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.

Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement. He stated that the property proposed
for annexation will be annexed into the City under the PI-1 Zone. He said the proposed sewing
plant fits with the PI -1 Zone. He said initially only about 10 t o 11 acres of the 48 acres
proposed for annexation will be developed.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that in Section 5 where it states "500 South" that should be changed
to " 500 East."
It was discussed that there will be some additional right-of-way that needs to be conveyed to the
City for both 1100 South and 500 East, but at this point the City is not sure the extent ofthe area
that will need to be conveyed.
Mr. Hansen suggested that there should be some language added to Section 6 that states that
further water rights may be required when future development occurs.
Mr. Despain said he would add some additional language to Section 6 that states that further
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water rights may be required when future development occurs.
Mr. Despain stated that representatives fo r the proposed project have indicated that they would
provide the City with water consumption figures from some of the LDS Church' s other sewing
plants, but they have not yet been provided. He said if he could get the water consumption
figures for some of the other plants, then he would be able to better determine how many water
rights would be required .

Mr. Despain discussed Section 7 of the proposed annexation agreement. He stated that the
sloughs will probably remain in the same location. He said he proposes that any site plan that is
proposed should incorporate the 500 East Slough in its approximate alignment, should provide an
easement along the portion of the slough channel, and should retain the slough as an open
channel. He said that Mr. Bennett has suggested that the proposed agreement should be more
definitive in regards to the type of easement that will be required.
Mr. Despain stated that he needs an address for the LDS Church in order to complete Section 10
of the proposed annexation agreement.

Gary Holland, a representative for the LDS Church, told Mr. Despain that he would provide him
with an appropriate address for the LDS Church so that he can complete Section 10.

Mr. Ventura stated that the easement on the slough should incorporate some kind of access for
maintenance.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the gaps and overlaps that are shown. Mr. Despain said
there may need to be some boundary line agreements.
Chairman Hadfield reported that he and Mr. Despain met with Timp. Special Service District and
discussed what their requirements are relative to sewering parcels of ground that have not been
sewered yet. He said they discussed metering stations. He said Timp. Special Service District
recommends that the sewer be placed on the west side of 500 East.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend the Beehive Mills Annexation consisting of 48.231 acres
at 400 East 1100 South subject to the col'l'ections that have been discussed and that it be
annexed into the City under the PI-1 Zone, which is in conformance with the General Plan.

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

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Nielsen~ and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMEND:MENTS TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed changes to the sign ordinance. He pointed out that Section
1 discusses the definitions of signs. He explained that the proposed changes deal with free
standing pylon signs. He pointed out that there has been some question about why Quality Inn
does not have an independent pylon sign. He said the reason that Quality Inn does not have a
free standing pylon sign is because it does not meet the eight contiguous acres requirement. He
said the City has tried to work with the owner of Quality Inn so that he can get a free standing
sign. He said that Quality Inn currently has a sign on top of the building, which provides greater
exposure than an on-premise sign would.

Mr. Hansen asked if there could be a definition of a project identification sign included in the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that "lightweight" be stricken from the section that discusses banner
signs.
There was some discussion about the sign that is located at Forbes Elementary. Mr. Hansen
stated that he knows that there were some problems created when the sign at Forbes was
installed. There was some discussion about what signs at schools are classified as. Mr. Despain
stated that signs at schools are defined as directional or public service signs. Mr. Hansen raised
the question of whether signs at schools could be classified as a government sign. He said signs
located on school property should be defined better so that the signs are not located in the wrong
places and so they do not create problems with neighbors who live in the area near the sign.
Chairman Hadfield stated that under the section that discusses the signs that do not need a permit
there needs to be a subparagraph added that states that the placement of the sign not requiring a
permit should be coordinated with those elements that effect safety and give some examples of
what the elements are, i.e., safe sight distances, if it is a lighted sign, then have to worry about the
lights shining in the adjacent neighbors windows.

Mr. Despain said that he thought about requiring institutional identification signs to get a permit.
Mr. Despain discussed the requirements for signs located within the General Commercial Zone
and Industrial Sign Overlay Zone. He stated that currently in the General Commercial Zone and
the Industrial Sign Overlay Zone only one free standing pylon or monument sign is permitted
regardkss of the amount of property involved in the project. He stated that what has driven
some of the proposed changes to the sign ordinance is the Old Towne Square Project.
Mr. Despain explained that Steve Larsen, who owns the Old Towne Square Project, feels that
because of the size oftheir project that they should be allowed an additional pylon sign. He said
it is proposed that the sign ordinance be amended to include a section that divides the
requirements for free-standing pylon or monument signs into two categories ( 1) for small scale
commercial projects (projects on zone lots of four acres or less) and (2) for large scale
commercial projects - (projects on zone lots of more than four acres). It was discussed that one
pylon sign would be permitted for each project area and not per lot or establishment. Mr.
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Despain. said the key to addressing Mr. Larsen' s request and to the proposed ordinance is that
where there is frontage on more than one public street, a free standing monument sign may be
constructed for each additional street frontage .
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City has always said that if someone has multiple frontages, then
they are entitled to one pylon sign and one monument sign per any additional street frontages .
Mr. Despain explained that because Mr. Larsen's project has frontage on State Street and 500
East he would be entitled to signs on both frontages under the proposed ordinance.

There was some discussion that the size of the sign would be dictated by how much linear footage
is adjacent to the collector or arterial class roads.
Mr. Hansen asked if the size of the sign on State Street for Mr. Larsen's development meets the
frontage requirements. Mr. Despain said he did not know if the size of the sign meets the
frontage requirements. Mr. Despain was asked to verify whether the size of the sign on State
Street meets the frontage requirements.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed sign ordinance requires that commercial and industrial
projects submit a sign plan. It was discussed that requiring a sign plan is a good idea.

Chairman Hadfield stated that allowing temporary banners to be in place for 6 months is too long.
He said temporary banners should only be allowed for up to 90 days. Mr. Hansen agreed that 6
months was too long a period oftime to allow temporary banners.
Mr. Despain discussed portable signs. He said portable signs is the new term for temporary signs.
He stated that signs are difficult to regulate. He said a new ordinance does not always address all
the problems. He stated that signs are a form of free speech. He said no amount of imagination
will limit the amount of signs that are placed throughout the City.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about yard sale signs and other signs, i.e., "lose weight" signs
being put up in dangerous locations throughout the community. He stated that some people put
yard sale signs and other types of signs on stop signs, which creates a real hazard. He asked Mr.
Despain to put something in the ordinance that states that yard sale signs and other signs of that
nature are prohibited. Mr. Hansen said he gets tired of seeing yard sale signs all over the City that
stay up for long periods oftime. He suggested that there be something in the ordinance that
states it is illegal to post yard sale signs on utility poles.

Councilman Hunter said he thought that the Planning Commission approved a community
billboard so that people would have a place to post their yard sale signs. Mr. Despain said the
Planning Commission did approve a community billboard, but it has never been installed.
Mr. Hansen suggested that there be a fee charged to people who illegally put up yard sale signs
and "lose weight" signs throughout the City. Mr. Despain said he did not believe that the people
who are charged a fee for illegally put up yard sale signs would pay it. Mr. Hansen said that if the
people do not pay it, then the City would have to take them to small claims court.

Mr. Richan said by charging a fee for illegally placed signs it would bring it to people' s attention
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that there is some responsibility on their part not to place signs where they ought not to be placed.

Mr. Despain said he will think about how he could include something in the ordinance to help
regulate yard sale signs and other signs of that nature.
Mr. Despain was asked to make the corrections to the sign ordinance and then it will be placed on
a future Planning Commission agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and stated that he and Mr. Despain attended the open
house at the Snow Springs Elementary last week regarding the east-west corridor study that is
being done by Horrocks Engineers. He said they saw what impact the study has and they cast
some votes for what they felt would be the appropriate alignment of those corridors.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he has received permission from Mr. Wanlass to contract with
Horrocks Engineers to upgrade the transportation element based on the data that they have now
acquired with the east-west corridor studies. He said he has asked Lee Cabell ofHorrocks
Engineers to give him an estimate of what it would cost to upgrade the transportation plan.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo that was included in the Planning
Commission packets regarding revisions to the major street plan. The memo is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
There was some discussion about Sam White Lane. Mr. Hansen suggested that instead of Sam
White Lane being at-intersection at 6500 West it should swing to the south. Chairman Hadfield
raised the question of whether Sam White Lane should be a "three legged intersection."
It was discussed that the West Main Crossing should compare with what Horrocks has designed
for the east-west corridor study.
There was some discussion about the overpass. Mr. Despain said it would be "less disruptive if
the road went under the freeway rather than having an overpass because you can accommodate
the overpass on the freeway better than you can the overpass on the side streets." There was
some discussion about whether the overpass should be placed on 100 West or on Center Street.
Mr. Despain asked for some direction to give to Mr. Cabell ofHorrocks Engineers.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend that the transportation element be taken to Lee Cabell
of Horrocks Engineers for additional study. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
· (

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Richan said that when he saw this item on the agenda he thought that they would be
discussing the corridor at 50 South and 1100 East. He said that he invited his brother to attend
this meeting because his brother lives near 11 00 East and he deals with high density on one side of
his property and the PO-l Zone on the other side of his property.
Mr. Despain pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting they spent some time
discussing the triangular-shaped area between 50 South and 1100 East.
He said the question
was raised about what the land use for that triangular-shaped area should be. Mr. Despain said
at the last Planning Commission Meeting the Planning Commission indicated that it felt like the
appropriate use for the interior of the triangular-shaped area would be medium density residential.
Chairman Hadfield said that he thought they were going to be talking about the south side
planning area in as much as Mr. Deauvono would like to have 90 acres of his proposed project
zoned commercial.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. and Mrs. Blaine Hichan if they had any questions.
Mrs. Richan said they are surrounded by businesses.
There was some discussion about the Benson Bolt Property. It was discussed that the new
owner of the Benson Bolt Property would like to have the property re-zoned as Professional
Office.
Mr. Keith Richan said he felt there was a need to have some of the local residents involved in
deciding what the land use should be for the property that is near 1100 East.
Mr. Nielsen asked why the Planning Commission is talking about the property out by 1100 East
unless someone is wanting a zone change.
Mr. Keith Richan said the reason the Planning Commission is talking about the property out by
11 00 East is because based on the discussions from the last meeting he felt there would be a
further discussion on the land use for the property out by 1100 East.
Mr. Despain said that ifMr. and Mrs. Blaine Richan have an opinion of what they would like to
s~e done out by 1100 East, then it would be appropriate for them to submit their idea.
Chairman Hadfield again stated that he thought they were going to be discussing the south side
planning area.

:Mr. Despain said the material that he prepared for tonight's discussion is relative to the south side
planning area.
Mr. Blaine Richan expressed some concern
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PO-l would not be feasib le.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Blaine Richan that he would need to submit a plan for how he would
like his property to be developed.
Mr. Keith Richan said that three plans have been submitted for Mr. Blaine Richan' s property and
they were all turned down. He said "ifl am protecting my brother, then I am."
Mrs. Blaine Richan said they are just trying to find out what is going on with the Benson Bolt
Property.
Chairman Hadfield talked about how professional offices and residential are compatible with one
another. He said the PO- l Zone will probably continue down 1100 East.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. & Mrs. Blaine Richan that if they have a particular use that they
would like to see in the area of 1100 East then they should present their idea to the City.

1\llr. Blaine Richan stated that only 30% of the existing professional offices are being used now.
Mr. Despain said the issue that needs to be addressed is regarding the property that is west of Mr.
Blaine Richan's property. He said the Planning Commission has to decide what the appropriate
transition is from residential dwellings to the PO-l Zone. He said that "hard care commercial" is
not a gcod transition between residential and professional offices.
Mr. Blaine Richan said that he has about five different businesses that surround him, i.e. ,
Bonneville Nursery, John Lundin's business, etc.

It was discussed that Mr. & Mrs. B laine Richan would like to see some form of commercial
allowed for their property.
After much discussion regarding what the land use should be for the properties near 1100 East,
Mr. Despain then discussed the south side planning district. He referred the Planning Commission
to the memo included in the Planning Commission packet regarding commercial areas in the
southern planning district. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Mr. Baldwin suggested that
perhaps the commercial area in the south side planning district could be larger than was originally
thought.
Chairman Hadfield stated that once the property is zoned commercial, then there is no longer any
control on what type of commercial use is put on the property. He said the property needs to be
put in a design zone and the use needs to fit the need of the design zone. He said that to zone 90
acres of property as commercial is too much.
Councilman Hunter stated that there will not be a lot of commercial near the Timp. Special
Service District because Timp. Special Service District is going to petition for a buffer zone or
and odor easement.
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Mr. Baldwin said that they should not make a blanket commercial zone in the south side planning
area. He said what he said at the last meeting was that they are not seeing any schools or public
services proposed. He said there needs to be some discussion about where schools and public
services will be located. He said he does not want to draw a hard and fast rule on what property
should be zoned commercial. He said there are still a lot of questions that need to be addressed.

Mr. Despain said the area that is being proposed as a resort area in the south side area seems to
have a lot of commercial associated with it.
Chairman Hadfield again expressed concern about zoning 90 acres of land as commercial.

Mr. Nielsen said he is tried of spending time on Mr. Deauvono ' s and Mr. Warren's projects. He
said Mr. Deauvono and Mr. Warren are wasting everyone's time.
Mr. Despain said regardless of Mr. Warren's and Mr. Deauvono's proposals, the Planning
Commission needs to provide a land use map for the south side planning area. He said the
current plan for the south side area shows that the commercial will be primarily to meet the needs
of the residents who live in the south side planning area.
Mr. Georgeson said that Mr. Baldwin has expressed his opinion relative to how much commercial
property should be located in the south side planning area. He said that there is "a lot of road
west of the resort and he does not know what will happen along that road." He said he does not
want commercial along the road that is west of the resort, but he does not know would go there.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is more work that needs to be done on the resort zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission is comfortable with the land use plan.

Mr. Hansen suggested that a third neighborhood commercial zone be added in the area where
Sam White Lane comes into the new 1500 South alignment.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the land use plan with the addition of another
neighborhood commercial zone being added in the area where Sam White Lane comes into
the new 1500 South alignment. Councilman Hunter 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, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Despain said in the future the Planning Commission will be looking at the Westfield Project.
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OTHER BUSINESS
a.

DISCUSSION ON THE FENCE ORDINANCE'S AFFECT ON CORNER LOTS
Mr. Despain said a couple of weeks ago Ron Morrill talked to him about a couple
of fence issues that he had issued citations on. He said some of the citations were
issued for fences that are proposed to be constructed outside the setback area fo.r
corner lots. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has discussed the issue
about allowing fences to be placed outside the setback area for corner lots
several other times.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. & Mrs. Jeremy Anderson are present tonight to petition
the Planning Commission to allow them to place a 6-foot fence within the 20-foot
setback area on a corner lot. He pointed out that Mr. & Mrs. Anderson have
talked to Mr. Morrill about the fencing ordinance and they do not agree with the
ordinance and so now they are appealing to the Planning Commission to see if it
would be willing amend the ordinance to allow 6-foot fences in the side setback
area for corner lots.
Mr. Anderson said that he does not see anything wrong with having his fence
where it is. He said his fence is not blocking anything. He said he wants their
fence to be on their property line.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about allowing a 6-foot high fence adj acent
to the property line on corner lots because ofhealth and safety reasons. He also
pointed out that the vision statement in the General Plan talks about having wide
open vistas. He said if a 6-foot fence is allowed adjacent to the property line then
it will be hard to have wide open vistas.
Mr. Georgeson said he is primarily concerned with the safety issues and not the
vision statement in the General Plan.
Mr. Hansen said that he does not want to see a fence placed right out to the
sidewalk because it will make it hard to see if a person is walking on the sidewalk
and if they can' t be seen they might get hit by a car.
Mr. Baldwin said vegetation planted along the sidewalk also creates a safety
hazard.
Mr. Despain said one reason for the setback requirements is because it promotes
the openness in the community. He said another reason for the setback
requirements is because of the safety issues.
Mr. Hansen suggested that fencing ordinance be mailed out to all the residents.
He said that he assumes that a lot of people do not even know that they have to
get a permit in order to install a fence.
Mr. Nielsen asked how much the fine is for placing a fence in the setback area.

(Planning Commission M inutes - .June 20, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain said placing a fence in the setback area is a Class C misdemeanor.
Chairman Hadfield polled the Planning Commission members to see if they want to
make changes to the fence ordinance.
The majority of the Planning Commission members felt like they had not heard any
compelling reasons to change the current fence ordinance to allow a fence to be
placed in the setback area. Mr. Georgeson agreed that at this point he would
not recommend any changes to the fence ordinance, but he said that he would not
be opposed to looking at the fence ordinance again if there is some type of solution
that would help allow Mr. and Mrs. Anderson to have their fence in the setback
area and still maintain adequate safety for all involved.
Councilman Hunter said
that he lives on a corner lot and he would love to put up a 6-foot high fence across
the back of his property line, but he can see what some of the safety issues are and
why he can 't install a 6-foot high fence. He said he wonders if the ordinance
could be changed to fix some of the problems that are created with the current
fence ordinance.
Mrs. Anderson said that she understands the safety issue ~ith the fence, but she
believes there is plenty of clearance. She said there are some trees a couple blocks
from her home that block the intersection's line of sight. She said that she does
not understand why some people can have trees that block the intersection and
why she can't have a fence that is 35 feet back.
Chairman Hadfield said 35 feet is not the issue. He said 20 feet is the issue.
Mrs. Anderson said that there is 35 feet from where the fence is to where the fence
would stop.
Mr. Despain said the fence would not start until 35 feet back from the front
property line. He explained that the fence would be against the sidewalk, but that
it would be 3 5 feet back to the front setback line.
Mr. Despain stated that when the City is looking at the making changes to the
fence ordinance it has to look at fences for all corner lots in the City and not just
for one particular lot.
Chairman Hadfield told Mrs. Anderson that if she is not satisfied with the Planning
Commission's decision, then she can appeal to the City Council. He said the
Planning Commission feels like the current ordinance is in place for a reason and
it does not recommend that any changes be made to the ordinance.
Mrs. Anderson said that a lot of her neighbors feel like the fence ordinance is
illegal. She said that she can show the City many different people who have not
followed the requirements that are in the fence ordinance. She asked what the
City is doing to the people who have fences that do not comply with the ordinance.
She said that they want to place their fence 20 feet from the curb instead of from
(Plmming Commission Minutes - June 20, 200 I)
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the sidewalk. She said a lot of people have installed their fence 20 feet from the
curb instead of from the sidewalk.
.Mr. Despain explained that setbacks are measured from the property line and not
from the curb or sidewalk. He said that ifthere are other people that are in
violation of the fence ordinance, then Mr. Morrill will need to give them a fix-itticket.
.Mrs. Anderson asked what they are supposed to do now.
Chairman Hadfield told Mrs. Anderson that if she does not like the Planning
Commission' s decision, then she can appeal to the City Council to see if they
will waive some of the fencing requirements or she can build her fence according
to the ordinance.
b.

OTHERITEMS
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that he submitted a letter of resignation from the
Planning Commission to Mayor Barratt today. He said that he has now taken a
full-time position with the City and with his new job it will be a conflict of int erest
for him to serve on the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission if they would like to have
Mr. Hansen, the Vice-Chair continue as the Chair until January. The Planning
Commission members said they would like to have Mr. Hansen be the Chair until
January.

Mr. Baldwin moved that Mr. Hansen, the Vice-Chair continue acting as the
Chairman of the Planning Commission. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr.
Hansen, Mr. Georgeson and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
It was discussed that the next Planning Commission Meeting will be held on
Tuesday, July 3, 2001 , due to the 4th ofJuly holiday .

.Nlr. Georgeson stated that he will not be at the July 18, 2001 , Planning
Commission Meeting.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Hansen to schedule the Alpine School District Board
Room on July 18, 2001 because the Steel Days Youth Street Dance will be held on
(Planning Commission Minutes - June 20, 200 1)
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Church Street that same evening.
Councilman Hunter said he talked to Mr. Wanlass to see if there was money in the
budget for the Planning Commission to have a drainage plan done and Mr.
Wanlass told him that if the Planning Commission wants to pay to have a drainage
plan done they could find money in the budget to pay for it.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about some comments that Dixie Fenn made earlier
in the meeting regarding irrigation water and the water table on her property. He
said that Mrs. Fenn said that the water table is about 6 feet. Chairman Hadfield
said that the water table is probably closer to 6 inches.
Mr. Despain stated that if the water table is higher than has been represented,
additional water rights may not be required.

Mr. Richan said that he wished Councilmember Juel Belmont would have been
present tonight to hear the Beautification Committee' s presentation. He
expressed concern about not being able to see down streets and not being able to
see the houses because of all the trees that are planted in neighborhoods. He said
that he built his house on a hill so that he could see the valley and the mountains,
but he can't see anything any more because of all trees that he planted on his
property. He also expressed concern about how many trees are overgrown and
now block stop signs.
Chairman Hadfield said he thinks that the Street Tree Selection Guide that was
prepared by the Beautification Committee is a good document, but he wished that
Mary Fox would have been present tonight to show her support for it.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JUNE 6. 2001, MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the June 6, 2001, Planing Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 6, Line 35 "three" should be changed to "these." On Page 12, Line 35 "exceed"
should be changed to "exceeded." On Page 12, Line 38 "he" should be changed to "the."
On Page 14, Line 25 "helps" should be changed to "help." Mr. Hansen seconded the
motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, and Councilman
Hunter. Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because he was not present at the June 6,
2001, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMEl\TT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:50 p.m.

JYJ~

?1~

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JUNE 20, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 4

MEMORANDUM
Date: June 15, 2001
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subjec~

Revisions to Major Street Plan .

Your packets contain three maps relating to the Major Street
Plan: (1) a copy of the current plan, (2) a map showing projected
ADT's for 2020 (note the 19,000 ADT deficiency shown) and (3) a
copy of a proposed realignment for the southern planning
district.
Since the preparation of the current plan by Horrocks, a number
of events affecting the adequacy of the street plan have emerged.
These include :
1.
2.

3.

4.

Actual construction of the PG Interchange
The corridor study, being concluded by Horrocks,
showing the proposed alignment of the southern leg in a
location further north than previously thought . In my
opinion, the shift in alignment to the north renders
the existing plan with parallelling routes unworkable,
particularly in the western part of the study area .
Also, the corridor study suggests that the ROW may need
to be wider than 96 feet.
The need to conclude of whether the City should plan on
a new overpass at Center Street to accommodate the
19,000 unallocated trips or work toward improving the
ex isting crossings, or both.
Possible changes in the alignment of West Main Street
near the City's western boundary.

As a result we have asked Horrocks to prov ide a work program to
re-run the model with the new facts and condi tions added. Under
the proposed work program, Horrocks would incorporate t he new
alignment plan for the southern area, as identified on the
attached sheet (or such variation as the PC would recommend) and
also any other changes that the PC may desire, as they conduct
their new runs on the model. If the computer runs validat e the
proposed draft alignment, the plan would then replace the current
plan .
Please come prepared to comment and act on the revised alignment
plan. We are attempting to get this done, at least in part,
under the current years budget, so a decision at the meeting is
essential.
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ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE JUNE 20,2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 4

MEMORANDUM
Date: June 15, 2001
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subject:

Commercial areas in the southern planning district

The current plan for commercial land use in the southern planning
district shows two commercial areas -- at the intersection of
1100 South and Boat harbor Road and also at 1500 South and Boat
Harbor road. Both are projected as Neighborhood Commercial
areas; would be approximately 10 acres in size; and be developed
primarily to serve the day-to-day needs of local residents.
The applicants have proposed a more ambitious proposal -- upwards
of 90 acres -- most of which would be located a commercial strip
along either side of the proposed 1500 South ROW. This is
considerably more than is need to meet the needs of local
residents and suggests a destination/ travel based commercial
which would seeks to compete with those areas adjacent to the
freeways. This amount of commercial land would be in addition to
the commercial activities conducted as part of the Marina Resort
project (boat sales etc .)
it is my recollection that the PC has consistently held to the
notion that the commercial area would be kept small and primarily
as a small neighborhood commercial area serving primarily local
residents while commercial development at the resort would be
clearly for the benefit of resort patrons and not the general
public at large.
At the end of the discussion last time Commissioner Baldwin
suggested that the commercial area may be larger than the current
version of the plan suggests -- approximately 10 acres. I am now
a bit uncertain as to just what the true position of the PC is on
this
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 3, 2001
*AMENDED -NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on Tuesday, July 3, 2001, 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
l.
2.
* 3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Century Village Condominiums
located at 64 East 100 South.
Review and action on the final plat of Century Village Condominiums located at 64 East
100 South.
Review and action on an amendment to the Cellular Tower Ordinance.
Review and action on amendments to the sign ordinance.
Continued discussions on elements of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes ofthe June 20, 2001 , Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day of June, 2001 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 3, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on Tuesday, July 3, 2001, 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.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Century Village Condominiums
located at 64 East 100 South.
Review and action on the final plat of Century Village Condominiums located at 64 East
100 South.
Review and action on amendments to the sign ordinance.
Continued discussions on elements of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the June 20, 2001 , Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of June, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING CO:MMISSION MINUTES
JULY 3, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 3, 2001 , in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Ken Baldwin,
Keith Richan, Michael Georgeson, Councilman Tom Hunter, and *Steve N ielsen. Others present
included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, Melanie Marsh, David Peterson, Brent Ventura, George
Bible, Junior Williamson, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR CENTURY
VILLAGE CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT 64 EAST 100 SOUTH
Chairman Hansen asked why the preliminary plan was revised.
David Peterson explained that the original intent of the preliminary plan was to save the existing
building on site, but it has been determined that the home can't be saved. He said that because
the existing home will not be saved they have adjusted the proposed buildings so that the
driveway will be wider.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield to state the engineering issues.
Mr. Hadfield said staff has asked the developer to take the 8-inch water line that is shown corning
off of 100 East and extend it all the way across the front of the property and then tie the 4-inch
line that services building 7 through 10 to it.

Mr. Hadfield stated that the City has received the written approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company regarding the proposed project. He reported that the same preliminary plan
that is before the Planning Commission tonight was approved at the June 26, 2001 , City Council
Meeting.
Mr. Despain stated that the setback from the side yard for units 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 is slightly less
than the standard setback and approval of the preliminary plan should be based on a finding that
the reduction in the setback on the west side would not generate a hazardous condition. He said
the reason the setback is slightly less is to accommodate the parking area on the east side of the
project.

Mr. Bible explained that the proposed project will fit in with the existing neighborhood . He stated
that the main floor of the units will have 9 foot 4 inch ceilings and the second floor will have 8foot ceilings. He pointed out that all the units will have a bay window on the front and w ill look
like the existing home. He also pointed out that the colors that are used will be muted .
Mr. Baldwin asked how the setback would be affected if the measured from the wall.

1

In response to Mr. Baldwin' s question, Mr. Peterson said there is a difference of3 feet. He said
"the bay window comes out three feet."

(

*Steve Nielsen arrived.

Mr. Georgeson asked why the interior of the parking area had to be moved.
Mr. Peterson said that the original preliminary plan allowed for an 18-foot driveway entrance and
they wanted to enlarge the driveway entrance so that there would be better access. It was
discussed that the driveway is proposed to be 24 feet wide.
Mr. Bible said that the Technical Review Committee felt that it would be better to have the 24foot driveway.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the original plan did not have the private open space areas
associated with the units.
Mr. Georgeson said that changing the side setback from 20 to 12 feet seems more than a slight
difference. He asked if they could compromise on the width ofthe driveway and get a little
more side lot.
Mr. Despain said that the driveway could be smaller so that there could be larger side setbacks.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the Engineering Department had concern with the proposed 18-foot
driveway because it would be difficult for two cars to pass each other safely. He pointed out
that the standard width for two-way travel is 24 feet. He said that staff asked the developer to
consider increasing the driveway in width to 24 feet.
Mr. Despain explained that the travel lanes in the City's standard cross section are 10 feet wide.
He said that if the Planning Commission is looking for a compromise, then the driveway could be
decreased to 20 feet in width and two cars could still pass each other safely, then the additional 4
feet could be added to the west side.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the zone requires a 20-foot setback.
Mr. Despain said that the zone does require a 20-foot setback, but it also provides the City with
the ability to waive that requirement.
Mr. Richan said that he would feel more comfortable with what Mr. Georgeson is suggesting in
regards to reducing the driveway width and increasing the side setback.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that there is quite a bit of distance between the property line and the
Williamson home.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the proposed unit's window being only 12 feet from the
6-foot fence .

(Planning Commisson Minutes - July 3, 200 I)
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Mr. Baldwin asked if the fence would be an alley way.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Mr. Despain said it would be tight but it would not
be an alley way.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he felt there would be more problems with having a smaller driveway,
than there would be having a smaller side setback.
Mr. Georgeson said that if he owned one ofthe units he would not want to see a six-foot high
fence outside his window.
Mr. Peterson stated that units 7 through 10 will be about 2 feet above the existing ground so
people would probably be able t o see over the 6-foot high fence .

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the revised preliminary plan for Century Village
Condominiums located at 64 East 100 South subject to: (1) reducing the driveway width to
22 feet and increasing the west setback to 14 feet and (2) extending the 8-inch water line in
100 South to the west side of the project.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Junior Williamson asked how far the R-4 Zone will go .
Mr. Bible said the R-4 Zone will only go back to the depth of the parking lot.
Mr. Williamson asked if his property will be included in the R-4 Zone. Mr. Bible told Mr.
Williamson that his property would not be in the R-4 Zone. Mr. Hansen pointed out that the zone
change request was only for the property proposed for development.
Mr. Williamson stated that his next door neighbor, Mr. Barone, had his sewer plug up just a short
time ago and his basement flooded . He asked if there was going to be a sewer problem, if ten
additional homes are connected to the sewer line.
Mr. Hadfield said that he could not address Mr. Williamson's question regarding the sewer
problem.
Mr. Williamson said that he did not know the cause ofthe sewer problem.
Mr. Richan asked which way the sewer flows. It was discussed that the sewer flows to the west
towards Center Street.
Mr. Hadfield said that staff can review with Mr. Parker the concerns regarding the sewer line.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Williamson that staff will review the sewer line to make sure that it is
adequate.

Mr. Georgeson amended the motion to include subject to review of the sewer lines capacity.

(Plmming Commisson Minutes - .July 3, 200 I)

3

Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about the landscape island coming out a bit too far and making it
difficult for cars to get into the two parking stalls on the south.
Mr. Peterson said the reason for extending the landscape island is to somewhat shield the parking
lot from the street.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the length ofthe island should be reduced.

Chairman Hansen asked how wide the parking stalls are.
Mr. Peterson said the parking stalls are 9 feet wide. He pointed out that there is 45 feet to back
up .

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, and
Councilman Hunter. Mr. Nielsen abstained ft·om the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF CENTURY VilLAGE
CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT 64EAST 100 SOUTH
Mr. Hadfield said that Note #6 on the proposed plat needs to be revised to state that guest
parking is allowed . He explained that the ordinance requires that there be 2 1/4 parking spaces
per unit ofwhich 2 spaces are for the owners and 1/4 is for the guest. He also stated that 6.6
acre feet of water needs to be deeded to the City.
Mr. Despain said that he has reviewed the condominium documents and they appear to be in
order. He said that the condominium documents will be approved by the City Council as part of
the final approval.
Mr. Richan asked if the "vegetation" will be maintained by the homeowner's association. Mr.
Bible said the vegetation will be maintained by the homeowner' s association.

There was some discussion that the proposed units were really a PUD with the owners owning
the land under the units. It was discussed that the units will be properly maintained by a
homeowner' s association.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of Century Village Condominiums located
at 64 East 100 South subject to: (1) 6.6 acre feet of water being deeded to the City, (2) Note
#6 being revised to allow for guest parking and (3) the finding that the side setback is
reasonable for the development of the lot and is not a safety concem.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE CELLULAR TOWER
ORDINANCE
Chairman Hansen stated that each Planning Commission Member should have two proposed
alternatives for amendments to the Cell Tower Ordinance provided by Kevin Bennett along with
an explanation of each alternative. The two proposed alternatives to the Cellular Tower
Ordinance are attached to t he minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
Mr. Hansen said that Mr. Bennett has some concern about the term "existing pole" in the current

ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that staff and the Planning Commission has interpreted the current ordinance to
be broad enough to allow an existing pole to include a replacement pole that would be placed in
the same location as the existing pole, but Mr. Bennett does not have the same interpretation of
the ordinance. He said that the proposed amendments are intended to get rid of some of the
ambiguity in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether the Planning Commission wanted to make other
changes to the ordinance in order to make the ordinance more liberal.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there have been applications made to the City that push t he requirements in
the ordinance. He asked whether the existing ordinance basically accommodates the applicants.
Mr. Despain said the applicants are never accommodated to the degree that they would like to be.
He pointed out that the City has had requests for cell towers to be 120 feet high.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the ordinance has been modified a couple of times since its adoption
in order to accommodate the placement of antenna structures on existing poles. He stated t hat
the City' s ordinance is more conservative than other cities' cell tower ordinances. He said t hat
he keeps getting requests from applicants to make cell towers a use by right instead of requiring
them to come to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Hadfield said that if the applicants for cell towers do their homework, then their needs are
met and they do not have problems with the ordinance.

It was discussed that the reason that Mr. Bennett had such concern about Qwest's proposal was
because he thought that Qwest was still planning on placing a pole where t here was not already an
existing pole. It was discussed that Mr. Bennett did not realize that Qwest had made a new
proposal, which is to place a tower on an existing pole. It was further discussed that once Mr.
Bennett realized that Qwest was proposing to locate a cell tower on an existing pole he was not
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quite as concerned. It was discussed that the one concern that Mr. Bennett has with Qwest ' s new
proposal is regarding the pole going from 60 feet in height to 80 feet in height.

Mr. Hansen pointed out that Mr. Bennett has not received an amended lease agreement from
Qwest.
Mr. Baldwin said that he did not feel it was necessary to make the ordinance more liberal.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he would rather see more 60-foot poles than 80-foot poles.
Mr. Despain said he is of the opinion that the more restrictive the ordinance the better.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend P.C. Draft #1, Alterative #2 to the City Council. Mr·.
Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMENDMENTS TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE

Mr. Despain pointed out that institutional identification signs have been added to the category of
signs requiring a permit. H e pointed out another proposed change in the ordinance is that no
more than 2 sign faces would be allowed per sign. He stated that triangular signs would not be
permitted in the City.
Mr. Despain discussed another proposed change to the sign ordinance, which is in regards to
pylon signs. He pointed out that the critical issue is that when a project has more than four acres
and includes five or more establi shments the developer can request to have a project identification
sign in lieu of independent pylon and monument signs.
Mr. Despain explained that Mr. Bennett has some concern about the last paragraph on Page 10 of
the proposed ordinance where it states t hat "failure of the applicant to submit a signage plan shall
be deemed by the City as an affirmative act by the applicant to forgo the use of free-standing
signage for the project." He said that Mr. Bennett has suggested that the last paragraph be
changed to state that a sign would not be allowed unless it is shown on the site plan.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that there are a lot of grammatical errors that need to be changed. He
asked Mr. Despain if he had corrected the use ofthe word establishment. Mr. Despain said that
he had not corrected the use of the word establishment, but that he would put it in the definitions.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about banner signs on the sides oftrucks that are parked in
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parking lots. He said the ordinance needs to include something about banner signs on the side of
trucks. He said banner signs on the side of trucks could either be addressed under banner signs or
under temporary signs.
Mr. Despain said that he would add something about being attached to vehicles on Page 2, under
the banner signs heading.
Mr. Ventura suggested that there be some language included in the ordinance that states that no
free standing pylon sign, free standing monument sign, or non-accessory billboard shall be placed .
in the clear vision zone as defined by ASHTO . Mr. Despain said that he would include some
language in the ordinance relative to the requirement that no sign shall be placed in the clear
vision zone as defined by ASHTO.
Mr. Despain stated that home occupation signs are the most difficult to address in the zoning
ordinance.

Mr. Baldwin moved to return ·the proposed ordinance back to staff for editing. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSIONS ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Mr. Hadfield stated that Lee Cabell of Horrocks is going to re-run the models for the
transportation element of the General Plan.
Mr. Hansen asked if the transportation element addresses the issue of an overpass at Center Street
or 100 West.
Mr. Hadfield said that Mr. Cabell will look at an overpass in the vicinity of Center Street or 100
West.
It was discussed that Mr. Cabell will have the transportation element completed within 60 to 90
days.

Mr. Despain stated that the land use element and transportation element should not be approved
separately. He pointed out that it may take some time to complete the drainage plan.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission needs to "lobby" the City Council to
appropriate sufficient funds "to get the drainage element off of the back shelf and to move it
forward ." He said the drainage element needs to be looked at in great detail.
Councilman Hunter stated that he talked to Mr. Wanlass and he told him that there is money set
aside for the drainage plan.
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Mr. Georgeson said that the goal should be to have the public hearings for the elements of the
General Plan in October.
Mr. Hadfield said that October seemed like a reasonable goal to work toward . He stated that in
the future staff would like to provide a written portion of the land use element to the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that they may want to hire Rulon Dutson to update the parks, open space
and trails plan.
Mr. Georgeson said that the consultants need to be encouraged to complete their work in 60
days.
Mr. Richan stat ed that the straight roads look good, but asked if the straight roads can be done
because of the sloughs.
Mr. Hadfield said that staff would recommend that the corridor be approved and not the physical
alignment of the road so that if the road has to be shifted some to avoid conflicts with wetlands or
other issues, staff can help address those types of issues.
Mr. Despain stated that they have been very mindful ofthe sloughs.
Mr. Hadfield reported that staff has had three meetings with Frandsen & Nobel on the secondary
irrigation system and things are coming along nicely. He said the secondary irrigation plan
should be ready in September.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Despain reported that Woodbury project on the west side of town is a very complicated
project that will involve a special improvement district. He said that there is still some property
acquisition that has to be arranged for, but the developers are very anxious to move forward. He
expressed concern that the developers of the Woodbury project are going to ask the Planning
Commission to move quickly through the approval process. He said the proposed project will be
a significant change to the west side of the City. He said when the Planning Commission starts t o
review the proposed plan it needs t o review it critically and efficiently.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that the Planning Commission hold a work session when it is time to
look at the proposed plans for the project on the west side of the City so that they can have some
time to focus on their proposed plans. Mr. Despain said holding a work session would be a
good idea.

Mr. Baldwin said one area that will need t o be carefully reviewed is in regards to the traffic that
will go in and out of the proposed project.
Mr. Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to review the transportation element of the
proposed project as well as the extension and sizing of the utilities.
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Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission should not be "timid" about its review of the
proposed project on the west side of the City. He said that City money is going to be spent on the
road pattern, so the City better be prepared to have a voice in the project.

Beehive Mills Annexation
Mr. Hadfield reported that the Beehive Mills Annexation is on the July 10, 200 1, City Council
Agenda for review and action.

700 North Church
Mr. Hadfield said that someone had asked him what is happening with the 700 North Church. He
reported that the 700 North Church is coming along fine and building plans are in for review and
bond letters have been approved .

Deseret Industries
Mr. Hadfield also reported that Deseret Industries has talked to the City about some property on
500 East.
OTHER BUSINESS
Ivana Robinson and Strate Annexation
Mr. Despain pointed out that both the Ivana Robinson and Strate Annexation have been
approved. He said the Strate Annexation has been approved by the City Council and recorded,
but the Ivana Robinson Annexation has not. He pointed out that the Eastmans deeded too much
property for the road and the Strates and Phelons did not deed enough property for the road. He
said that the City needs to be more "scrupulous" when it reviews the deeds. Mr. Despain
suggested that final actions should not be taken until the City has the deeds and descriptions of
the roads.
Mr. Nielsen asked what recourse the City has once the annexation has been recorded.

Mr. Despain stated that the Strate Annexation still has to have a site plan approved. Mr. Hadfield
said things can be made whole when the site plan is approved. Mr. Despain stated that the City
does not have as strong of a position with a site plan, but things can still be worked out.
Mr. Despain said that when the descriptions of the roads are submitted to the City, staff will need
to carefully review them to make sure that the proper amount is going to be deeded to the City.

There was some discussion about whether 96 feet ofwidth is going to be wide enough for 1500
South. Mr. Hadfield explained that the UDOT wants 120 feet of width on 1500 South. He
explained that as property is being annexed into the City, the City is taking 96 feet. He said that
there is a 20-foot landscape easement on both sides so ifUDOT wanted to make 1500 South the
Centennial Highway they could buy 24 feet (12 feet on either side of the landscape strip).
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Mr. Despain said that Mr. Cabell is thinking that 1500 South will probably need to be 120 feet
wide.
Mr. Nielsen asked why const ruction of the new interchange has stopped.
Mr. Hadfield stated that construction of the interchange has not stopped, but that they are just
waiting for things to settle before they do the concrete work.
Mr. Georgeson asked when the summer party will be held.
It was discussed that the Planning Commission Summer Party will be held the second weekend in
August, preferably on Friday, August 10. Mr. Hadfield said he would see if he can get the
Hadfield Summer Home to hold the party at. He said that he will report on whether he was able
to get the Hadfield Summer Home at the July 18, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting.

Mr. Hansen reported that the July 18, 2001 , Planning Commission Meeting will be held at the
Alpine School District Offices.
Mr. Hadfield reported that staff has met with Timpanogos Special Service District regarding
establishing a metering device on the 42-inch outfall line.

Mr. Richan asked about how the process works for replacing Mr. H adfield on the Planning
Commission. Councilman Hunter stated that recommendations are given to Mayor Barratt and
then he will review them and they will be presented at a City Council Meeting. It was discussed
that three names have already been submitted to Mayor Barratt.
Councilman Hunter reported that he will not be present at the July 18, 2001 , Planning
Commission Meeting. Mr. Nielsen said that he has a ground breaking ceremony to attend on July
18, 2001 , but he will do his best to be at the meeting. Mr. Hansen told Mr. N ielsen that if he is
not present at the meeting, then they will not have a quorum so the meeting could not be held . He
said that they will go ahead and schedule the meeting on July 18, 2001 , in hopes that Mr. Nielsen
will be present.
REVIEW AND ACTIONS ON THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 20. 200 1. PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the June 20, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to:
On Page 1, Line 10 " James, Hansen" should be changed to "James Hansen." On Page 1,
Line 14 "he press" should be changed to "the press." On Page 2, Line 30 "has something
that it" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 21 after "Company" " and the curb approach
at 300 North must meet ADA standards" should be added. On Page 4, Line 47 "they"
should be changed to "the." On Page 10, Line 22 "or" should be changed to "for."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 8:43 p.m.

7fl4~r~
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JULY 3, 2001 PC MINUTES - PAGE 1 OF 7

July 3, 2001

Paragraph C-1-k of Section 2.5.43 ofthe American Fork Development Code (as amended) currently
reads as follows:

k.
Placement ofantenna(s) on pre-existing poles- Antenna structures may be approved
by the approval authority for placement on previously constructed monopoles or poles erected
for other purposes (electric transmission, street lights, ball park lighting, etc.) in the following
instances and subject to the following conditions:
Wh~n proposed for placement on a pre-existing pole used for other purposes 1)
An antenna structure may be attached to an existing pole that lawfully exists under
current law and was erected and is used primarily for a purpose other than providing
low power telecommunications service (electric transmission, street lights, ball park
lighting, etc.), subject to the following: (a) the proposed antenna structure shall be
situated not more than 20 feet above the location of the primary facilities on the pole
(i.e., sports field lighting cluster) or 80 feet above the prevailing ground surface in
the vicinity of the pole, whichever is less, (b) the pole shall contain not more than one
antenna structure, and (c) the pole conforms to all other provisions relating to
monopole structures as set forth under this Section.

When proposed for placement on an existing communication monopole2)
Additional antenna structures may be attached to an existing monopole that lawfully
exists under current law and was erected and is used primarily for low power
telecommunications service, subject to the following: (a) the existing pole is capable
of accommodating the proposed antenna cluster without structural modifications, (b)
the pole and antenna structure conform to the all other applicable provisions of this
Section and (c) no portion of the proposed antenna structure shall be higher than
permitted under Paragraph C-1-b above, except that in the event the pre-existing
monopole was initially constructed at a height greater than permitted under Paragraph
C-1-b, the maximum height of any portion of an additional antenna shall be 80 feet.
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P.C. Draft #1, Alternative #1
July 3, 2001

ORDINANCE NO. 2001-_ _

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY TO PROVIDE FOR THE LIGHTING OF, AND/OR PLACEMENT AT GREATER
THAN SIXTY FEET IN HEIGHT OF LOW POWER RADIO SERVICE ANTENNA ON,
CERTAIN MUNICIPAL AND PUBLIC UTILITY POLES ERECTED FOR PURPOSES
OTHER THAN THAT OF COMMUNICATIONS; TO SET FORTH THE CONDITIONS
AND TERMS FOR APPROVAL THEREOF; TO MAKE MINOR MODIFICATIONS OF
SECTION 2-5.43k, AND TO PROVIDE AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH:

PART I
SECTION 1.
follows:

Paragraph C-1-k of Section 2-5.43 is hereby amended to read to read as

k.
Exception to height and lighting restrictions - The height and light restrictions of
Paragraphs C-1-b and C-1-g may be waived by the approval authority where the Low Power
Radio Service Antenna Facility is to be mounted on the following types of poles or
monopoles, subject to the conditions set forth herein:
1)

When proposed for placement on a municipal or public utility pole used for
other purposes - An antenna structure may be attached to a municipal or public
utility pole that is lawfully erected and maintained and is used for a primary
purpose other than that of providing low power telecommunications service
(e.g., electric transmission, street lights, and ball park lighting), subject to the
following:
(a)
the proposed antenna structure shall be situated not more than 20 feet
above the location of the primary (i.e., nontelecommunications-related)
facilities on the pole (e.g. , the sports field lighting cluster) or 80 feet above
the prevailing ground surface in the vicinity of the pole, whichever is lower;
(b)

the pole shall contain not more than one antenna structure (or cluster),
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(c)

the pole is-(i)
already in existence at the time that an application is made for
approval of the placement of the antenna structure, or is a proposed
replacement of an existing pole (including a proposed replacement at
a greater height than the pole being replaced, but only ifthe approval
authority finds that the proposed enlarged replacement is consistent
with the intent of this Code and with the vicinity where the
proposed replacement is requested to occur--considering such factors
as zoning, public safety, location and aesthetics), or
(ii)
One which the City has indicated an intent and desire to have
erected (for its benefits to the City or the public, apart from any Low
Power Radio Service Antenna Facility sought to be attached thereto),
and the approval authority finds that both the pole and the placement
of a Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facility thereon are consistent
with the intent of this Code and with the vicinity where the
pole and antenna structure are requested to be situated (considering
such factors as zoning, public safety, location, and aesthetics); and

(d)

the pole conforms to all other provisions relating to monopole
structures as set forth under this Section.

2)
When proposed for placement on an existing communication monopoleAdditional antenna structures may be attached to an existing monopole that lawfully
exists under current law and was erected and is used primarily for low power
telecommunications service, subject to the following: (a) the existing pole is capable
of accommodating the proposed antenna cluster without structural modifications, (b)
the pole and antenna structure conform to the all other applicable provisions of this
Section and (c) no portion of the proposed antenna structure shall be higher than
permitted under Paragraph C-1-b above, except that in the event the pre-existing
monopole was initially constructed at a height greater than permitted under Paragraph
C-1-b, the maximum height of any portion of an additional antenna shall be 80 feet.

PARTTI
ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ORDINANCE
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CONFLICTING PROVISIONS- Whenever the provisions of this Ordinance conflict with the
provisions of any other ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the provisions of this Ordinance shall
prevail.
PROVISIONS SEVERABLE- The sections, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, and phrases of this
Ordinance are severable. If any such section, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase shall be declared
invalid or unconstitutional by the valid judgment or decree of a Court of competent jurisdiction, such
invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect any of the remaining sections, paragraphs, sentences,
clauses, or phrases of this Ordinance.
AMENDMENT TO BE ADDED TO DEVELOPMENT CODE - The City Council hereby
authorizes and directs that insert pages reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be made and
placed in the Official copies of the American Fork Development Code in th~ office of the City
Recorder.
PENALTY- Hereafter, these amendments shall be construed as part of the Development Code of
American Fork City, Utah, to the same effect as if originally a part thereof; and all applicable
provisions of the existing Code, heretofore adopted, shall apply to the provisions adopted by this
amendment, including but not limited to the enforcement, violation and penalty provisions.
EFFECTIVE DATE - This Ordinance shall take effect upon its passage and publication as required
by law.

PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY, UTAH, TIDS
DAY OF
, 2001.
APPROVED:

TED BURTON BARRAIT, MAYOR
ATTEST:

RICHARD COLBORN, CITY RECORDER
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ORDINANCE NO. 2001-_ _

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF AMERICAN FORK
CITY TO PROVIDE FOR THE LIGHTING OF, AND/OR PLACEMENT AT GREATER
THAN SIXTY FEET IN HEIGHT OF LOW POWER RADIO SERVICE ANTENNA ON,
CERTAIN MUNICIPAL AND PUBLIC UTILITY POLES ERECTED FOR PURPOSES
OTHER THAN THAT OF COMMUNICATIONS; TO SET FORTH THE CONDITIONS
•
AND TERMS FOR APPROVAL THEREOF; TO MAKE :MINOR MODIFICATIONS OF
SECTION 2-5.43k, AND TO PROVIDE AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK CITY, UTAH:

PART I
SECTION 1.
follows:

Paragraph C-1-k of Section 2-5.43 is hereby amended to read to read as

k.
Exception to height and lighting restrictions - The height and light restrictions of
Paragraphs C-1-b and C-1-g may be waived by the approval authority where the Low Power
Radio Service Antenna Facility is to be mounted on the following types of poles or
monopoles, subject to the conditions set forth herein:
1)
When proposed for placement on a municipal or public utility pole used for
other purposes - An antenna structure may be attached to a municipal or public utility
pole that is lawfully erected and maintained and is used for a primary purpose other
than that of providing low power telecommunications service (e.g., electric
transmission, street lights, and ball park lighting), subject to the following: (a) the
proposed antenna structure shall be situated not more than 20 feet above the location
of the primary (i.e., nontelecornmunications-related) facilities on the pole (e.g., the
sports field lighting cluster) or 80 feet above the prevailing ground surface in the
vicinity ofthe pole, whichever is lower; (b) the pole shall contain not more than one
antenna structure (or cluster), (c) the pole is already in existence at the time that an
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application is made for approval of the placement of the antenna structure, or is a
proposed replacement of an existing pole (including a proposed replacement at a
greater height than the pole being replaced, but only if the approval authority finds
that the proposed enlarged replacement is consistent with the intent of this Code and
with the vicinity where the proposed replacement is requested to occur--considering
such factors as zoning, public safety, location and aesthetics); and (d) the pole
conforms to all other provisions relating to monopole structures as set forth under this
Section.
2)
When proposed for placement on an existing communication monopole Additional ~tenna structures may be attached to an existing monopole that lawfully
exists under current law and was erected and is used primarily for low power
telecommunications service, subject to the following: (a) the existing pole is capable
of accommodating the propcsed antenna cluster without structural modifications, (b)
the pole and antenna structure conform to the all other applicable provisions of this
Section and (c) no portion of the proposed antenna structure shall be higher than
permitted under Paragraph C-1-b above, except that in the event the pre-existing
monopole was initially constructed at a height greater than permitted under Paragraph
C-1-b, the maximum height of any portion of an additional antenna shall be 80 feet.

PART II
ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ORDINANCE
CONFLICTING PROVISIONS- Whenever the provisions of this Ordinance conflict with the
provisions of any other ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the provisions of this Ordinance shall
prevail.
PROVISIONS SEVERABLE- The sections, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, and phrases of this
Ordinance are severable. If any such section, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase shall be declared
invalid or unconstitutional by the valid judgment or decree of a Court of competent jurisdiction, such
invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect any of the remaining sections, paragraphs, sentences,
clauses, or phrases of this Ordinance.
AMENDMENT TO BE ADDED TO DEVELOPMENT CODE - The City Council hereby
authorizes and directs that insert pages reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be made and
placed in the Official copies of the American Fork Development Code in the office of the City
Recorder.

-2-
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PENALTY - Hereafter, these amendments shall be construed ~ part of the Development Code of
American Fork City, Utah, to the same effect as if originally a part thereof; and all applicable
provisions of the existing Code, heretofore adopted, shall apply to the provisions adopted by this
amendment, including but not limited to the enforcement, violation and penalty provisions.
EFFECTIVE DATE - This Ordinance shall take effect upon its passage and publication as
required by law.

PASSED AND ORDERED
PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN
•
FORK CITY, UTAH, TIDS
DAY OF
, 2001.

APPROVED:

TED BURTON BARRAIT, MAYOR

ATrEST:

RICHARD COLBORN, CITY RECORDER
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 18, 2001
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 18, 2001, in the
Alpine School District Offices, 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.

Review and action on the approval of an 1146 square foot
accessory building at 559 East 670 North.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for the
American Heritage School at 720 North Mount Timpanogos
Parkway .
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Lakeside
Industrial Park PUD consisting of 5 lots located at 580 East
1500 South .
Review and action on a revised final plat of Timpanogos
Heights PUD consisting of 45 units at 750 East 50 South
Street.
Review and action on a preliminary plat of Dixie Fenn
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 5 lots located at 570 West
200 South.
Review and action on amendments to the sign ordinance.
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan
for the Southside Planning District.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business.
Review and action on the July 3, 2001, Planning Commission
Minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 13 day of July, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULy 18, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on July 18, 2001, at the Alpine School District Offices, 575 North 100 East,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M.- REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Review and action on a revised preliminary plat of Hill Valley Subdivision Plat D
consisting of23 lots at 830 East 600 North Street.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for the American Heritage School at
720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Lakeside Industrial Park PUD consisting
of 5 lots located at 580 East 1500 South.
Review and action on a revised final plat ofTimpanogos Heights PUD consisting of
45 units at 750 East 50 South Street.
Review and action on a preliminary plat ofDixie Fenn Subdivision Plat B consisting of
5 lots located at 570 West 200 South.
Review and action on amendments to the sign ordinance.
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the July 3, 2001 , Planning Commission Minutes.
Adjournment

Dated this 10 day of July, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JULY 18, 2001
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular sess i on
on July 18, 2001, in the Alpine School Di strict Board Room at 575
North 100 East , commenc ing at 7 : 00 p . m.
Those present included
Chairman James Hansen, Kenneth Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, and Keith
Richan.
Tom Hunter and Michael Georgeson were excused .
Others
present included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, Richard Colborn, Dick
Loveless, Steve Sowby, Reed Swensen, Gaylord Swim, John Wilhite,
Bob Furstenau, Steve Tobias, Tony Gonzales, Travis Jockumsen ,
Barbara Christiansen, and five citizens.
Chairman Hansen stated that the Hill Valley item was off the agenda
and would not be discussed during this meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF AN 1146 SQUARE FOOT ACCESSORY
BUILDING AT 559 EAST 670 NORTH
Richard Loveless explained that this was a garage to keep items out
of the weather and to keep them safe.
It would be four walls and
a roof on a cement slab.
Chairman Hansen explained that the Section 2 - 5.5 of the Development
Code required that accessory buildings more than 750 squ are feet be
approved by the Planni ng Commi ssion.
It also needed to be
incidental to the primary use of the parcel and the height size a n d
location of the building will not result in an undue negative
impact upon adjacent properties.
Accessory buildings also needed to be 1 2 feet from the existing
building , have no openings on sides contiguous to property l ines,
have no drainage fall on adj acent property, have one hour fireresistive wall s adjacent to property lines, and it could n ot be
placed on utility easements.
J.H. Hadfield observed that the l ocation had been reviewed and it
would not occupy more than 25% of the rear yard as was also a
requirement.
Mr. Loveless reported that it would be one story . The irri gation
ditch on the east s i de had not been used f or more than 12 years.
It was 48 feet from his garage to the neighbor's home.
All roof
drainage would be on his property and it would be used for storage
of items. It would be about 14 feet high at the peak of the roof .
Keith Richan commented that a l etter would be needed from the
irrigation company releasing that easement and that they have no
other interest.
Mr. Loveless
requirement.

reported

that

he
1

was

aware

of

the

fire

wall

J.H. Hadfield explained that this item was before the Planning
Commission after being brought to Building Inspector Ron Morrill's
attention.
Keith Richan moved to approve the accessory building at 559 East
670 North subject to clearance from the irrigation company
regarding the ditch easement on the east side and that the plans be
reviewed by Staff and that the Planning Commission finds that the
use is incidental to the primary use of the parcel. Steve Nielsen
seconded the motion.

Chairman Hansen asked if there were any concern s from members of
the audience. There were none.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTI ON ON A REV ISED PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE SCHOOL AT 720 NORTH MOUNT TIMPANOGOS PARKWAY
Steve Sowby, Project Engineer, explained that about a year ago
approval was received for the preliminary plan, final p l an, and
construct ion drawings for the American Heritage School. They were
now presenting a revised site plan. Gayl ord Swim, Chairman of the
Board; Joh n Wilhit e , fr om Dan Cook & Associates Architects; and Bob
Furstenau, represent ing the builder , were present . The Subdivision
had not yet been recorded.
Gaylord Swim noted b id figures showed cons truct ion costs would be
$10 . 5 to $11 mi llion.
They looked at cost effectiveness.
They
were approached by Mr . Wilhite who had a different concep t as to
how it could be designed a nd suggested tha t it l ook l ike an LDS
Stake Cent er.
If this was approved, then they would move ahead
quickly . He showed a rendering.
It was probably a 40% reduction
in cost and was a smaller building .
John Wilhite reviewed the floor plan.
I t would have a high roof
over the gymnasium, cafeteria, and stage area with class r ooms
around the outside . The concept of the exterior look was George
Washington's Mt . Vernon home .
It wou ld be very att r act ive and
would go well on this choice piece of property. It would be about
a third longer and a third wider than a standard LDS Stake Center .
There would be lots of landscaping and a nice entryway .
The
traffic flow was the same as in the previously approved design. In
the last two weeks since t he plan was provided to the Commission
they have added 20 feet to the library and the a rt s portion of the
building on the northend.
Chairman Hansen noted that the footprint was now changed with the
20 -foot building addition and they would need a new site plan.
Rod Despain commented that a public hearing would be n eeded on this
site plan.
Chairman Hansen was concerned that they had a site plan before them
that had now changed. The site plan being look ed a t should be the
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one that they were going to approve.
Mr. Furstenau explained that it was a minor change and that it
would affect seven o r eight parking spaces on the north which would
now be committed to building and landscaping.
Chairman Hansen noted that curb and gutter would be changed as
well.
Steve Nielsen asked if there was enough parking.
Rod Despain explained that the permanent parking was to the west
and the addition wou ld only affect the asphalt p l ay area and
parking overflow area.
The bottom line was that if the Planning
Commission felt uncomfortable with how it would look, then they
could have them come back : He asked Steve Sowby about the final
plat for the Subdivision.
Mr. Sowby explained that some o f the inside of the p lat would
change but the outer boundary would not. The turn around easement
would change slightly and it would show the easement over the water
line.
J . H . Hadfield reported that as Staff revi ewed it there were a lot
o f things that they liked.
The Staff still needed to verify the
deeds on the roadways to make sure they had adequate width on both
Timpanogos Parkway and 700 North.
In the plat in August of last
year there was a storm detention site. Now, drainage was trying to
be handled through the use of sumps. The City Engineer would like
to talk with Steve Sowby about the drainage plan . The hard surface
play area would be used by the fire department for access to the
OS&Y and they suggested a chain across that entrance to provide an
additional level of safety for the children.
On the landscape
plan, the fence was okay, but when it approached 770 North there
was a problem with the sight distance.
The approval of the
subdivision plat was still needed.
Rod Despain commented that they could look at a revised site plan
and the final subdivision plat at the same time.
J.H. Hadfield noted that the plan was now to educate K-8.
been K-12.
Steve Nielsen f elt that there might be excessive parking.
could be turned to green space.

It had
Some

Mr. Swim stated that if parking was reduced, he would rather see
the asphalt play area stay and take out some o f the parking in the
center and use larger planters.
Steve Nielsen commented that there were not many issues left to be
addres sed and felt that they could look at both at the same time.
Kenneth Baldwin asked about mechanical equipment .
3

It was stated that it would a l l be placed on the roof.
dumpster was on the plat and would be labeled such.

The

Chairman Hansen noted the k i ndergarten play area on the south and
asked if there was any other play area for swings and such.
Mr. Swim responded that they may place them just south of the ball
field but that had n ot been discussed.
Kenneth Baldwin did not want to take action wi th so many subject to
items and with several ite ms needing to b e covered wi th staff.
Steve Nielsen felt that most staff issues were covered except the
buildi ng expansion area on the north.
Kenneth Baldwin added that the drain age sumps needed to be
evaluated along with OS&Y access. The technical things should be
taken care of by staff prior to the Commi ssion's action.
Kenneth Baldwin moved to table action until staff had a chance to
review the items that the Commission had discussed and that it then
be brought back to the Planning Commission.

Rod Despain asked about the construction time frame .
Gaylord Swim responded that they hoped to be in it by September of
next year. They would begin site work within days of an approval.
Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.

Richard Col born noted that they were l ooking at August 1, 2001, for
return to the Pl anni ng Commission with a public hearing and action
on the site plan and the subdivision by the City Council on August
28, 2001.
All were in favor.

Keith Richan asked if the water rights had been sat i sfied.
Rod Despain responded that they had been.
REVIEW AND ACT I ON ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR LAKESIDE INDUSTRIAL
PARK PUD CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS LOCATED AT 580 EAST 1500 SOUTH
Steve Sowby and Mr. Swensen was present from All American
Development.
The site plan had been be f ore the Commission many
months ago. This was a new plan with the same street l ayout. They
were asking for preliminary approval consisting of three lots. All
roadway ut i lity improvements for the entire plat and al l surface
improvements would be installed in conjunction with lots 1, 2, and
3.

Chairman Hansen asked if this was the Strate annexation and if it
was recorded.
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Richard Colborn responded that it was and it had been recorded .
J.H. Hadfield noted they had different flood zones in the area.
The A4 flood zone was a no build area . A gravity feed sewer could
be handled on lot 1 and the north part of lot 2. The City had been
working with the Timp District on a new metering station that would
open up a new line. Mr. Williamson's property to the south needed
to have some protection through the use of berming and a fence.
There were a number of easements on the plat.
J. H. Hadfield commented that he was not sure they had all the
answers that were needed for approval of this preliminary plan.
There was discussion as to sewer availability and the use of a
private gri nder pump for a portion of the plat.
Chairman Hansen noted that they could not act on the approval of a
plat that would require the use of a pump because the City had yet
to act on an Ordinance that would allow private pump stations.
Steve Sowby stated that the proposed Ordinance would not prohibit
a private pump.
James Hansen stated that there were conditions that would have to
be met and those were part of an unadapted Ordinance.
Mr. Swensen commented that the Ordinance was presented several
months ago.
He felt that portions of all l ots could be sewered.
He did not want to be held up again. Lots 1 and 2 were to be for
storage units and lot 3 was to be purchased by an adjacent land
owner as a buffer.
J .H . Hadfield explained that the City Council had not embraced the
idea of permanent lift stations.
Steve Sowby stated that he did not understand the issue with the
ditch.
Steve Nielsen asked if the Church had responded as a downstream
water user.
Mr. Sowby responded that they had presented it to them, but that
there had been n o response.
J.H.
wide
that
left

Hadfield explained that 500 East Street was to be a 66-foot
street on the north until i t got to 1500 South Street. After
location 60 feet should be adequate.
If the s lough was to be
open for drainage, it needed to be noted on the plat.

Chairman Hansen asked that the note on the 16-inch water line that
said " future " and "by others " needed to be stricken.
It would be
the respons i bility of the developer to do it.
Mr. Swensen
acknowledged that.
J. H. Hadfield explained that the City would participate in the
oversizing. They had asked Mr. Sowby to make sure that they could
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get 96 feet of right-of-way past the monster pole that
installed by Utah Power and Mr. Sowby has given h i s surety.

was

Rod Despain commented that t h e sol u tion t o the sewer was that the
northern one-thi rd of t he project cou ld be served by gravi ty. As
to the south , a gr i nder pump was the solution with a forced line
back up to the main.
I f the use of l ot 1 and 2 did not require
sewer service then whet h er or not t he grinder pump was constructed
was immaterial . He felt that some t ype o f approval may be possible
with the holding off on the sewer unti l the City had a more sure
policy.
J.H . Hadfie l d noted t h a t t he A4 f l ood zone that restri cted building
coul d be chan ged and that Steve Sowby knew how that could be done.
Steve Nielsen suggested that no habitable structu r e in that area be
noted on the plan.
Mr. Swensen wan ted the issu e reso l ved by the Cou ncil.
J.H. Hadfield explained that Wat er & Sewer Superintendent Steve
Parker had a less than favorable image with regard to lift
stations. He felt that Steve Sowby should meet with Howard Denney
on those i ssu es t o find ou t hi s concern a n d wh e n t he l i f t station
issue would go t o the Council.
Steve Sowby added that 500 East south of the 1 500 South Str eet was
already dedicated to the City at 60 feet as part o f the annexation
process .
Keith Richan asked if t hey could legally act on it tonight.
Steve Ni elsen commented t hat they could back out the sewer grinder
from t h e p l at and have a n o h abi table building area to the south in
lot 2.
Rod Despain explained that lot 3 was needed in the subdivision in
order to sell i t to Mr. Phelan and the City still get the road.
Approva l shou ld be with t h e proviso that there woul d be no
habitab l e stru ctures with ou t sewer servi ce.
Kenneth Baldwin moved to appr ove the preliminary plan for Lakeside
Industri al Park PUD subject to: 1) drainage calculations approved
by the City Engineer; 2) dimensions be placed on the easements ; 3)
that the road on the south abutting Williamson Farms have an
appropriate fence and berm to prevent drainage onto that property;
4) that the Planning Commission finds that 500 East Street south of
1500 South is adequa t e at a width of 60 feet; 5) note on the
preliminary plat that the issue of a habitable structure and the
flood plane will need to come back to the Planni ng Commission and
be dealt with it at the time of final approval; 6) no habitable
structures that could not be gravity sewered would be allowed, 7)
the grinder pump be removed , and 8) that the ditch remain open .
Keith Richan seconded the mo t ion .
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Keith Richan asked if they were in a position to legally approve
this tonight.
Rod Despain stated that they were.
Keith Richan asked if part of 500 East St r eet south of 1500 South
was on the LDS Church Property and if the Church would have to
reimburse for improvements in order to gain access.
Mr. Sowby responded that it was all on this property.
Rod Despain stated that the City's reimbursement policies would be
in effect.
Keith Richan asked if they were putting a caretaker home on this
property.
Mr. Swensen d i d not know,
placed on the north end.

but if they did,

it

would need to be

Rod Despain observed that the pending action was just for the
subdivision. The site plans would come at a later time.
Steve Nielsen asked if it was a subdivision or a PUD.
Mr . Despain responded that it was not a PUD, it was a subdivision.
Keith Richan asked about the power pole.
J.H. Hadfield noted that there may or may not be enough property
taken at this time .
They will look at it again at the time of
fina l approval.
Steve Sowby believed that it was taken care of.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
favor.

All were in

Mr. Swensen asked that the issue of pump stations be addressed with
the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL PLAT OF TIMPANOGOS HEIGHTS PUD
CONSISTING OF 45 UNITS AT 750 EAST 50 SOUTH STREET
Steve Tobias with Bach Development explained they had three items
to talk about at this meeting including expansion to the units, a
t emporary sales trailer, and a building permit for a model unit.
First, the rambler units needed to be expanded by a couple of feet
in o rder to make them ADA accessible. They originally did not feel
this would be an issue with the rambler units, but another
developer in the valley was being challenged in court and they did
n o t want to go through that process . They were still at the stage
where they could accommodate this interpretation of the law.
It
would affect 11 of their 13 rambler units and overal l about 600
square feet of area and had minimal impact on the site plan.
7

Steve Nielsen asked if they were being forced to do this .
Mr. Tob ias responded that it was very expensive to retrofit, but
much less expensive to make the c h ange at this stage. This would
make the units handicap adaptable .
If they sold to a disabl ed
individual, it could be adapted at t h at time.
Kenneth Baldwin explained that when he and his wi f e moved to
American Fork , they bought a rambl er style home and had some things
added to the house in case something shoul d be necessary in the
future.
They had wider doo r ways and wider hallways.
Some of the
population, whether they had the need now or not, may be l ooking at
that potential .
Ke ith Ri chan fe l t it was a great improvement.
J.H . Hadfield asked that the dimensions be shown o n the fo o tprints
of the buil ding and the setback distances.
They wanted a l so to
make sure t h at the o pen s pace percentages would n ot change.
Tony Gonzales expl ained that the increase of building space was
.31% . They had 26% open space.
Mr. Hadfield added that staff f e lt that this was a minor change and
suggested that the Planning Commissi on make that finding and that
a public hearing would not be required .
Rod Despain agreed .
Keith Richan moved to approve the amended plat for Timpanogos
Heights PUD subject to:
1} dimensions be placed on the building
footprint and setbacks ; 2} corrections of the drainage on the
engineering drawings; 3} a change to the common utility easement;
4} change the plat to read, "Amended;" and 5} that the Planning
Commission finds that this is a minor change and that no public
hearing would be needed. Steve Nielsen seconded the motion. All
were in favor.

Steve Tobias explained that they wanted to place a temporary sales
trailer in front of the building that they would construct.
Mr.
Morrill had told them t hat the trailer could not be l ocated at that
location as it would block the access to the hard - surfaced street
frontage for the building permit that was being requested.
J.H. Hadfield expl ained that if the temporary trailer was moved to
the south, and not occupy that fro ntage, the request could be
accommodated.
Rod Despain suggested that they listen to what Mr . Morrill had told
them, and do that, and it coul d be worked out.
Chairman Hansen agreed .
REV I EW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF DIXI E FENN SUBDIVI S I ON
PLAT B CONS ISTING OF 5 LOTS LOCATED AT 570 WEST 200 SOUTH
8

Travis Jockumsen from Hubble Engineering presented the preliminary
plan for Dixie Fenn Subdivision Plat B.
Richard Colborn explained that the Dixie Fenn II Annexation had
been approved by the Council. The only outstanding item prior to
recording was the delivery of a deed for the widening of 200 South
Street.
Mr. Jockumsen explained that originally they had the sewer being
extended up 6500 West Street, but due to some owners further to the
south who were afraid that with the high water table that the
construction would cause problems to them, it was decided to place
it to the west.
It would be between the lots and south until it
tied into the existing line.
They had the easements from the
affected property owners.
It was understood that the City was
going to install some meters in order for the Timp line to become
a City line.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the City was working on the change
over of that 42" sewer line as quickly as possible . He noted some
engineering concerns on the plat.
The grades on curb and gutter
needed to be reviewed.
The base and sub-base for the roadway
needed to be calculated based on established engineering practices
after the soils tests had been taken. The sewer line ends at 200
South Street on the north, it needed to be extended to the east and
to the west to the extent of the subdivision. There needed to be
some proof of the off - site easement for the 1200 feet of sewer. He
added that as they went to the south with the sewer line, they were
establishing a future road alignment.
Travis Jockumsen reported that Hubble Engineering had prepared the
easements and that Dixie Fenn had obtained each property owner's
signature.
Richard Colborn asked that the City have the originals so they
could get recorded.
J. H. Hadfield added that Howard Denney needed to review the
drainage calculations.
The issue of the detention pond and its
maintenance and its ownership needed to be worked through.
Mr. Jockumsen explained that with the first phase they had to go to
each downstream water user with a letter and through the irrigation
company. There was no objection at that time.
Richard Colborn asked
Subdivision file.

for

copies

of

those

letters

for

the

Rod Despain explained that a policy needed to be addressed for the
maintenance of the detention basin.
It mattered if the water was
generated by the road or private ground.
Trav is Jockumsen stated that they had always planned that the owner
of the lot containing the detention basin to be responsible for it.
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Rod Despain did not know how they could obligate a private
owner to maintain a public facili ty. The City was going
lot of situation s like these on a case by case basis . Mr.
p roje ct proposed a homeowner's association that would
their drainage system.

property
to see a
Warren's
maintain

J.H. Hadfield felt that a f irm, written pol icy needed to be
e nacted.
There were many questions wi th regard to each drainage
system.
These were l a r ge a cre-plus lots.
How much impermeable
surface was there? Were they going to flood irrigate every seven
days and have waste water to handle?
Can you make one l ot i n a
subdivision responsible for the drainage of the others?
The
guidelines were not yet established .
Rod Despain explained that if this property was up on the other
side of the freeway, a sump would be installed a nd t h e issue would
be solved. Down here, sumps in the street did not work with a high
water table.
Mr. Jockumsen indicated that Mrs. Fenn was ready to move as quickly
as possibl e.
Steve Nielsen commented that the Council was pushing the Commission
to finish the General Plan and when the Commission sends them
something to ac t on, it doesn't get done. It was the same with the
lift station that was discussed earlier.
Keith Richan asked i f the water table had been checked.
Travis Jockumsen reported that test holes had been drilled and the
water depth was at about 6 f eet .
Steve Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plat of the Dixie
Fenn Plat B Subdivision subject to:
1) extension of sewer as
outlined; 2) securing of off-site easements; 3) installation of a
new metering device (City); 4) final discussion on maintenance of
a detention pond; 5) sign off by down stream water users; 6) note
of no basements; 6) correction of curve grades; 7) explanation that
the road detail would be made after the soils tests; and 8) review
of drainage calculations .
Kenneth Baldwin seconded the motion.
All were in favor .

Amended Timpanogos Heights PUD Plat A - Again
Tony Gonza l es asked if the Planning Commission had an objection to
building the first building considering the fact that they were
under a p lat revision.
Chairman Hansen noted that they did not have an objection since the
amended plat did not change the units in question.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMENDMENTS TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE
Rod Despain noted that the City Attorney's engl ish teacher had a
better student that his english teacher and that the City At torney
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had some changes. There were some other changes a s well . First,
the maps on about page 5 had been expanded t o include territory
that had been annexed and to also include additional terri tory.
This would restrict the ability of placing independent pylon signs.
Richard Col born felt that the additional area of restriction was
too much.
An individual business on an individual lot in the
overlay area was penalized.
Rod Despain referred to page 6, paragraph 4c, which explained the
dimensions of a project identification s ign in the Freeway Overl ay
zone and the ability of an expanded sign s iz e.
Each user in the
project area would have access to the sign.
The last change wa s on page 12, paragraph 6 regardi ng handbill and
yard sale signs and if they were placed on public property, they
could be b ill ed for the cost of removal . How that would happen, he
did not know.
Richard Colborn noted that on page 4, subdivision temporary signs
were allowed for one year , yet they could bond for two years and
suggested that the provision be consistent.
J.H . Hadfield suggested that the sign be allowed until a ll the lots
were sold.
Steve Nielsen moved to approve the sign ordinance with the changes
discussed along with those noted from the City Attorney. Kenneth
Baldwin seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR
THE SOUTHS IDE PLANNING DISTRICT
Rod Despain asked if there were further changes that n eeded to be
made. This was the third version and changes hav e been made. This
was text that would go al ong with the map. The one change was that
in the far north wes t portion of the Southside Plann ing District,
the Jones Property, was viewed as a neighborhood commercial area
rather than a general commercial area.
Steve Nielsen commented t hat they felt that the design of 1500
South Street was planned with a berm and a l i mitation o f uses.
Rod Despain discussed that it was not s o much the use,
design and the corridor landscaping.

but the

Steve Nielsen felt that a more upscale design along the 1500 South
Street co rridor was needed rather than having storage units. They
should be in out o f the way areas.
Chairman Hansen felt that
r egardless of most uses.

a landscape screen would be effective

Mr . Nielsen commented that storage units were different because
the re was a big fence around them.
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Rod Despain stated that it coul d be accomplished by using a second
Highway Fr ontage Overlay zone , b u t it wou l d not address the
character of the structure.
I f t hat was the direction that was
desired, they needed to take a different approach.
Steve Nie l sen responded that to him when i t was said that it was a
11
Planned 11 zone , it meant that they wanted to design it to be nice
rather than unrestricted use.
It would only increase property
values.
Chairman Hansen noted that the Timp District was not a n upscale
use.
Steve Nielsen commented that t he Timp Distri c t was a good use for
being off the corrid or. Another b u s i ness coul d be placed in front
of it next to the road corridor. He did not want to give it away
either .
Chairman Hansen asked that the Hi ghway
requirements be looked at f urther.

Front age

Overlay

Kenneth Baldwin moved to send it back to staff to make
changes t o p r otect the 1500 South Corridor as discussed .
Nielsen seconded the motion . All were i n favo r.

zone
t hose
Steve

Keith Richan asked about park area and if there was a standard.
Rod Despai n responded that the Ci ty had es t abli shed t hat they
needed 6.25 acres of park per 1,000 population which equated to
about .024 acres per dwe lling u n i t.
Kenneth Baldwin asked if that included chu rches and schools and
other City needs .
Rod Despain answered that it did not.
SITE PLAN COMM ITTEE REPORT
J.H. Hadf i e l d reported that t here were a l ot of thi ngs happen ing.
The LDS Church would be providing a s i te plan f or the Beehive Mills
shortly.
Rod Despain reported tha t the Westfield project was coming to
fruition.
They have been receiving inquiries on the property to
the south.
OTHER BUS I NESS
J.H. Hadf i eld r eport ed that the Planni ng Commission Summer Party
would be at his place in South Fork on Friday, August 17, 2001, at
6:00 p.m .
J. H. Hadfield wished Rod Despain a
Commission .
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Happy Birthday as did the

REVIEW AND ACTI ON ON THE JULY 3 , 2001, PLANNING COMMISS I ON MI NUTES

Kenneth Baldwin moved approval of the July 3, 2001, minutes subject
to the following that had been provided including :
Page 2, line
27, change first "to" to "in."
On Page 3, line 3 0, change
"William" to "Williamson" and in line 34 delete "the" prior to
"Mr." On page 4, line 36 the sentence should be changed to read,
"There was some discussion that the proposed units were really a
PUD with the owners owning the land under the units." On Page 5,
line 44, delete the words, "a pole."
On Page 9, line 39, add a
comma after the word, "City." On Page 10, line 2, change "side" to
"wide ." Steve Nielsen seconded the motion. All were in favor .
ADJOURNMENT

Kenni _ k~dVJ[d

adjournment at 10:24 p.m.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 1, 2001
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on August 1, 2001 , in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as
follows:
7:00P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.

*3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

Review and action on a revised subdivision plat for the American Heritage School at
720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway.
Review and action on a revised preliminary and final site plan for the American Heritage
School at 720 North Mount T;mpanogs Parkway.
Review and action on a zone change request at approximately 750 North 690 West
(Legacy Annexation Area) from the existing R1-9000 to the RA-1 Residential Agricultural
Zone.
Review and action on a revised preliminary and final plat for Marcy 's Cove Subdivision
Plat D at 850 North 500 East.
Review and action on a site phn for a new Beehive Clothing Sewing Plant to be located
at approximately 400 East 11 CO South.
Review and action on a site pl.m for a UVSC Extension Campus at approximately
825 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan for the Southside
Planning District.
Site Plan Committee Report
a.
Possible amendment of Section 2-5.37 (Paragraph A-2) to increase the maximum
number of occupants permitted in small scale health care facilities above 8.
Other business.
Review and action on the July 18, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of July, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 1 , 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 1, 2001, 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 subdivision plat for the
American Heritage School at 720 North Mount Timpanogos
Parkway.
Review and action on a revised preliminary and final site plan
for the American Heritage School at 720 North Mount Timpanogos
Parkway.
Review and action on a revised preliminary and final plat for
Marcy's Cove Subdivision Plat D at 850 North 500 East.
Review and action on a site plan for a new Beehive Clothing
Sewing Plant to be located at approximately 400 East 1100
South.
Review and action on a site plan for a UVSC Extension Campus
at approximately 825 East Pacific Drive .
Review and action on t he Land Use Element of the General Plan
for the Southside Planning District.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business.
Review and action on the July 18, 2001, Planning Commission
Minutes.
Adjournment .

Dated this 23 day of July, 2001 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
AUGUST 1, 2001
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on August 1, 2001, in the
American Fork City Hall Council Chambers at 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Kenneth Baldwin,
Keith Richan, and Steve Nielsen*. Michael Georgeson was excused. Others present included
Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, Terilyn Lurker, Steve Sowby, Mark Goodsell, Mr. Thompson, Gary
Holland, Jim Nielsen, Fred Keetch, Grant Adkinson, Jeff Adkinson, Dennis Toland, Debra
Jandreau, Barbara Christiansen, and one citizen.
Chairman Hansen welcomed those present. He excused Michael Georgeson.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE SCHOOL AT 720 NORTH MOUNT TIMP ANOGOS PARKWAY.
This item was stricken from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY AND FINAL SITE PLAN FOR
THE AMERICAN HERITAGE SCHOOL AT 720 NORTH MOUNT TIMP ANOGOS
PARKWAY.
Chairman Hansen explained the petitioners had decided to stick with the original site plan, so this
item has also been stricken from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT APPROXIMATELY 750
NORTH 690 WEST (LEGACY ANNEXATION AREA) FROM THE EXISTING Rl -9000 TO
THE RA-1 RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURAL ZONE.
Chairman Hansen asked if this annexation has been complete; Mr. Sowby answered that the
annexation was not complete. Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain how they could act on this
request when the property is not in American Fork City at this time.
Rod Despain stated the Planning Commission could only act upon this request is subject to
completion of the annexation. He explained there were two items outst anding. The first item is
the Final Mylar copy of the plat can not be found ; Mr. Sowby stated he had left it at his office.
Mr. Despain stated the second item is the water rights; the developers are looking for a lost water
certificate which they are trying to locate and is an administrative matter.
*Steve Nielsen arrived.
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Chairman Hansen stated a month ago there was a motion at a meeting in which the Planning
Commission decided they would not take action on annexations until the annexation was
complete.

Mr. Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission could go back and change the annexation
document to establish a different zone. Mr. Despain stated any change to the zone request
requires a hearing; other request s can be modified and has been done in the past. He st ated the
matter of zoning was set by a hearing and the only way to change that it is to go back to hearing.
Chairman Hansen asked the Planning Commission members what they would like to do about this
request.
Ken Baldwin stated he felt the Planning Commission needs to keep within what they have been
doing. He commented that the applicant had not addressed the necessity to the promotion of the
health, safety, morals, convenience or general welfare ofthe public in item #4 on the zone change
request.
Mr. Sowby stated he could be more detailed if that is what the Planning Commission wanted. He
commented that they had hoped they would hear the request and have the city council set the
zone hearing date for August 28 111 . He feels there is ample opportunity t o address thi s issue.
Chairman Hansen stated he has a problem with action on this zone change request when the
property is not in American Fork City and annexation has not been completed . If the property
was annexed, he feels they could work with tills request.
¥r. H unter asked if there time for tills property to be annexed before the next meeting. Mr.
Despain explained they need the recommendation of the Planning Commission in order to
advertise for the zone change.
:~vir.

Richan asked what constituted a spot zone. Mr. Despain stated a spot zone is legal when a
judge says it has happened; by practice it is a placement of a parcel of land which is different than
the zone that surrounds it and is not consistent with the General Plan. He stated that in reference
to this parcel, he does not believe that a judge would find that this is a spot zone.

Mr. Hadfield stated this is compatible to the zone next to it.
Mr. Despain explained the basis fo r the zone change is that there is one pu rchaser for the lot # 19
area and the purchaser does not want the limitations of a residential zone.
Mr. N ielsen asked where the annexation agreement was in the process. Mr. Despain stated the
annexation agreement was approved by the city and applicant; the applicant has not completed all
of the tasks necessary for recording. Mr. N ielsen asked why they could not act on this request.
Chairman Hansen explained they can not change the zone on property that is not in the city.
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Mr. Hunter said he feels there isn' t a problem, but he wants the Planning Commission to stick to
the decision made a month ago. He does not want to approve a zone change unless the property
is annexed .

Mr. Richan motioned that this item be denied until the property has been recorded and
annexed. Mr. Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked if there was any discussion.
Mr. Sowby asked if they could change the wording in the motion to say "this item be tabled"?

Mr. Richan changed his motion to say "this item be tabled until the property has been
recorded and annexed." Mr. Hunter accepted this change.
Mr. Sowby stated that actions by the city sometimes delay recording of annexations that are out
of the hands of the developer. Mr. Despain agreed with Mr. Sowby indicating there are
circumstances that are out ofthe hands ofthe applicant but in this case it is not the city holding
the recording ofthis annexation up but could be caused by a third party. He commented they
need to take a look at these requests pretty close to see the reason for the recording has not taken
place.
Chairman Hansen called for a vot e on the motion. Those voting "aye" were Chairman
Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, and Mr. Richan. Mr. Nielsen abstained. The
motion carried.
Chairman Hansen suggested to Mr. Despain to get with Mr. Sowby if the zone change would
require water rights change.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT FOR
MARCY' S COVE SUBDIVISION PLAT D AT 850 NORTH 500 EAST.
Mark Goodsell stated he would turn the time over to Mr. D espain for an explanation.
Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concern is the area north of the solid line that is out of the
plat; he indicated you can not place an easement on property that is not in the plat. He suggested
to M ark Goodsell to have Mr. Larsen strike the area north of the boundary on the plat and then
by meets and bounds dedicate the land for a future plat.
Mr. Goodsell stated he did not understand why they had to do this. Mr. Hadfield stated that
when a road is vacated half of a road goes to the adjacent property owner on one side and the
other half goes to the property owner on the other side. However, American Fork City is in
ownership ofthis piece of property. He stated ifthis area is stricken from the plat, they could go
forward .
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Mr. Goodsell said that whatever the Planning Commi ssion needs would be fine with him.
Mr. Hadfield brought up that at technical review, the city had requested letters from t he utility
companies indicating they had no claim to the easement; they received letters from Questar,
Pacific Corp and Qwest. Qwest indicated they had a cable that runs within the existing utility
easement.

Chairman Hansen read from Mr. Despain' s memo which suggested the Planning Commission
approve the replacement plat, deleting any notation where the old road was and send it onto the
City Council. Mr. Despain stated if t hey delete from the plat the cross hatching, include under
that line the width ofthe easement, and as Mr. Hadfield indicated delete the area outside of the
plat, that would be sufficient. This is a replacement plat; it assumes that vacation has been taken
care of in some other way.
Mr. Hadfield stated the intent was to protect the city' s utilities; there is a sewer line located in the
easement.
Mr. Goodsell asked what exactly they are telling him . Mr. Despain stated that the Planning
Commission needs to know only what is included in the plat; the portion north of the solid line
will be given back to the city in the form of a deed.

Chairman Hansen stated they are trying to approve Marcy's Cove Plat "D" and to move on.
Mr. Despain commented that " Amended" be added to the subdivision name. He indicated the
City Council passed an ordinance of vacation upon two conditions. The first condition is upon a
issuance ofthe replacement plat. The second condition was upon the easement.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the Marcy's Cove Subdivision Plat "D" Amended at 850
North 500 East subject to the removal of the cross hatching area, note the area to be
vacated, and provide a 20 foot easement along the north property line within the lot. Mr.
Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain stat ed that the dimension oft he easement should be added.

Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion. T here being no further discussion Chairman
Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting " aye" were Chairman Hansen,
Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, and Mr. Richan. Mr. Nielsen abstained. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A NEW BEEHIVE CLOTHING SEWING
PLANT TO BE LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 400 EAST 1100 SOUTH.
Chairman Hansen asked for the status on the annexation; Mr. Despain stated the LDS Church
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representatives had been to his office with all of the needed paperwork leaving the actual
recording to be done.
Chairman Hansen asked ifthe Planning Commission felt good about the status and ifthey wanted
to move on. The members agreed this item could move forward.
Gary Holland explained that Beehive Clothing is proposing a sewing plant where they would
receive pieces of pre-cut cloth which would be sown together at this plant and sent back to Salt
Lake City to be sold. The building is approximately 70,000 square feet, the landscaping
requirements have been met, as well as the ingress/egress requirements. He feels they have
fulfilled all the requirements made by the city. Jim Nielsen stated the number of parking spaces is
typical of this type of building; the total number of parking spaces matches the parking spaces at
the Salt Lake City building.
Steve Nielsen asked how the number of parking spaces equate to the building square footage; he
was concerned that the requirements have not been met. Mr. Hadfield stated that the city did not
have a parking standard for this type ofbuilding and generally ask for the experience of the
developers to figure out the number of parking stalls needed. Jim N ielsen stated there were
almost 200 parking stalls. Steve Nielsen commented that ownership changes as do the use of
buildings; they need to adhere to the typical parking standards so they do not have a parking
problem five years down the road.
Mr. Hadfield stated he had gone over this project with H oward Denney this morning; he would
highlight the issues discussed from the technical review meeting and the meeting that morning.
The LDS church annexed approximately 40 acres, however this is not the entire site; the city has
asked for a meets and bounds description for this particular site. They would like the location for
the outside service and yoke shut offvalve. On the detail sheet, there is a detail o n a manhole;
they need to know the specifics on the manhole dimensions. The city need correct d etails on the
drop manhole; it needs to be contained inside the manhole and the city had a sample detail. The
storm drain detail is incorrect. American Fork City Ordinance states that utilities need to be
extended along the property; they need to complete the utilities across the front of the property.
Detail is needed on trenches; what is import, pea gravel, etc. Mr. Hadfield commented he did not
see any irrigation piping or box details; he needs details on the drop box; Mr. Holland stated the
irrigation was already piped. Mr. Hadfield stated the city is requesting they add three valves; one
valve on 500 East property line, one on 1100 South, and half way between the west pro perty line
to help in the future. Mr. Hadfield also stated they have two retention ponds, but there are
reversed grades which are a concern. He asked that the Church reconsider the location of the
retention ponds for a better grade on storm drain system. The city needs more detail for
connections on the ditch on the south ; they would request some type of rip-rapping to keep soil
from eroding.
Mr. Despain explained that there were 202 parking spots and that employment is expected to be
up to 300 people. He stated the city has bought off on the number of parking spaces but if the
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use were to change in the future the request would be brought before the Planning Commissio n;
he feels good about the parking. Mr. Despain indicated there was o ne thing that had not been
addressed which is the over-sizing cost reimbursement and that would be dealt with Carl Wanlass.

Mr. Hadfield commented that he would recommend they move the manhole 80 feet to the west
and make it a 4" pipe.
Mr. Steve Nielsen asked if the city has a parking standard for manufacturing buildings. Mr.
Despain stated they do not have a standard but look at it on a case by case basis and have utilized
the developer's experience in determining the number of parking spaces. Mr. Steve Nielsen stated
the Planning Commission needs to hold the church to the same standards as other. Mr. Jim
Nielsen stated if more parking were required, they would have to use t he landscaping for those
addition parking needs. Mr. Steve Nielsen commented they could go south with additional
parking; he felt that other employers are required one stall per employee fo r manufacturing. M r.
Jim N ielsen stated if an employer comes before them with experience, then the Planni ng
Commission should look at that. Mr. Holland states the church doesn't plan on reaching 300
employees for 5 years. Mr. Steve Nielsen re-stated they need to look at the future and what could
happen with this site in the future .
Chairman Hansen noted Mr. Steve N ielsen's concern dealing with parking.
Chairman Hansen noted that on page A1 .1, the site plan shows future expansion taking up all the
parking stall s; he would ask that the future expansion would need to be taken off of the site plan.
He commented that he would not approve this site plan with the note of future expansion unless
they were willing to add additional future parking stalls also. Mr. Nielsen stated they would
delete the note of future expansio n.

Mr. Richan asked w hat the water table in this area is and would the sumps work. Mr. Holland
said the had testing done a quarter of a mile away with similar results . M r. Hansen stated the
sumps would not be the standard sump as the Planning Commission knows it; it is spelled out on
the plans. Mr. Richan asked if there was adequate capacity; the answer was yes.
Chairman Hansen stated they have a number of concerns that would need to be noted in any
motion that was offered.
Mr. Richan moved approval of this request subject to satisfying all the elements Mr. Hadfield and
Mr. Despain brought up, deleting the note of future expansion to the south, and finding that the
only remaining action on recording the annexation is in the hands of the city. Mr. Baldw in
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for discussion.
Mr. Despain stated the only other issue is the parking; w hile t he staff has reviewed this and is

6

content, they might want the motion to say that the recommendation acknowledges that the 202
spaces provided are sufficient based on information from the applicant or they can say nothing and
assume this is the plan. Mr. Steve Nielsen stated that in comparison to the rest of the county, this
site plan has 2/3 of the requirements for parking spaces. Councilman Hunter commented that if
the number of employees did reach this then they could be required to add additional employees.
Mr. Steve Nielsen said that down the road the ownership could change. Mr. Holland stated this is
an assembly facil ity, not manufacturing, and that sewing takes up less space than normal
manufacturing. Mr. Richan asked where the sewing plant was located in Salt Lake City and if
there was bus service. The plant is located on 1900 South and Bangerter Highway; there is bus
service in that vicinity but it was pointed out that most employees car pool. Mr. Richan stated
that there is no bus service to the location here in American Fork. Mr. Jim Nielsen stated that
there are plans for TRAX in the future near this site.
Mr. Richan asked if the Planning Commission members felt the motion should include parking.
Mr. Steve Nielsen said yes. Mr. Baldwin stated the motion could include the finding based on the
nature of employment compared to normal operations for this type of facility and that the data
provided by the applicant indicated adequate parking.
Mr. Richan added to his motion a note to the affect that there are ten acres owned by the
LDS Church near this site and that three acres be set aside for future parking if needed
based on demand. This would be acceptable to the LDS Church. Mr. Baldwin accepted the
addition to the motion. The voting was as follows: "aye" Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin,
Councilman Hunter, and Mr. Steve Nielsen. The motion carried.

Mr. Despain stated this needs to go to hearing on August 28, 2001 , but needs to get into the
paper next Wednesday. He commented that city staff would get with Mr. Holland and Mr.
Nielsen on the numerous changes on the plat.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A UVSC EXTENSION CAMPUS AT
APPROXIMATELY 825 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE.
Fred Keetch from UVSC was present to introduce their request. He stated the function oftheir
department is to train people. UVSC has run out of room at their current location and the State
Legislature allocated funds for expansion. At this time, UVSC is leasing the building at
approximately 825 East Pacific Drive but would like to purchase the building in the future . Right
now, they need to phase the project and plan on setting up the space for two computer class
rooms.

Mr. Hadfield stated nothing is changing outside the building; that Ron Morrill with the Building
Department wanted the Planning Commission to look at the egress, parking, etc. He explained
there are 67 spaces in front and 17 parking space for employees; if parking becomes a problem,
they could expand into the yard area. Mr. Hadfield stated there are no engineering concerns.
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Mr. Despain asked for the number of students which would be attending class. Mr. Keetch said
the number would be approximately 40, but right now that number would be closer to 20. Mr.
Despain stated that parking is not a concern at this time.
Mr. Hadfield stated there is adequate access and fire water flow. He also commented that a UTA
stop is a short distance away.
Mr. Keetch stated the majority of students are high school students; there could be adult use at
night in the future .

Chairman Hansen asked what action the Planning Commission needed to take. Mr. Hadfield
stated that they need to consider it a change in use and make a recommendation to move this
forward so they can go to Ron Morrill for a building permit. Mr. Richan stated the wording by
Mr. Hadfield was great.
Mr. Baldwin moved that they find this a compatible use for the facility and recommend
that it go forward. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. All in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR
THE SOUTHSIDE PLANNING DISTRICT.
Mr. Despain stated that the paper he passed out at the beginning ofthe meeting be inserted after
paragraph six. See attachment A.
Mr. Despain commented he wanted to get the Planning Commission member's feel for the 1500
South Corridor. He stated this was an option to create a zone in this area which would limit the
uses alo!lg the corridor and would require certain criteria for design. Chairman Hansen stated
they will need to spend some time discussing this item.
Mr. N ielsen stated he feels they need to go back at least 200 feet for the corridor.

Mr. Hadfield asked if the city has a landscape plan for 500 East and if so if it couldn 't it be
expanded to this area. Chairman Hansen said the city did have a landscape plan for 500 East but
did not have an architecture requirement.
Mr. Nielsen stated he does not want to drive down 1500 South and have it look like Geneva
Road. He feels the bigger home owners will want a nicer looking road to drive down; they need a
nice quality ofbuildings next to road.
Ivlr. Despain stated that he felt 200 feet is a wide corridor for beauty purposes; if the Planning
Commission wants it that deep, this would not be the right approach.

Chairman Hansen asked for comments frorn the members.
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Councilman Hunter believes that 200 feet might be extreme, but should be more than 50 feet.
Mr. D espain explained they are talking about the character of the development that occurs
adjacent to the roads, not t he road widths. It is his understanding that the commission members
want a little more control over what developments go in that particular area.
Mr. H adfield stated he had taken a trip to Tennessee recently and had the opportunity to drive
down a road where there were three lanes in each direction with a landscaped strip in between.
There was a FedEx building with probably 10,000 people who were working; he had no idea
because a 50 foot berm and fence hide the building. He feels comfortable with what Mr. D espain
had proposed.
Mr. Richan stated he felt the water table would aide the vegetation growth in this area.

Mr. N ielsen asked Paul Washburn what his thoughts were on the subject. Mr. Washburn stated
he agreed that things could get run down quickly, but that there were businesses that with the
right masonry building and fence could look quite nice.
Mr. N iefsen commented that maybe they list those permitted uses in the area. Mr. Despain stated
they would ju"st need extra setback and landscape requirements. If they feel that 50 feet is not far
enough, they need to look at this. Mr. Niel sen asked ifthey could put this area in an overlay zone
with limited uses; Mr. Despain stated this wou ld be just a new zone that could be done if the
Planning Commission wanted to do that.
Mr. Baldwin stated he was concerned with the control ofthe design and felt they need to have
some control or approvals which developers need to meet. He felt that 50 feet would be enough
if they have control over what could be placed there.

Mr. Despain stated this is a General Plan statement and would have to be followed up by an
ordinance to implement it; this statement is to paint a picture of what they are trying to
accomplish and this is just a summary. He commented that this probably won't have major
changes because the objective will be the same.
Mr. Richan complemented Mr. Despain on what he is doing.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
A. POSSIBLE AMENDMENT OF SECTION 2-5 .37 (PARAGRAPH A-2) TO INCREASE
THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS PERMITTED IN SMALL SCALE HEALTH
CARE FACILITIES ABOVE 8.
Chairman Hansen st ated that if the Planning Commission chose to make changes to thi s section,
they would need to make the changes and bring this before the Planning Commission to act upon.
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Mr. Despain explained that at the time this section on small scale health care faciliti es was
adopted, the state limited the number of occupants to eight. Since that time, the state has raised
their limjt to sixteen; this request is to look at raising the city's limit on occupants to 16. He
stated that currently there are two Beehive Homes in American Fork, which we define as a small
group home. The occupant load of the Beehive Homes is eight. They are requesting at this time
that the city consider changing the maximum occupant load to that of the state. Mr. Despain
stated he did not thjnk the character of the home would change if they had more than 8 occupants.

Mr. Toland of Beehive Homes was here and asked if the members wanted to look at the existing
plan and the proposed plan. He stated they have a huge amount of land at the Beehive Home
located on 200 South; they are requesting an addition of four more rooms to this structure. He
commented that from the road you would not be able to see they had added on to the structure.
Mr. R.ichan asked ifthey can more efficiently operate a unit with 6 occupants than 8 occupants.
Mr. Toland stated it is efficient; besides being efficient, they would have more rooms to offer to
more people.

Mr. Hadfield asked if they have 10 occupants on 200 South. Mr. Toland said they did have 10
occupants but were not aware of a problem.
Mr. Baldwin asked about traffic and how this would affect the neighborhood. Mr. Toland stated
that sadly, there are not that many visitors.
Mr. Hadfield stated that when this matter initially came before the Planning Commission for
action, no one wanted a group home in their neighborhood. This was not because of the elderly
people, but because of other types of group homes.
Mr. Nielsen sated he is for expanding the home.

Mr. Hadfield stated there is not a problem on the 200 South Beehive Home with the amount of
land available, but the 500 North Beehive Home would still needs to meet the requirements and
does not have the room for expansion.
Mr. Despain stated there is a separation requirement; the state will not allow them to operate at a
small, residential operation if they have more than 16 occupants.
Mr. Baldwin stated they have looked at a number of things. He does not feel the neighborhood
would be degraded and feels approval would be consistent with what they have done in the past.
Mr. Baldwin stated he believes it would be appropriate to fall in line with the State requirements.
Mr. R.ichan commented that he has no problem with this, but feels the distance between the
facilities is ridiculous. He recommended the Planning Commi ssion look into changing this section
as he has no problem with the occupant load being 16.
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Chairman Hansen recommended to Mr. D espain that he look into making the necessary changes.
Mr. Nielsen stated he would not be opposed to eliminating the distance requirements. Chairman
Hansen stated the requirement needs to be there because if they reduce that distance for the
elderly people they would need to change the di stance requirements for other types of group
homes.
Mr. Despain stated he would go forward with looking into the changes. H e asked Mr. Toland if
there are staffing concerns ifthe number of occupants raises to 16. Mr. Toland stated they have
two people in the home at all times except for a couple of hours during the day; the State requires
only one staff member at all times.
Mr. Toland was told that once the ordinance is approved, Mr. Ron Morrill can approve a building
permit for the addition.
OTHER SITE PLAN REPORTS
Mr. Hadfield stated that the Westfield project and the Mirinda project in North Pointe are now on
the drawing board.
Paul Washburn was present concerning the Patterson Annexation. He explained that Mr.
Patterson has applied for annexation next to Virginia Ridge. They wanted to approach the
Planning Commission now to see ift hey could speed this process through. He asked if Mr.
Despain could go ahead and prepare an annexation agreement now, which would shave a couple
of months off of the annexation process. Mr. Hadfield stated t hat Plat A is approved, Plat B is
waiting to be approved, and Plat Cis moving ahead; ifMr. Washburn chooses to keep the process
fl owing he does not see a problem with it. Chairman Hansen asked if they can schedule a
discussion. Mr. Despain stated the annexation comes up on the August 14, 2001 , and so they can
expect the meeting on August 15, 2001 , to be long. Mr. Despain stated he agreed with Mr.
Washburn and would propose they move ahead and prepare the annexation papers so that they
could act on it at the meeting on August 15, 2001.
OTHER BU SINESS
Mr. Hadfield asked if they could help the LDS church by getting a publi c hearing set. He
reminded the members of the Planning Commission dinner on August 16'"·
Councilman Hunter stated he will be gone at the next meeting.

Mr. Despain commented that there have been some intense meetings on the Westfield project. In
September they will be seeing the proposals before them but that they may have a presentation on
the 15'" by Woodbury Corporation.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NLY 18.2001. PLANNING COMMISSION M1NUTES .

Mr. Richan motioned to approve the July 18, 2001, minutes. Mr. Baldwin seconded the
motion. All were in favor.
ADJOURNMENT
Councilman Hunter motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 p.m. Mr. Nielsen seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

()udr,of~
Terilyn .Lurker
Building Inspections Secretary
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ATTACHMENT "a"

7.

1500 South Corridor

The 1500 South Corridor is expected to become one of the
major entrance routes into the City. Maintaining a high
quality environment on lands adjacent to the route is
important in maintaining a positive City immage.
To better assure the preservation of high quality,
attractive development in the area, particularly in the
commercial and industrial zones, The Planning Commission
recommends that a corridor along not less than fifty feet
along both sides of 1500 South be designated as a Community
Entrance Overlay Area and that development occurring within
the corridor be subjected to landscape and design
requirements which have the effect limiting the number of
driveways and access points and creating an attractive well
landscaped entrance corridor.
To facilitate the implementation of this goal, the City
should prepare a corridor landscape plan for the street and
adopt a Community Entrance Overlay Zone covering the area
which has the effect of requiring all development fronting
on 1500 South to conform with the landscape plan.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 15, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 15, 2001, 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 a modified plan for Alpine Court II
located at 84 North Grant Avenue .
Review and action on a modified site plan for April Ridge
Subdivision located at 960 East 1520 North .
Review and action on the approval of a 2500 square foot
accessory building located at 1032 North 150 West .
Review and action on a zone change request at approximately
750 North 690 West (Legacy Annexation area) from the existing
R1-9000 to the RA-1, Residential Agricultural zone .
Review and action on an amendment to Section 2-5 . 37 (part A-2)
to increase the maximum number of occupants permitted in a
Small Scale Health Care Facility to 16 .
Review and action on the final plat of Fenn Acres Plat B
consisting of 5 lots located at 610 West 330 South.
Review and action on a subdivision of the North Pointe
Business Park for a 11 . 96 acre plat located at 737 East 1180
South consisting of one lot.
Review and action on a site plan for an office/warehouse for
Tropical Development LLC located at 737 East 1180 South .
Review and action on a caretaker cottage structure for Inn
Towne Storage at 46 0 East 100 North.
Discussion and action on t he following annexation agreements:
a.
Calder Brothers Annexation consisting of 35.16 acres at
675 South Frontage Road.
b.
D. Greenwood Annexation consisting of 1.525 acres at 1085
East Queens Drive.
c.
Hunter Park Annexation consisting of 27.96 acres at 1200
North 600 West.
d.
J. Patterson Addition Annexation consisting of 5. 06 acres
at 1200 North 450 West .
e.
Cody Olsen Annexat i on consis ting of 1.851 acres at 750
North 90 0 West .
Site Plan Commi ttee r eport.
Other business .
Revi ew and action on the August 1, 2001, Planning Commission
Minutes .
Adjournment.

Dated this 6 day of August, 2001 .
J ames S . Hansen, Chai rma n

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 15, 2001

(

ATTACHMENT (1)

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 15,
2001 , in the City Hall, conunencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, and Alan Clrristensen. Staff
present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain and Melanie Marsh. Others present
included Cody Olsen, David Tyler, Karil Sweetwood, David Sweetwood, Ryan Dane,
Steve Sowby, Bill Gould, Mark Greenwood, Travis Jockumsen, Dixie Fenn, Aaron
Frazier, and Barbara Clrristiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Councilman Hunter and Mr. Richan as they were both out of
town.
Chainnan Hansen introduced and welcomed Alan Clrristensen to the Planning
Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT TI
LOCATED AT 84 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Ryan Dane said they are proposing to modify the site plan to eliminate the fence along the
back of the sidewalk adjacent to the American Fork River. He said when the site plan
was approved it was not certain where the sidewalk would fall in relation to the top bank
of the river and it was felt it was necessary to have a fence. He said it is now evident to
them that the fence adjacent to the sidewalk is not necessary.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield said that when the Planning Commission approved the site plan it did not
have any idea where the sidewalk would be in relationship to the river. He said staff does
not have strong feelings one way or the other in regards to whether there should be a
fence or not.
There was some discussion that the distance between the American Fork River and the
sidewalk is probably about 6 or 7 feet at the bottom end and about 2 to 2 Y2 feet at the top
end.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is not a fence on Dr. Grant's property.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed change is a minor change and so no
public heating would be required.

l
It was discussed that the slope of the bank has a one to one slope.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that it was originally thought that the sidewalk would be adjacent to
the river, but that did not happen. He said the developer is just looking for some kind of
relief by not being required to put the fence in.
Mr. Christensen said that when he was involved in a project in Salt Lake City they were
not required to put a fence in by a canal and a boy drowned. He said the Planning
Commission is supposed to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the people. He said
that with the experience that he had with a project in Salt Lake City, he thinks that the
fence still needs to be required. He said if the fence were installed, the insurance on the
project would be less.
Mr. Hadfield said the fence is an off site improvement for the property owner. He
pointed out that there would not be a fence on the west side of the river. Mr. Hadfield
raised the question of how far they want to force the issue with Mr. Otterstrom (owner of
the Alpine Court Project) on Dr. Grant's behalf. He said that if Dr. Grant improves his
property, then there should be some consideration for a fence.
Mr. Despain said the fence is not really essential for safety reasons.
Mr. Baldwin moved that the Planning Commission finds that the modified plan for
Alpine Court II located at 84 North Grant Avenue is a minor change and it appears
that the safety concerns are met and so it approves the deletion of the fence. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he seconded the motion with some concern. He said that
agrees with Mr. Christensen's concern about the need for the fence because of safety
reasons, but based on the assurance from the engineering and planning staff that the fence
is not needed his concern about the need for the fence has been "overridden."
Mr. Baldwin stated that if the project were in a residential area he would not recommend
deleting the fence. He said in a commercial area things should be more closely monitored
than they would be in a residential area. He also expressed concern about requiring
someone to put improvements on someone else's property.
Mr. Christensen said the bank has a quite a slope. He said OSHA requires that there be a
rail installed for anything that is over 6 feet high.
Mr. Despain said that if Dr. Grant develops his property further the City will have the
oppotiunity to revisit this.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Chairman Hansen, and Mr.
Georgeson. Those voting nay: Mr. Christensen. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR APRIL RIDGE
SUBDNISION LOCATED AT 960 EAST 1520 NORTH
Dave Sweet\Nood, President of the April Ridge Homeowners Association, said there will
not be any playground equipment in the tot lot. He said the tot lot will just be an open,
grass area. He said the original plans were to have a 3-foot high chainlink fence around
the tot lot. He said they feel that because they are not going to have any playground
equipment they feel that is it not necessary to have a chainlink fence around the tot lot.
He said the builders have agreed to give the homeowner's association the cash difference
in lieu of the fence, which the homeowner's association could use toward other
improvements. He said they could use the additional money to put in playground
equipment in the further back east part of the park or the money could be used toward a
gate to close off the opening where the canal is.
Mr. Nielsen said that he thought the area where the canal is was to be gated as part of the
original site plan.
Chairman Hansen pointed out on the site plan it states that a 6-foot high slatted vinyl
fence will be put around the perimeter of the project leaving access for the private drive
and that a gate will be installed for the private drive.

Mr. Sweetwood said they as the homeowners also thought that a gate was going to be put
installed, but they have found out that there are some issues with a right-of-way and an
easement with Joe Ferguson, who is the property owner on the other side of the canal. He
said the homeowners have tried to work with Mr. Ferguson to get a gate installed. He
said the Mr. Ferguson has told the homeowners "that if the gate is not electronic, digital,
and gold-plated, then he does not want it." Mr. Sweetwood said that Mr. Ferguson has
also told them that he is not willing to help pay for a gate at all. He said the
homeowners feel there should be a gate because the canal is a draw to the children who
live in the neighborhood.
Mr. Nielsen asked why Mr. Ferguson should be responsible for the gate when it was
supposed to be the developer's responsibility.

Mr. Hadfield said that when the Planning Commission heard "the pitch from Landco
Development there was discussion about a gate." He said that a gate was not bonded
for. There was some discussion that some of the earlier plans showed a gate and some
did not.
Mr. Baldwin sai d he thought that when the Planning Commission approved the final plan
it approved it with the gate being required.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not opposed to removing the fence around the tot lot, but before
any bond is released the gate needs to be in place.
Mr. Sweetwood said the homeowners would be very happy if the gate were installed. He
said the homeowners have been very concerned about not having the gate.
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Mr. Nielsen asked if there is still money in the bond.
Mr. Hadfield said there is still some money in the bond, but he is not sure the exact
amount that is left. Note: Further review by staff found this amount to be $147,253.00
and the expiration of the bond is January 12, 2002.
Mr. Sweetwood stated that he thinks there is about $147,000 left in the bond.
Chairman Hansen said the reason there was going to be a fence around the tot lot was to
provide security for the children who were playing in that area.
Mr. Baldwin said the reason the fence was going to be placed around the tot lot was to
help provide an area that was enclosed so that parents could keep track of their children.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above comment, Mr. Sweetwood said "that is correct with
the assumption that there was going to be playground equipment in there."
In response to Mr. Sweetwood's above comment, Mr. Baldwin said "the Planning
Commission did not make that assumption"( assumption about there being playgrow1d
equipment). He said the tot lot area was presented as an area that would be secured to
avoid the possibility of children being temped to go over to the canal and so that parents
could visit and not have the degree of alertness necessary to keep track of the children.

Mr. Sweetwood explained that the park is supposed to have a picnic table and a barbecue
area. He said they have discussed the possibility of fencing the back area.

Mr. Georgeson moved to defer action on this item to a future meeting until staff can
research the minutes from previous meetings relative to this issue and find out what
money is left in the bond and subject to the homeowners and developer providing a
revised site plan. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked ifthere is a fence that surrounds the perimeter of the entire project.
Mr. Sweetwood said there is a fence that surrotmds the perimeter of the entire project, but
there are two openings. He explained that there is an opening on the east end of the park
because the chainlink fence and vinyl fence do not actually meet. He said the other
opening is at the driveway going to Mr. Ferguson's property.
Mr. Nielsen said the three-foot fence around the tot lot does not make sense to him. He
said he would be in agreement to moving the fence around the tot lot, but not until the
gate is in place and the fence is enclosed on the east end.
Mr. Sweetwood said he would love to have a fence over the driveway.
Mr. Nielsen asked what recourse the City has in regards to making sure that the gate is
installed.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that there have been a lot of phone calls to the elected officials from
the president of the homeowners association and other interested parties. He said he has
called the Bureau ofReclamation in regards to the canal and the bridge. He said the
Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that the use by right was there prior to the time the
canal went through. Mr. Hadfield said "although there is no permit or anything granted
in writing or any easements or any encumbrances on the deed, Mr. Ferguson has a right to
access the bridge to get to his property regardless of what is on the Cedar Hill's side of
the canal." He said that he has also contacted the Provo River Water Users Association
and found out the same thing from them that he did from the Bureau of Reclamation.
He said the Provo River Water Users Association would like Mr. Ferguson to give up his
right to use the bridge.
Mr. Nielsen again asked what recourse the City has to go after Mr. Briggs regarding the
installation of the gate.
In response to Mr. Nielsen's question, Mr. Despain said "good question." He said he is
not sure if the City has the right to automatically take some of the $147,000 that is left in
the bond to build the gate. He said that he does not feel the Bureau of Reclamation and
the Provo Water Users Association has the authority to terminate the road that goes to
Mr. Ferguson's property.

Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission is not asking for the road to be terminated.
Mr. Despain said if the road were gone, the issue would be resolved.

Mr. Hadfield said that he will research the minutes. He said that he does have the
brochures prepared by Landco Development that show in graphic detail the playground
equipment, the trees, the bench, etc. He said that when proj ects are going through for
approval there are a lot of promises made with the intention of never following through
with them .
Chaim1an Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr.
Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF A 2500 SQUARE FOOT
ACCESSORY BUILDING LOCATED AT 1032 NORTH 150 WEST

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the petitioner is present. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT APPROXIMATELY
750 NORTH 690 WEST (LEGACY ANNEXATION AREA) FROM THE EXISTING
R1-9000 TO THE RA-1. RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURAL ZONE
Chairman Hansen pointed out that this item was discussed at the last Planning
Commission Meeting and it was deferred because the annexation had not been completed
yet. He asked Mr. Despain to report on the status of the annexation.
Mr. Despain said the water rights have now been delivered to the City. He said the
annexation agreement has now been signed. He said that they have discovered that the
description for the conservation easement exempts out the proposed 10-foot public utility
easement on both the south and the west side. He said the City Attorney is reading the
conservation easement document to make sure that there is an adequate easement. He
said there are some technical corrections that need to be made to the conservation
easement document.

Chairman Hansen asked if the City has all the deeds on the roads. Mr. Despain said the
City has received all the deeds on the roads.
Steve Sowby said they are requesting to have the prope1i y proposed for the zone change
to be placed back in the RA-1 Zone so that the property owner can have horses on the
property. He pointed out that there is an RA-1 Zone to the north and to the east of the
property proposed for the zone change.
Mr. Hadfield stated that even though it is being requested to put the property back in the
RA-1 Zone, the right-of-way on 690 West and 750 North will still be improved and the
utilities will be extended. He said the City is not losing anything in regards to
improvements.

Mr. Georgeson asked about the driveway along the Mitchell Hollow Drainage.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the driveway is in the conservation easement. He said they
do have the 40-foot wide easement over the top of the Mitchell Hollow Drainage.
Mr. Sowby stated that this afternoon he revised the description of the easement so that it
does include the public utility easement.
Mr. Baldwin expressed disappointment that the applicant did not revise Question 4 of the
Zone Change Application to fully address the question concerning improvements to the
health, safety, and welfare of the residents.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the zone change request at approximately 750 North
690 West (Legacy Annexation Area) from the existing Rl-9000 to the RA-1,
Residential Agricultural Zone. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
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Mr. Baldwin suggested that the motion should include the "provision that the annexation
is essentially complete except for the items the City is reviewing."
Mr. Nielsen amended the motion to include that the annexation is essentially complete
except for the items that the City is reviewing.
Mr. Christensen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Mr.
Georgeson. Those voting nay: Mr. Baldwin. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2-5.37 (PART A-2)
TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS PERMITTED IN A
SMALL SCALE HEALTH CARE FACILITY TO 16
Chairman Hansen pointed out that Mr. Despain needs to make some changes to the
proposed amendment to Section 2-5.37 (Part A-2). He said there needs to be some
discussion concerning the Y2 mile requirement which states that no residential facility can
be located closer than Y2 mile from any other residential facility for elderly person or
residential health care facility because there is some concern about still requiring the %
mile requirement for other types of facilities such as handicap facilities and group homes.
He asked if the Planning C01mnission would like to change the requirement so that all
facilities of this nature must be located a minimum of Y2 mile from one another.

Mr. Nielsen asked if there is an issue about being prejudice and bias because there are
two different requirements in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, raised the question about whether the
ordinance was prejudiced and biased with the two different spacing requirements. He
explained that the State Law states that a city may not set a spacing requirement greater
than% of a mile. Mr. Despain said it was his understanding that the Planning
Commission was comfortable with the more frequent placement of the residential health
care facilities so he just changed the spacing requirement for residential health related
facilities. He said that Mr. Despain raised the notion that the Y2 mile spacing
requirement could also be applicable to other forn1s of group housing. He said that Mr.
Bennett expressed concern about having the Y2 mile spacing requirement for residential
care health facilities and about the having the % mile spacing requirement for other
facilities because that may prove grounds for some sort of discrimination. He said the
Platming Commission needs to decide if it would like to keep the % of a mile spacing
requirement for all facilities, change the spacing requirement to a Y2 mile for all facilities,
or do away with any type of spacing requirement.
Mr. Georgeson said "there certainly is a difference in the group facilities. I would think
that an attorney would be able to mount the defense of one or the other in (regm·ds to the
spacing requirements)."
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Chairman Hansen stated that Mr. Bennett did not know of any good reasoning why the
different types of facilities should have different spacing requirements.
Mr. Despain explained that some of the other changes that need to be made to the
ordinance are in regards to the two different categories relative to elderly living. He said
one type of elderly living arrangement is where unmarried elderly people live together for
economic reasons or whatever and it is sort of like a co-op apartment. He said the State
Law states that the maximum number of occupants that can live in this type of facility is
8. He said the second category is in regards to what is called a residential care facility.
He pointed out that the State Law has now changed to allow 16 occupants to live in a
residential care facility as opposed to just 8. He said American Fork City's current
ordinance does not break the two different elderly categories out and it has been
suggested that it would be good to break them out.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that the spacing requirement for all faci lities should be just left at
% of a mile, if there is not a good reason to justify the different spacing requirements.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item for further staff action. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that the motion include the direction that the spacing should be
set at % of a mile for all facilities.
Mr. Baldwin said he thought the discussion was sufficient, but he would be ok with
including in the motion that the spacing requirement should be set at % of a mile for all
facilities.
Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that the spacing requirement should be
set at% of a mile for all facilities. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson,
and Mr. Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF FENN ACRES PLAT B
CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS LOCATED AT 610 WEST 330 SOUTH
Mr. Hadfield told Travis Jockumsen of Hubble Engineering that Mr. Denney would like
to work with him on the drainage issues. He said that the City still needs to receive the
sign off from the downstream water users. He said the off street sewer easements need
to be done in favor of American Fork City. Mr. Hadfield asked Mr. Jockumsen ifhe had
the easements.
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Mr. Jockumsen said that Dixie Fenn told him that she had turned the easements into the
City.
Mr. Hadfield said that he and Mr. Denney are still discussing the elevation of the storm
drain ponds. He said they are not concerned about the size of the storm drain pond. He
said there is also some concern about the grate on the outlet of the detention basin being
sloped. He said it would be good if the grate were at about 30%.
Mr. Hadfield said there is some concern about who will maintain the large detention
pond. He said that it has been discussed that Chad Fenn would like to purchase Lot 5 in
order to maintain animals and that he does not have any plans to subdivide the lot at this
point in time. He suggested that the Planning Commission discuss the long term plans
for maintenance of the detention area.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that possibly the City Council could establish a Special Service
District to provide sufficient funds for the maintenance of the large detention pond.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicant has obtained a letter from Timp. Special Service District,
which states that it is ok to tie into Timp. Special Service District's line with a dropped
manhole.
There was a lot of discussion regarding who would be responsible to maintain the large
detention basin. Mr. Nielsen asked how long the water stays in the detention basin before
it drains out.
Mr. Jockumsen said that the water is not in the detention basin very long. He said the
detention basin is a small detention basin and chances are it will never accept any water
from any other areas due to the way the roads are and the subdivision itself. He said at
the most the detention basin would probably only have water in it for about an hour.
Mr. Hadfield said that if the Fenns are the owner of the property then there is not a lot of
concern about the detention basin.
Dixie Fenn stated that her son is purchasing three acres from her. She said that her son is
just going to be raising hay.
Mr. Christensen asked ifthere is some possibility that a homeowners association could be
formed, even if it is just one homeowner that will accept the responsibility of the
maintenance ofthe detention basin.
Mr. Despain said he is not sure that a homeowners association is the solution. He said
the City Council would need to look at the issue of who will maintain the detention basin.
Mr. Hadfield said that the engineering staff is not questioning whether a detention pond
will work, but it just wants to make sure that it is maintained.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend the final plat of Fenn Acres Plat B consisting
of 5 lots located at 610 West 330 South subject to (1) any corrections required by
the City Engineer Staff regarding drainage, (2) the pond elevations being included
(3) the Planning Commission recommends that the City Council undertake solving
who will be responsible for the maintenance of the detention basin and (4) sign off
from the downstream water users.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW Al\TD ACTION ON A SUBDIVISION OF THE NORTH POINTE BUSINESS
PARK FOR A 11.96 ACRE PLAT LOCATED AT 737 EAST 1180 SOUTH
CONSISTING OF ONE LOT
Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission has seen North Pointe Business
Park before when they approved the roads, but it was not subdivided at that time.
Mr. Hadfield said that all of the improvements are in. He stated that this is the first plat
"being shaved off from the master plat." He said the subdivision needs to be tied to two
subdivision monuments. He said the storm drain calculations need to be submitted to
staff. He said the easement for the detention area may need to be enlarged.

Bill Gould ofPGAW Architects said it is their intent to enlarge the easement and to not
make it rectangular.
Mr. Hadfield said the easement needs to be shown on the subdivision plat. He said there
is a drainage easement along the north side and "it calls that out as a 10-foot public utility
easement." He said there is some question about whether the two major drainage
struchtres sitting on the north side of the building are actually inside the public utility
easement. He said when the building footprint is set over the top of the site plan there
are some conflicts that need to be corrected.
Mr. Hadfield said the size of the pond needs to be looked at and what will be discharged
from the pond. He said it is proposed to do some landscaping over UDOT's property,
but UDOT's property was not included in the calculations for the detention area. He
said there are still a few technical requirements on the drainage element that need to be
resolved.
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Mr. Despain said all the improvements are in. He said there is some question about
whether the detention easement #2 needs to be enlarged so it is dedicated as part of the
plat.

Chairman Hansen said that the Planning Commission usually sees subdivisions in the
final and preliminary stage. He asked if the proposed project is in its preliminary or final
stage.
Mr. Hadfield said that a subdivision plat comes as a portion of the final plat stage. He
said the Planning Commission has seen the entire North Pointe Subdivision for the
business park and now they are subdividing out individual lots.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend approval of the subdivision of the North Pointe
Business Park for a 11.96 acre plat located at 737 East 1180 South consisting of one
lot subject to: (1) two subdivision monuments being placed on the plat (2) storm
drain calculations being presented to determine if the No.2 Easement needs to be
enlarged and (3) clean up of the storm drain calculations in relationship to the size
of the detention basin and per the engineer's concerns.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Christensen noted that he has a conflict of interest with the proposed proj ect and
stated that he will abstain from the vote.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Chairman
Hansen. Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE/WAREHOUSE FOR
TROPICAL DEVELOPMENT LLC LOCATED AT 737 EAST 1180 SOUTH
Mr. Gould pointed out that they are proposing to build an office/warehouse that will have
175,000 square feet on two levels. He said 30% of the site is landscaped.

Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield to address the issues relative to the UDOT Property
and how it is currently recorded. He said that at this point in time he does not feel that
the Planning Commission can take action on the proposed site plan because of the issues
associated with the UDOT Property.
Mr. Hadfield stated that Mr. Denney spent most of the morning today with the people
from UDOT. He pointed out that UDOT allows landscaping on their property, in fact
they encourage landscaping. He said that Mr. De1mey tried to find out if landscaping
includes asphalt driveways, but he was not able to get an answer.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed plan shows the driveways being located on the
UDOT's parcel and the City is not sure whether UDOT it going to allow driveways on
their property. He said that there is some further research and studying that needs to be
done because of the uncertainty regarding the UDOT parcel.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the only access to the proposed storage units is through
UDOT's property so ifUDOT says that nothing but landscaping can be put on its
property, then the proposed storage units would be useless. He said the City needs to get
some clarification on what UDOT will allow on its property.
Mr. Gould stated that initially they had public right-of-ways on three sides of their
property. He pointed out that the proposed plan now abandons the use of part of the
frontage road that their project fronts on.
Mr. Despain said the question is not whether there will be public roads on three sides.
He said there will be public roads, but only on the south side. He said it is not a question
of whether the frontage road will or will not be terminated. He said the frontage road will
be eliminated. He said the real question is who will own the right-of-way. Mr. Despain
said ifUDOT says that they would prefer not to have a private access on a public right-ofway there is always the notion of deleting or eliminating the need for the access to the
north or shifting the building.
Mr. Gould said the storage units are a minor and unrelated part to the rest of the operation
of the proposed facility. He said if the storage units become "a sticky issue," then they
can just abandon the whole idea of putting in storage units.
Mr. Despain said the City has a duty to work with Mr. Gould and UDOT to try to find out
if a driveway can go on UDOT 's property.
Mr. Nielsen said it does not make sense to rely on UDOT's right-of-way as a potential
access to the property.

Mr. Hadfield read from the February 24, 1998, City Council Minutes where it states
"Howard Denney commented that the existing fi·ontage road would be relocated in favor
of the road system within the project and the road vacation process would be undertaken."
He continued to read from the February 24, 1998, City Council Minutes where it states
"Howard explained that the existing frontage road along the freeway would be vacated in
favor of the roadway through the project. He suggested that 1100 South through Sam
White Lane be increased in width to 82 feet as it would become a major collector
between the new proposed interchange and 500 East. He said it would be a slight
modification to the final plat. In addition he explained that the soils report suggested that
there was some low liquefaction in the area and there needed to be a statement on the
final plat of the owner's responsibility of detem1ining ground water in soils."
Mr. Hadfield stated that the previous UDOT Director did not feel it would be a problem
to give the property back to American Fork City, but the new director does not want to
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relinquish the property because it is looking at widening I-15. He said the new director
does not have a problem with landscaping being done on UDOT's property.
Mr. Nielsen said it looks like the proposed project is way short on parking.

Mr. Despain said the parking issue needs to be addressed.
Mr. Gould explained that the second floor of the proposed building will be a mini plant.
He said they are planning on having 30 employees on the second floor and 20 employees
on the first floor. He said they plan on giving tours of the facility.

It was discussed that the existing Bromley Home needs to be demolished.
Mr. Despain explained that there is a parking standard for manufacturing, which is one
parking space per every 2 employees plus one space for each management or
administrative staff. He explained that the parking standard for manufacturing is based
on number of employees as opposed to a square footage standard.

Mr. Hansen asked what standard is used when part of the building is manufacturing. Mr.
Despain said that it is a good question. He said the lab building would be occupied at the
same rate as an office building.
Mr. Gould explained that the la~ building will have offices for the chemists who work
there plus for the lab equipment. He said the lab building would be less occupied than a
typical office.

Mr. Nielsen suggested that the lab building be treated as fixed wall instead of open wall.
Mr. Despain said when calculating the parking requirements, he did treat the proposed lab
building as fixed wall.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the applicant has indicated to him that there will be 125
employees, which means that 75 parking spaces would be needed for those employees.
There was some discussion about whether the proposed facility is manufacturing or
warehouse. Mr. Nielsen said the proposed use is more of a warehouse. Mr. Despain
said he believes 230 parking spaces are required using the standard of one per 1,000
square feet instead of using the employee based standard. He said if the applicant feels
the number of parking spaces required should be less than 230, then it is their duty to
convince the Planning Commission otherwise.
Mr. Nielsen said he would love to see Morinda come to American Fork, but the
requirements need to be met.
Mark Greenwood said the proposed facility is a pi lot plant. He said they do need
warehouse space because the bottles have to be stored for a certain time before they can
be shipped out. He said the maj01ity of the proposed facility is warehouse space.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the earlier plan that was presented showed 202 parking
spaces, but the proposed plan only shows 159 parking spaces.
Chainnan Hansen asked if the there will be enough parking for the future building.
Mr. Gould said they have not detennined what the use of the future building will be.
Mr. Despain said he still needs to determine the number of water rights that would be
required. He said the applicant submitted what the water demand will be for the proposed
facility, which is 150,000 gallons per month. He said 150,000 gallons per month is not a
lot for a bottling plant.
It was discussed that the proposed project will be restricted to a facia sign or a monument
sign. Mr. Despain explained that only if the whole project as a PUD were to get together
could a project identification sign be permitted. Chairman Hansen asked if the sign
ordinance has been discussed with the developers. Mr. Despain said they have talked
about facia signs.

Chaiiman Hansen said the plat needs to be corrected because they can't have a
freestanding sign unless it is a monument sign that is restricted in height, which would be
no more than nine feet.
Mr. Hadfield explained that if they have sufficient height on their building, then they
could get a facia sign based on the square footage.
Mr. Gould said that they would like to break down the 100,000 square foot box so it is
not one square box. He then asked some questions about signage. Mr. Despain
answered some of his questions relative to signage, but after a brief question and answer
period between Mr. Despain and Mr. Gould regarding signage, Chairman Hansen
suggested that Mr. Gould talk to Mr. Despaii1 outside of this meeting about his signage
questions.

Mr. Nielsen moved to defer action the site plan for an office/warehouse for Tropical
Development LLC located at 737 East 1180 South until the issues regarding the
landscaping on UDOT's property are resolved. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion
There was some further discussion about the number of parking spaces that would need to
be required.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not opposed to treating the research and development part as fixed
wall.
Mr. Baldwin expressed some concem about approving one project with a certain number
of parking spaces and then having a new project wanting to come in and there not being
enough parking spaces to accommodate the new use.
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Chairman Hansen said he is "leaning" toward calculating the parking requirements based
on a warehouse standard.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is leaning between calculating the parking standard based on
warehouse and manufacturing. He said there needs to be more parking than is shown on
the proposed plan, but the proposed project should probably not be required to put in all
230 parking spaces.
Mr. Baldwin asked why the proposed parking went from 202 parking spaces down to 159
parking spaces.
Chairman Hansen stated that one reason the parking went from 202 parking spaces down
to 159 parking spaces is because the applicant lost some ofthe UDOT Property.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Nielsen. Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CARETAKER COTTAGE STRUCTURE FOR INN
TOWNE STORAGE AT 460 EAST 100 NORTH
Aaron Frazier said last month he presented a site plan that showed a structure that had a
3-plex and an office. He said at the last Planning Commission Meeting it was suggested
that he modify the plan so that there is a single office and apartment that would be
permanently attached with the storage property giving the option to subdivide a portion
for something else in the future. He said the proposed plan reflects the Planning
Commission's suggestion.
Mr. Hadfield said the note where it talks about future lot needs to be eliminated from the
proposed plan. He stated that the water meter needs to be put in the parking strip so that
it can be read from the public right-of-way. He pointed out that the applicant is calling
the driveway the side yard. He said that he has some problem with the garage being put
on the corner of the house from the two parking spaces that are at the rear. He raised the
question of whether the driveway is an adequate side yard. He pointed out that the
ordinance requires a combined total of 18 feet. Mr. Hadfield said he knows that the
applicant is trying to retain 10,000 square feet on the residual lot, but with the size of the
dwelling and the side yards the proposed site plan does not function as well as it could.
Mr. Despain explained that the caretaker cottage is not automatically a freestanding or
independent residence. He said while the applicant may want to try to use the setback
requirements of the underlying zone, which are 10 feet and 8 feet that is not automatically
required. He raised the question of whether the 26-foot driveway and the 8 foot side yard
are sufficient setbacks. He said what is really driving where the setbacks are assigned is
the fact that the applicant is trying to keep the 101 feet on the east based on the theory
that some day the portion of that lot will be divided off.
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Mr. Despain expressed concern about whether the two parking spaces to the rear of the
garage will be sufficient. He asked if the Planning Commission feels comfortable with
the garage separating the office from the parking.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is a question on the depth of the lot.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Mr. Despain said "as it applies to the office
or the manager's facility, the 100 feet depth is not a real issue." He said the issue relative
to the depth of the lot would be addressed at the time of subdivision approval.
Chairman Hansen said where it notes future subdivision on the site plan that needs to be
eliminated from the site plan because the Planning Commission is not giving rights for a
future subdivision with the approval of the proposed site plan. He said the area that is
identified as a future subdivision lot will need to be landscaped.

Mr. Georgeson said the 26-foot driveway is for the storage unit. He said "there are
certainly many homes that have a provision for parking RV vehicles on their side yard. A
26-foot area with concrete on it is not that different from some residential areas, but this
forms the driveway for the storage unit." He expressed concern about whether the 26foot driveway ought to be considered as part of the side yard.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Georgeson if he sees the 26-foot driveway as being equivalent to
a comer. Mr. Georgeson stated that he had not thought about that.
Mr. Christensen asked how the west side of the garage is being treated. He asked if there
will be a fence or a block wall on the west side of the garage.

Mr. Frazier said "there will just be a curb or something for the asphalt to stop against."
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is not a fence on the west side of the garage. He said
there is currently landscaping right over to the edge of the driveway, but the lawn is
substantially higher than the travel ways.
Mr. Christensen asked if the grade will have to be adjusted.

Mr. Frazier said he has not looked at that very closely. He said the driveway that is
currently there does not have a serious grade change at the property line.
There was some discussion about making the driveway 24 feet instead of 26 feet. Mr.
Frazier said they could make an adjustment to the building so that they can take a foot
from the driveway and a foot from the building.

Mr. Despain said there needs to be something that separates the parking from the garage.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the property is located in a residential zone and the
oveniding zone still requires off street parking. He pointed out that the proposed plan
shows an 8-foot long driveway, which a second vehicle can't be parked in because it will
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encroach into the travel way that is used to access the storage units. He suggested that
the garage be set to the other side of the building. He said there is still some room to play
with the footprint of the house in order to greatly improve the site plan.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission would like the applicant to go back
and redraw the site plan.
Mr. Georgeson said that he would like to have the applicant go back and revise the site
plan.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that Mr. Frazier's site plan should only focus on the roadway and
the home on the residual lot.
Mr. Georgeson moved to refer this item back to the petitioner so that he can address
the following issues that were discussed tonight, which include the following: (1) the
side yard setbacks (2) the off street parking relative to the garage, and (3) other
revisions as deemed necessary.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING ANNEXATION
AGREEMENTS:
a.

CALDER BROTHERS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 35 .16 ACRES
AT 675 SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hansen said there have been some substantial changes in the
proposed Calder Brothers Annexation and because of the changes the
annexation agreement needs to go back to staff to be rewritten. He
recommended that this item be tabled until Mr. Despain is able to rewrite
the agreement. It was noted that that the petitioner also feels that the
agreement needs to be rewritten.
Mr. Nielsen moved to refer back to staff the Calder Brothers
Annexation Agreement for staff to rewrite. Mr. Baldwin seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Christensen.
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D. GREENWOOD ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.525 ACRES AT
1085 EAST QUEENS DRIVE
Chairman Hansen stated that there is no right-of-way to be deeded or water
rights to be deeded to the City. The primary issue with the proposed
mmexation is the zone classification. Chairman Hansen expressed concern
about not requiring right-of-way to be deeded to the City because just
recently the City required the owner of the property to the south
(the Wosnjuk Property) to deed property for the right-of-way for the
widening of 1100 East. He asked why the City took the right-of-way
from the Wosnjuk Property and it is not going to take right-of-way from
the property proposed for annexation.

Mr. Despain said the reason the City is not requesting additional right-ofway from the property proposed for annexation is because of the slope of
the hill. He said the road will probably not be expanded where the road
slopes.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not opposed to taking additional right-of-way.

Mr. Despain said he can include a provision in the atmexation agreement
which would require that the right-of-way be deeded to the City. He said
taking the right-of-way from the proposed property would not be the same
as taking it from the property owner to the south because the land to the
south is useable for widening. He said they could take the right-of-way
from the property proposed for annexation in case they decide to install
a sidewalk in that area.
After some more thought, Mr. Nielsen said it would be hard to put a
sidewalk in because there is too much of a slope.

Mr. Despain stated that the City does not have a logical plan to widen
1100 East where the road starts to slope.
Mr. Hadfield raised the question of whether the City is being arbitrm-y and
capricious if it does not require the property owner to deed any right-ofway to the City. He raised the question of whether it is fair to require
Mr. Wosjnuk to deed 12 feet to the City and not require Mr. Greenwood
to do the same. He said there has to be a standard. He said the condition
cannot apply to one party and not another party.

Mr. Hansen said he thinks Mr. Greenwood needs to be required to deed 12
feet to the City or there may be a problem.
Mr. Baldwin said Mr. Greenwood needs to be treated the sam e as Mr.
Wosjnuk was. H e said the City needs to take the tight-of-way, but it
does not have to choose to use it. He said if the City does not take the
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right-of-way from Mr. Greenwood, then the City could possibly be seen
as being arbitrary and capricious.
Mr. Despain said he will add the provision in the annexation agreement
so that Mr. Greenwood is required to deed the right-of-way to the City.
It was discussed that there is not plans to widen the north part of 1100 East
to 96 feet because of the grade.

Mr. Nielsen said it really does not make sense to take the right-of-way
from Mr. Greenwood because of the way the road slopes.
It was discussed that the Holmsteads and Ogdens annexed their property
into the City before the City decided that it needed to widen 11 00 East
Mr. Hansen pointed out that above Mr. Greenwood's property 1100 East is
wider and it is wider below his property.

Mr. Georgeson said the City ought to take the right-of-way in case it needs
the property. He said the City can allow Mr. Greenwood to landscape on
an easement.
Mr. Baldwin moved to refer the proposed D. Greenwood Annexation
Agreement consisting of 1.525 acres at 1085 East Queens Drive for
revision.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
c.

HUNTER PARK ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 27.96 ACRES AT
1200 NORTH 600 WEST
Chaim1an Hansen explained that the Hunter Park Annexation does not
have an annexation agreement because the City is annexing its own
property.
Mr. Despain said the issue with the Hunter Park Annexation is relative to
the zone that the propetiy will be placed in. He said because of its open
space preservation easement it would be his recommendation that the most
compatible zone would be the RA-1 Zone. He recommended that there be
a motion to conduct a hearing to place the property in the RA-1 Zone.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend that the property in the Hunter
Park Annexation be placed in the RA-1 Zone. Mr. Baldwin seconded
the motion.

(

It was discussed that a public hearing will be required for this annexation.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Christensen, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
d.

J. PATTERSON ADDITION ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 5.06
ACRES AT 1200 NORTH 450 WEST
Mr. Despain explained that the J. Patterson Addition Annexation involves
approximately 5 acres. He said the western portion of the property
proposed for annexation is immediately north of the Hunter Park Property.
He said the eastern portion of the property proposed for annexation is a
continuation of the Virginia Ridge Project.

Mr. D espain said tonight he would have preferred to treat the proposed
annexation as just a discussion, however there is a desire to expedite the
proposed annexation so he has prepared a draft annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen said in Section 6 on the 41h line where it states " 500
East" that should b e changed to "500 West." He also stated that he did not
think Section 7 should be included in the proposed annexation, which is in
regards to the City acquiring the property that lies immediately adjacent to
the Hunter Park Property.

Mr. Georgeson asked ifthere are any gaps in the description that may
become nuisance strips.
Mr. D espain said "This is an annexation, but he does not think" (there are
any gaps in the description) .
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the proposed
annexation agreement. The proposed annexation agreement is attached to
the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. Mr. Despain discussed the
annexation agreement. He stated that the language in Section 7 was
borrowed from the recent Swain Annexation Agreement in which the City
purchased a piece of property for the expansion of the Val Vista Park.
Chairman Hansen expressed concem about tying up the whole aru1exation
based on the City and Mr. Patterson agreeing on a purchase price for the
piece of property adjacent to the Hunter Park Property.
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Mr. Washburn expressed concern with Section 4 of the proposed
annexation agreement and also with Attachment #1 and #2. He said
that on Attaclunent #1 the triangle shaped piece of property is identified as
a City parcel when it really does not belong to the City. He said when the
Virginia Ridge Annexation was approved; he entered into a boundary line
agreement with the City. He said the zone classification for the triangle
shaped property is labeled wrong. He said the triangle shaped property
should be labeled as being in the R1-9000 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the triangle shaped property is labeled as a piece in the
Hunter Park Annexation. He said staff has talked about the fact that the
triangle shaped property is in "two conflicting annexations" and it does
not feel that the county will "kick" the annexation back.
Mr. Washburn said that he does not want to be held up any longer. Mr.
Hadfield suggested that Mr. Washburn go spend some time with Melanie
Rainey at the Utah County Recorder's Office to make sure that the triangle
shaped piece of property is placed in the right zone.
Mr. Washburn said that he was "blind-sided" by Section 7. He
suggested that Section 7 just be left in the annexation agreement and if
the City Council wants to take it out, then it can.

(

Mr. Hadfield said he can see where Mr. Hansen is coming from in regards
to his concern about Section 7 being in the annexation agreement. He said
"he thinks that Mr. Hansen does not want to give Mr. Patterson the green
light to ask an exorbitant" (price for the property that is adjacent to the
Hunter Park Property).
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the property adjacent to the Hunter Park
Property is mainly wetlands and there needs to be some effort to tie the
property up so that it can only be used for a park.

Mr. Washburn said Section 7 should just be left in the agreement. He said
negotiations between the City and Mr. Patterson need to start now so that
there can be some agreements reached regarding the property adjacent to
the Hunter Park Property.
Mr. Washbum said he would like to formally protest that the triangle
shaped piece of property should not be placed in the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Washbum stated that Mr. Hadfield instructed him to contact Mr. Peck
about their proposed development plan "at the top portion for the 8-foot
strip that is required to make the road go around." He stated that his
assistant is currently in the process of drawing some different development
options for the top portion. He stated that Mr. Peck may be able to get two
lots if he is willing to bring in a lot of fill.
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There was some further discussion about whether Section 7 should be left
in the proposed annexation agreement. Chairman Hansen said he did not
feel the Annexation would take place if Section 7 is left in the agreement.
He said "the owner of the property (the property adjacent to Hunter Park
Property) has one set of value for his property and the actual value of the
Property is a lot different."

Mr. Washburn said the advantage ofleaving Section 7 in the agreement is
that it gives them a forum to talk about it. He said the Planning
Commission is a recommending body and if the City Council wants to
throw Section 7 out it can.
Mr. Hadfield said the property that is immediately adjacent to the Hunter
Park Property is too low to sewer.

(

Mr. Hadfield stated that he asked Mr. Washburn to speak with the Peck
Family because Carol Peck came and talked to him about the J. Patterson
Annexation. He said she wanted to know what impact the J. Patterson
Annexation would have on their property. He pointed out that 5 feet of
the Peck' s property has to be breeched in order to complete 1300 North.
He said that he asked Ms. Peck what their long term plans were for their
property. She told him that it was their intent to keep the hollow natural.
He said that Ms. Peck asked him if the City has any plans for putting a
road through on the west side of the existing homes. He said that he told
her that he did not think there was sufficient width to go all the way
through to 1500 North, but he told her there could be a cul-de-sac and
a couple of homes and a trail to the hollow. He said she liked the idea of
the cul-de-sac because it is their intent to have the Peck portion of the
hollow remain natural.
There was some further discussion about Section 7. Chainnan Hansen and
Mr. Baldwin both suggested that Section 7 should be left in the annexation
agreement. Mr. Despain said he believes that the land (the property
adjacent to the Hunter Park) "ought to pass into the City's hands for a
variety of reasons."
Mr. Baldwin said the annexation agreement can be forwarded to the City
Council with Section 7 included because the Planning Commission is a
recommending body. He said the City Council can review the Planning
Cornn1ission Minutes and see what the Planning Commission's concerns
are.

Mr. Baldwin moved to forward the J. Patterson Addition Annexation
Agreement consisting of 5.06 acres at 1200 North 450 West to the City
Council.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
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Mr. Washburn asked that the motion include that the triangle piece of
property should be in the R1-9000 Zone and the eastern portion should be
in the RA-1 Zone.

(

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to-include that before the
annexation agreement is forwarded to the City Council the triangle
piece of property should be in the Rl-9000 Zone and the eastern
portion should be in the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
e.

CODY OLSEN ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.851 ACRES AT
750 NORTH 900 WEST

Mr. Despain said the issue that needs to be addressed with the proposed
annexation is what zone the property will be placed in. He said the
properties adjacent to the proposed annexation are in the RA-1 Zone. He
said he did not know what zone to put the property proposed for
annexation in.
Mr. Despain said another issue that needs to be resolved is in regards to
the additional parcels that need to be conveyed to the City in order for the
street to be widened. He said they are going to have a very difficult time
getting 82 feet because of the placement ofhomes and past developments.
Mr. Despain suggested that a road alignment study be done as part of the
proposed annexation in order to see what needs to be done.
There was some discussion that when the Carsons annexed their properties
into the City the City was able to get 72 feet. Chairman Hansen asked if
Carsons still own the comer piece. It was discussed that the Carsons do
not still own the comer piece.

Mr. Despain said there will be a requirement to make sure that sufficient
property is deeded to the City in order to make sure the road works well.
Mr. Baldwin said he agrees that there should be a street aligmnent study
conducted.
Mr. D espain stated that he assumes the existing home will be removed.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the attachments to the annexation agreement
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are just a guess of what things would look like. He said they can't
determine how much property will need to be conveyed until a street
alignment study is done.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission wanted to approve
the proposed annexation agreement without the deed.
Mr. Georgeson said they should not recommend approval of the proposed
annexation agreement until they have the deed.

Cody Olsen stated that there is not a water line in yet so he can't begin
development until the water line is installed. He stated that as soon as the
water line is in he would like to begin development.

Mr. Baldwin moved to remand the proposed Cody Olsen Annexation
Agreement back to staff for revision according to tonight's discussion.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield said the residential development is slowing off, but the commercial projects
are keeping staff very busy.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield said that he and Mr. Denney met with Richard Noble of Frandsen Noble on
the secondary irrigation system. He said that he asked Mr. Noble to review the City's
drainage plan and to present him with a proposal of what it would cost him to put
together a drainage plan for the City.
Mr. Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission that the annual summer party wi ll be
held on Friday, August 21 , 2001, at the Hadfield Summer Home.
Mr. Despain discussed some of the road planning issues in regards to the Calder Brothers
Annexation. He said the proposal is to continue the current frontage road. He stated
that Mr. Jones is now more amenable to some development on his property. He said one
of the real dilemmas in regards to the road alignment is because of the dual track and the
signalization equipment.
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Mr. Despain also discussed the Westfield Project. He showed a version of what is being
proposed for the Westfield Proj ect. He pointed out that the City is going forward with
an SID, which would be the funding source for the public improvements.
Mr. Despain stated that it is anticipated that there will be a Joint Planning Commission
and City Council Meeting on August 29, 200 1, to discuss the Westfield Project. He said
he wants the Planning Commission to be aware of what is being planned because there is
going to be a lot of pressure on the Planning Commission to make some fairly quick
decisions in regards to the proposed Westfield Project. He said if the Planning
Commission is not comfortable with the proposed Westfield Project, then it should not be
forced to approve it. He explained that Lowes wants to get going on their building. He
said that there needs to be an overall road pattern worked out before any development can
begin. He suggested that the Planning Commission should not let Lowes drive their
decisions.

Mr. Nielsen said the Planning Commission needs to help fast track things because the
proposed Westfield Project could provide a lot of sales tax revenue to the City. He said
that he does not want to scare Lowes away, but he also thinks things need to be done
right.
There was some discussion about what is being done to connect the proposed project
beyond the border of American Fork.
Mr. Nielsen asked who is responsible for "enhancing the wetlands."
In response to Mr. Nielsen's above question, Mr. Despain said "it will primarily be the
City."
Mr. Georgeson asked what will happen to the current Wal-Mart. Mr. Despain said there
has been some discussion about the current Wal-Mart being turned into a Sam's Club.

Ms. Marsh reported that a gentleman had contacted her today and asked her to report to
the Planning Commission that he would like to see more beautification efforts done on
the west side of the city.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 1, 2001, PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the August 1, 2001, Planning Commission M inutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 4, Line 13 " of some" should be changed to "of in some." On Page 4, Line
15 "lines" should be changed to " line." On Page 4, Line 28 " motioned" should be
changed to "moved." On Page 5, Line 27 " and yoke" should be changed to "and
yoke shut off valve." On Page 5, Line 27 "on manhole" should be changed to " on a
manhole." On Page 5, Line 31 "need complete" should be changed to " need to
complete." On Page 5, Line 32 "peat" should be changed to " pea." On Page 5, Line
33 " detail" should be changed to "details." On Page 5, Line 37 "is" should be
changed to "are." On Page 5, Line 39 " Rip-rapping" should be changed to "riprapping." On Page 6, Line 10 " to the same" needs to be changed to "to the same
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standards as others." On Page 6, Line 27 "is in this area" should be changed to "in
this area is." On Page 6, Line 28 "the" should be changed to " he." On Page 7, Line
6 "more" should be changed to "less." On Page 7, Line "were" should be changed
to "where." On Page 7, Line 10 "located" should be changed to "location." On
Page 7, Line 11 "plan" should be changed to "plans." On Page 7, Line 38 "the"
should be changed to "that." On Page 8, Line 4 "fire flow" should be changed to
"fire water flow." On Page 8, Line 7 "majority are" should be changed to "majority
of students are." On Page 8, Line 12 "forward to" should be changed to "forward
to." On Page 8, Line 21 "passed at" should be changed to "passed out at." On
Page 8, Line 32 "Hansen the" should be changed to "Hansen said." On Page 8, Line
33 "requirements" should be changed to "requirements." On Page 9, Line 1 "but
more than 50 feet" should be changed to "but should be more than 50 feet." On
Page 9, Line 8 "directions" should be changed to "direction." On Page 9, Line 10
"burm" should be changed to "berm." On Page 9, Line 13 "grow" should be
changed to "growth." On Page 9, Line 26 "approvals in which" should be changed
"approvals which." On Page 9, Line 31 "accomplish this and is just" should be
changed to "accomplish and this is just." On Page 10, Line 5 "are eight" should be
changed to "is eight." On Page 10, Line 6 "time for the city to consider" should be
changed to "time that the city consider." On Page 10, Line 16 "offer" should be
changed to "offer to." On Page 10, Line 38 "impact on the" should be deleted.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

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

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:41 p.m.

1~
Melanie Marsh

re?o/-
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ATTACHEMENT #1 TO THE AUGUST 15, 2001- PAGE 1 OF 9

8-10-01
PC Draft #1

ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

(J. Patterson Annexation)

This agreement, made and entered into this
day of
2001, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City") and James
Patterson, (hereafter referred to as "Applicant"), is based on
the following:
RECITALS

WHEREAS, Applicant is the owner of that certain parcel
of privately owned real property situated within the boundary of
the J . Patterson Annexation, identified and described on the
Annexation plat (Attachment 1) as "Patterson Parcel". The parcel
is located within the unincorporated territory of Utah County,
but contiguous to the corporate boundary of the City. The
Applicant has submitted a Request to Initiate Annexation of Land
Within an Island or Peninsula to the City requesting that the
territory described in Attachment 1 be annexed to the City, and
WHEREAS, the area described in Attachment 1 constitutes a
portion of an existing island or peninsula, and
WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of UCA 10-2-418 ,
the American Fork City Council has heretofore adopted Resolution
No. 01-06-14R indicating its intent to annex the territory
described on Attachment 1, including all of the Patterson Parcel .
Further, notice of hearing regarding the proposed annexation has
been published and the public hearing thereon held . No protests
to the annexation have been received, and
WHEREAS, The City Council has determined that annexation of
the real property described on Attachment 1 is in t he best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to: (1) enact an
ordinance of annexation r elating thereto, concurrently with the
approval and execution of this Agreement, and (2) authorize the
recording of the annexation plat at the off i ce of the Utah County
Recorder, subject to those certain understandings as a re more
fully set forth in this Agreement and completion of all
outstanding tasks ident i fied herein or otherwise r equi red prior
to annexation .

1
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS

NOW THEREFORE, based on the above recitals and in consideration
of the annexation to the City of the territory described in
Attachment 1 (hereafter referred to as .. Annexation Area"), the
parties covenant and agree as follows:
SECTION 1.
The real property to which the terms of this
Agreement apply shall be the private real property within the
Annexation Area, designated on Attachment 1 as 11 Patterson
Parcel". Attachment 1 is, by this reference, made part of this
Agreement.
SECTION 2.
The Applicant hereby acknowledges that the
City is not required to approve the request for annexation and
that the terms and conditions of annexation, as set forth herein,
are reasonable and entered into freely and voluntarily. Further,
Applicant, by virtue of the request for annexation and signature
attached thereto, hereby acknowledges and agrees that the benefit
received from annexation of the parcel is equal to or greater
than the requirements and conditions of annexation set forth
under this Agreement and the conditions of development imposed by
the City upon the property pursuant to the terms of the City's
Development Code and Impact Fee Ordinance.
SECT~ON 3.
The Applicant affirms that he is the sole
owner of the Patterson Parcel and has complete authority to enter
into this Agreement and to bind the property hereto.

SECTION 4 .
The City affirms that, pursuant to the terms
of the Annexation Ordinance, the zone classification to be made
applicable to the Patterson Parcel shall be a combination of R-19000 Residential and RA-1 Residential-Agricultural zone, as set
forth on the Zone Designation Map (Attachment 2) which Attachment
is by this reference made part of this Agreement.
SECTION 5.
Concurrently with passage of the Annexation
Ordinance and execution of this Agreement the Applicant has
submitted an Annexation Concept Plan (Attachment 3) showing the
intended development of the western portion of the Patterson
Parcel, consisting of approximately 4 single family dwelling
lots, a parcel to be deeded for road purposes and a park parcel
to be acquired by the City.

The Annexation Concept Plan has been reviewed by the Planning
Commission and determined by them to be consistent with the terms
and intent of the General Plan for the area and the terms of the
zone classification proposed to be applied to the Annexation
Area . It is expressly understood and agreed by the City and
Applicant that all further submissions for development approval
by the Applicant will be in substantial compliance with the
2
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design of the Annexation Concept Plan, and that all submittals of
preliminary and final plats will be in conformance with the zone
regulations applicable to the area .
SECTION 6.
As a condition of annexation, the Applicant
agrees to convey or cause to be conveyed t~ the City the
additional right-of-way necessary to accommodate the extension of
500 East Street from its point of connection with the road in the
adjacent Virginia Ridge development to its point of connection
with 1300 North Street . The general location of the essential
street right-of-way is identified on Attachment 3. The legal
description of the area to be conveyed to the City and a copy of
the deed and/or replacement plat for lot 105 Hillcrest Acres
Subdivision conveying and/or dedicating said parcel(s) to the
City (as applicable) is also attached hereto (Attachment 4); and
the City hereby acknowledges receipt of the executed originals.
SECTION 7.
The western portion of the Patterson Parcel
(approximately 2.6 acres) lies immediately adjacent to the
existing Hunter Park property, previously acquired by the City.
It is the intent of the City that the portion of the Patterson
Parcel lying adjacent to the Hunter Park property should be
acquired by the City and added to the park area.
The concept plan shows the location and approximate size of the
area to be acquired for expansion of the park. As a condition of
annexation, the Applicant hereby agrees to convey title to the
City of the parcel of land designated on the Annexation Concept
Plan as "Park Parcel" and the City agrees to purchase the parcel
for the sum of
, ($
per acre x . ___ acres),
said amount being agreed to by both parties as the reasonable
value of similar land in the vicinity . A copy of the deed
conveying the parcel to the City is attached hereto (Attachment
5) . The City hereby acknowledges receipt of the executed
original and the Applicant hereby acknowledges receipt of the
funds as payment in full for the park property.
SECTION 8.
Under the City's annexation ordinance, the
owner of undeveloped property seeking annexation is required to
convey one acre foot of water right for each new dwelling unit
proposed to be developed, not including any existing dwellings.
The Annexation Concept Plan indicates the intent to develop 4
lots, and the applicant agrees to convey 4 acre feet to meet t~e
need of the future occupants of the dwellings to be constructed
thereon. In the event that the actual number of lots granted
final approval shall be less than 4, the City agrees to extend a
credit to the Applicant for the difference, to be applied to
meeting the requirements of subsequent development.
SECTION 9.
The water right conveyance requirement is to be
satisfied as follows:
3
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A.

Irrigation Stock ---- shares of
Irrigation Company stock (Stock Certificates No . ___ ) .

B.

Well Water Right - a

ac . ft. portion of (WUC #55-_

_) .

Copies of the documents evidencing conveyance of the above
referenced water rights are attached hereto (Attachment 6) and
the City acknowledges receipt of the original .
SECTION 10 .
No impact fees are required as a condition
of annexation. However, nothing in this Agreement constitutes a
waiver of any obligation that the Applicant or his successor may
have for the payment of impact fees required as a condition of
development of the Annexation Area or any portion thereof. The
Applicant acknowledges that no development approval or building
permit shall be issued until all applicable fees required by City
ordinance have been paid at the amount then in effect .
SECTION 11.
Should any of the parties default in the
performance of any of the terms of this Agreement, the parties
shall first seek mediation to resolve any defaulting performance.
The defaulting party shall pay all costs and expenses, including
mediation fees and/or reasonable attorney's fee, which may arise
from enforcing this Agreement, whether such remedy is pursued by
mediation and/or filing suit or otherwise.
SECTION 12.
Any Notice to be given hereunder shall be
given by certified mail, return receipt requested, addressed as
follows:
a.

If to City, to the City of American Fork, 31 North Church
Street, American Fork, Utah 84003.

b.

If to Applicant, to James Patterson, 11009 North 6400
West, Highland, Utah 84003.

SECTION 13.
This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties and may be changed only in writing
signed by all parties, and this agreement shall bind the heirs,
assigns and successors in interest of the respective parties . If
any party shall breach this Agreement, the other party shall be
entitled to recover their attorneys fees and court costs in
~
addition to other lawful damages resulting therefrom.

4
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r.N WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this
agreement on the date first mentioned above.

JAMES PATTERSON

AMERICAN FORK CITY

by:

~----------------------

Mayor
attest:

City Recorder
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2 .

Zone Designation Map

Attachment 3.

Annexation Concept Plan

Attachment 4.

Copy of deed(s) and/or replacement plat (Lot 105
Hillcrest Acres) conveying/ dedicating real
property for extension of 500 West
(To be provided by applicant prior to recording}

Attachment 5 .

Copy of deed to real property for expansion of
Hunter Park
(To be provided by applicant prior to recording)

Attachment 6 .

Copy of water rights conveyance document
(To be provided by applicant prior to recording)
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK CITY · PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 28, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
JOINT WORK SESSION
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Council and
the American Fork Planning Commission will meet in a joint work
session on August 28, 2001, in the American Fork City Hall, 31
North Church Street, commencing at 5:45 p.m. The agenda shall be
as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Discussion of the Westfield Development at 875 West State
Road.
Discussion of sewer lift station issues policies.
Discussion of drainage issues policies.
Other business .
Adjournment.

DateLish ~1 (Y][:gust,
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK-CITY -PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 28, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
J OINT WORK SESS ION
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Council and
the American Fork Planning Commission will meet in a joint work
session on August 28, 2001, in the American Fork City Hall, 31
North Church Street, commencing at 5:45 p . m. The agenda shall be
as follows :
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Discussion of the Westfield Development at 875 West State
Road .
Discussion of sewer lift station issues policies .
Discussion of drainage issues policies .
Other business .
Adjournment .

oatetirl {Y][ugust,
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 28, 2001
JOINT WORK SESSION
The American Fork City Council and the American Fork City Planning
Commission met in a joint work session on August 28, 2001, in the
City Hall, commencing at 5:53p.m. Those present from the Council
included Mayor Ted Barratt, Councilmembers Juel Belmont, Don
Hampton, Tom Hunter (also on the Planning Commission), and Ricky
Storrs.
Councilman Blake was excused.
Planning Commissioners
present included Chairman James Hansen,
Keith Richan, Alan
Christensen, and Michael Georgeson. Others present included Carl
Wanlass, Richard Colborn, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, Howard
Denney, Linda Walton, Jessica Wilson, Jeff Woodbury, Richard
Mendenhall, Ned Stephensen, Lynn Woodbury, Greg Carpenter, Mr. &
Mrs. Bill Jacob, Barbara Christiansen, Mary Fox, George Brown, and
five citizens .
DISCUSSION OF THE WESTFIELD DEVELOPMENT AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD
Jeff Woodbury, Woodbury Corp., explained that they were ready to
show their plans for their property on the west side of American
Fork.
Before they brought a plan to the City for approval, they
wanted to have input by an architectural review board so they could
bring a plan to the City which would reflect American Fork. They
wanted it to reflect certain values important to Utah and to
maintain their stewardship with respect to this property which had
a lot of natural qualities. They wanted to bring something special
to Utah County.
They put an RFP out for architects, nationwide .
The chose Callison Architects out of Seattle. Callison is a large,
worldwide firm.
They have been on the cutting edge of creating
centers that had long-standing value.
This presentation was the
culmination of all of those efforts.
Greg Carpenter, Callison Architects, noted that they had been here
on a weekly basis to get a feel of the area. They have. collected
a lot of good input from the Architectural Review Board.
He
presented a power point show and urged comments as they may come
up .
He commented that the owners had a tremendous vision for
American Fork .
There was a great sense of heritage in the area .
He was impressed with owners and their treatment of the wetla~ds
and the natural environment.
They have considered the following in the design process
Architectural review committee
Historical research
Environment and landscape
City planning
Traffic
Competition
The y i d e ntified the key i ssue s a s b e ing
1

Must compliment existing community and business
Should reinforce historical American Fork Heritage
Integration of the wetlands character
Pedestrian friendly
Coordinated traffic planning effort
They had a concept to utilize several activity zones including a
Fashion District, Commercial District, Entertainment District, and
a Lifestyle District .
The roadway down the middle of the
Commercial District, they call it Meadow Lane, would have a
historical, Main Street, flavor.
Groups of businesses would be
clustered adjacent to State Street on the north.
The bridge
connecting the two areas was a key feature .
Access was important and there would be three major accesses to
State Street .
It was proposed to turn 900 West a little to the
west to make a perpendicular crossing with State Street into the
project . They estimated 5,000 cars in the area .
Lynn Woodbury explained that the Pacific Avenue access would have
a parkway concept with an 8-foot median landscaped area with two
lanes on either side . It terminated into a round-a-bout that was
130 feet in diameter over all with a 60-foot diameter center which
would accommodate large semi-trucks.
The concept of Meadow Lane
was a two-lane street with diagonal parking on each side that
continued north to State Street.
Councilman Hampton asked about access to West Main Street.
Jeff Woodbury responded that they did not own that property but
that some access was anticipated. They were flexible in creating
points of access for the neighboring properties in ways that the
planning staff has asked .
Councilmember Belmont asked if UTA would stop in there .
Lynn Woodbury reported that he hoped that UTA would see the
advantage of traversing the internal road system.
They had not
talked with UTA about that but they were making those plans.
Greg Carpenter explained that the project
historical flavor and wetlands beauty .

image

contained

a

Lynn Woodbury stated that they had been working with Corps of
Engineers for a considerable period of time. It has been difficult
in working to get to this point.
There were not trails in the
wetlands now, as one of the requirements of the Corps was that the
wetlands remain relatively virgin and undisturbed, but there may be
some opportunity in the future.
Along the edge they would be
planting some grasses and other vegetation.
Jeff Woodbury explained
difficulty was that there
well . The process really
another.
There were a

there were 42 acres of wetlands .
The
were eight other agencies to deal with as
was not any longer for this area than for
lot of natural grasses that would be
2

utilized throughout the project .
Greg Carpenter noted that Lowes and WalMart had national programs
about their color schemes and some of that was flexible and some
was not. They were in the process of preparing more documentation
to adapt it to be more in line with this development.
He noted
more use of open face masonry products and pedestrian ways would be
colored concrete with a cobblestone type feel.
They would be
sending that criteria to Lowes and to WalMart.
Keith Richan
friendly.
Jeff Woodbury
friendly .

noted
stated

that
that

cobblestone
it

was

not

would be user

very
and

wheelchair

snow

removal

Mr. Carpenter explained that there were be historical type street
lighting and would include internal pathways . The movie theaters
would encourage up to 60,000 to 90,000 persons a month.
Jeff Woodbury explained that Lowes and WalMart were anxious to move
ahead.
Lynn Woodbury explained that the public roadway system would be
installed through a SID hopefully beginning late this fall. If the
Council or Planning Commission members had hesitation or concerns,
he asked that they let him know at this time. They would like to
come to Planning Commission by the end of next month with a final
site plan for a portion of the project.
Planning Commission Chairman James Hansen encouraged them to
schedule a time with the Staff immediately for a time to come to
the Planning Commission .
It may be a lengthy process.
Any
feedback would come at a regular Planning Commission meeting.
Richard Mendenhall agreed. It was their intent at this meeting to
make everyone aware of the concept they were bringing in.
Councilman Hampton thanked them for the presentation.
He
appreciated what they were doing in American Fork as did Councilman
Storrs.
Mayor Barratt asked if members of the Planning Commission had any
questions.
Keith Richan asked how long it would take to do the whole project.
Jeff Woodbury responded that his father told him that it would take
at least five years to do a project like this. It could be as long
as eight to 10 years.
From what they were seeing, they felt it
could be done in less than five years.
Mayor Barratt asked if there were any other comments . There were
none.
He expressed appreciation to the Architectural Review
Committee that had been involv ed and for the work that they have
3

done as the end product was very nice .
DISCUSSION OF SEWER LIFT STATION ISSUES POLICIES
Howard Denney noted that the Planning Commission and City Council
had met previously on the issue of sewer lift stations. There were
still some components that needed to be included like a
reimbursement schedule, a fee schedule, and a notice to property
owners. It was not fully in draft form. Lift station users would
pay a higher monthly fee than those on a gravity feed system.
Councilman Hampton asked for a time frame.
Howard Denney stated that he and Kevin Bennett needed to work on
some things together and some items were legal terms .
Kevin Bennett noted that financing was a real issue.
He did not
fully understand the difference between a temporary use and a final
use. There were some "gullies" that he did not know how to cross .
Mayor Barratt asked the Staff and Planning Commission to continue
to work on it.
DISCUSSION OF DRAINAGE ISSUES POLICIES
Howard Denney reported that one of the big issues was whether the
City was going to update the drainage plan .
Planning Commission Chairman James Hansen explained that they
needed a policy. There was property coming into the City south of
the freeway and in that area sumps did not work.
Without a
drainage plan, they don't know how to act on drainage issues. Who
owns the facility? Where was it going? Who maintains it? A good
plan was needed. They would be looking at a drainage plan for the
future.
Mayor Barratt guessed that
$30,000.

it would

cost

between

$25, 000

Carl Wanlass reported there was money in the drainage
accomplish the study.

and

fund to

Keith Richan felt the drainage issue was very important.
If they
did not get a proper plan, the City would be faced with problems
for years to come.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business discussed.
ADJOURNMENT
Thew~~ s~~~(hdjourned at 6:59 p.m.

Richa~~. Col~City

Recorder
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Dated this 28 day of August, 2001 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman
Published in New Utah! August 29, 2001 .

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 5, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 5, 2001, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7 : 00p .m. The
agenda shall be is follows:
7 : 00 P .M. -REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12 .
13.

14 .
15.
16.
17.
18.

Review and action on the preliminary plan for the Hill Valley
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 23 lots at 600 North 830
East.
Review and action on a modified site plan for April 'Ridge
Subdivision located at 960 East 1520 North.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the American
Heritage School at 720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway .
Review and action on a site plan for an office/warehouse for
Tropical Development LLC (Morinda) located at 737 East 1180
South in the North Pointe Business Park.
Review and action on Royal Estates Subdivision Plat C
consisting of 2 lots at 582 North 1100 East .
Review and action on a modified site plan for Deseret
Industries at 650 East State Road.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of Afton
Meadows Plat E Subdivision consisting of 1 lot at 880 North
290 East.
Review and action on an amended Mountain Meadows PUD Plat Gat
370 South 400 West.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Pennylane
Townhomes Phase 4 at 250 South 460 East consisting of 18
units.
Review and action on Lakeside Planned Industrial Park Plat A
at 580 East 1500 South.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for AJM Holding
Phase 2 at 580 South 500 East.
Review and action on a phasing scheme for the congregate care
facility of the Mira Vista Subdivision Plat A amended, Lot 4
at 410 South 1040 Ea st.
Discussion and action on the following annexation agreements:
a.
D. Greenwood Annexation consisting of 1. 525 acres at 1085
East Queens Drive.
b.
Cody Olson Annexation consisting of 1 .851 acres at 750
North 900 West.
Review and action on an amendment to Section 2-5 .3 7 (part A-2)
to increase the maximum number of occupants permitted in a
Small Scale Health Care Facility to 16.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the August 15, 2001, Planning Commission
Minutes.
Adjournment.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 5, 2001
ATTACHMENTS (1)
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 5,
2001, in the City Hall, conunencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included Chairn1an James
Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Steve N ielsen, and Councilman Tom Hunter. Staff present
included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included David
Peterson, Blaine Gunther, Paul Washburn, Lisa Nerdin, LaVerne Nerdin, Marilyn
Greenwood, Angel Espana, SuEllen N. Denison, Richard Denison, Annette Canoll,
Cmiis Canoll, William Wyler, Mruilyn Wyler, Bill Gould, Ron Tolboe, Karil
Sweetwood, David Sweetwood, David Bastow, Bradly Strong, Bomlie Caldwell, C. Max
Caldwell, Steve Rose, Councilman Keith Blake, Jerarld G. Rowan, Jewel Rowan, Jim
Hardy, Wayne Mortimer, Deborah Lovelady, Candy Kennard, Janie! Miller, David Jeffs,
Jim Kem1edy, Andrea Kem1edy, Ken Berg, Brent Winslow, Denise Winslow, Ramon
Navarrete, Briana Navarrete, Bomlie Dunkley, Norman Janett, Susan Janett, Lavon
Laursen, Tom Laursen, Tom Bankhead, Gaylord Swim, David Clock, John Dester, Reed
Swenson, Jolm Heiner, David Jeffs, Barbara Clu-istiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Conunissioners Michael Georgeson, Alan Cluistensen, and
Keith Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE HILL VALLEY
SUBDIVISION PLAT B CONSISTING OF 23 LOTS AT 600 NORTH 830 EAST
Chairn1an Hansen asked if a new traffic sh1dy had been done.
David Peterson stated that a new traffic study had not been done.
Chairman Hansen read the motion from the May 16,2001, Plarming Commission
Minutes, which states "Mr. Georgeson moved to refer the revised preliminary plan of Hill
Valley Subdivision Plat D back to staff so that they can talk to Mr. Mortimer about the ,
issue that the traffic study did not take into consideration that that south portions of the
street does not have a sidewalk and so that staff can also review with the properiy owners
the opporiunity of the northerly road cmmection into Queens Drive and the green road
that is sketched on the plan as a straight tlu·ough alignment." After he read the motion
from the May 16, 2001, Plarming Cmmnission Minutes he then asked Mr. Hadfield to
state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield said there is some additional improvements required across the entire
frontage of the unnumbered lot, which was previously labeled as Lot #1. He said one
major issue is relative to the aligm11ent of the road. He said the applicant also needs to
obtain approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company. He said that he is aware
(Planning Commission Minutes - September 5, 200 I)

that Mr. Gunther and Mr. Peterson are currently working to obtain approval from the
American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Peterson explained that the reason there is an unnumbered lot on the proposed plan is
because that lot is not going to be part of the proposed subdivision.
Mr. Despain said the real issues that need to be addressed are relative to (1) the
detem1ination of the final alignm ent of the segment of 600 Nmih Street between 850 East
and 900 East and (2) when the segment of that road would need to be constructed. He
said that since preliminary approval was granted, staff has met with Mr. Peterson and the
owner of the property to discuss a range of alternatives that would be possible for the
road alignment. He said with the latest submittal, the applicants have apparently
"distilled" the possible alternatives down to one, which they are now proposing. Mr.
Despain said the staff, believing other alternatives to be equal commissioned Horrocks
Engineers to prepare a range of alternative alignments for the segment of the road. The
alternatives prepared by Honocks are attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
Mr. Despain then reviewed each of the alternatives.

Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Despain which alternative Horrocks reconm1ended.
Mr. Despain explained that Horrocks was not asked to make a recommendation, but that
they were just asked to determine whether the physical characteristics associated with the
territory would accommodate something other than what was being proposed by the
applicants.
Mr. Despain said that he is well aware of the fact that the citizens who live near the
property proposed for development have "pressed and have expressed strong feelings
that they feel that the road ought to go through now as part of the approval of the project."
He said when the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plan originally it did
not feel that the road needed to be extended to 900 East right away, but that sometime in
the future it would be necessary. Mr. Despain said he did not know if the Planning
Commission had changed its mind about requiring 600 Nmih to be extended to 900 East
at the time of construction of the proposed subdivision or was it still willing to allow the
road to be extended some time in the future . He said if it is required that 600 North be
extended to 900 East now and not in the future, then there needs to be some discussion
about which alternative would be required.
Chainnan Hansen asked Mr. Despain if he was prepared to show an aerial photo of the
area. Mr. Despain stated that he was not prepared to show an aerial photo of the area
tonight. He said the reason that Mr. Hansen wanted to see an aerial photo was because
he wanted to see where the sidewalks are located. He explained that there are not
sidewalks on the south end of 850 East and 800 East.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about some of the proposed road alignments because there
is a nuisance area. He said there has to be some "functional utility of the land between
the road and Don Hampton's home."

(Planning Commission Minutes- September 5, 2001)
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Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about the grade issues relative to the proposals. Mr.
Despain stated that HoiTocks did not feel that the grade issues would be a problem
relative to any of the proposed altematives.

Jim Hardy, a member of the American Fork Fire Depmiment, said he is "complimentary
to the Planning Commission to insist that a road be completed clear through." He said
with the original proposal there appeared to be no way for fire apparatus to make any type
of tum around. He said "I commend the Plamung Commission for insisting on a thru
street that would give access as well as an egress in the subdivision."
Councilman Keith Blake asked what efforts have been made to look at the feasibility of
connecting the road into 700 North up through the Riverbirch Subdivision.
In response to Councilman Blake's above question, Mr. Hansen said he did not know if
any effort has been made. He said Riverbirch is a plotted subdivision.
Mr. Despain said they do not typically propose in the approval of a subdivision the
notion of going through recorded lots in another subdivision. He said that Mr. Hadfield
has said the road connecting into 700 North would be an appropriate alignment, but it is
the responsibility of the applicant to propose the connection of the road to 700 North.
He said the City does not go out and contact those in adjacent subdivisions to see if they
wi ll let a road go through. He said that the City assumes that the existing subdivisions
are there and will be there as they have been platted.
Jarriel Miller asked why the Planning Commission and the Engineering Depmiment feel
that it is ok not to require the road to go through immediately.
In response to Ms. Millers question, Mr. Despain said the added traffi c from the
additional 23 lots would not overburden the capability of the road at the present time. He
said there will be a time when the road will run continuously from 600 East to 900 East.
Mr. Despain said another reason the Plam1ing Commission m1d Engineering Department
felt it was ok to not require the road to go in immediately is because there is some
uncertainty about the alig:tm1ent of the road. He said the owner of the property on
numerous occasions has stated that he does not quite know how ills property will be
developed.

Mr. Despain said the traffic study that Gunthers had done cannot be thrown out without
merit. He said that he believes the intersections are not over capacity at the present
time.
Councilman Blake said it seems like one of the key issues is safety. He said the existing
subdivision is equivalent to a cul-de-sac without the proposed development. He said
there is some access to 900 East and some access to 300 North. He said the original
master plan did call for a road to go up to 700 North. He said it is appropriate for the
City to look at the issues of what the miginal master plan was. He said it would be good
to see if it would be feasibl e to look at a road going to 700 North.
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Mr. Hadfield said that he was on the Platming Commission when the Riverbirch
Subdivision was approved. He said at the time the Riverbirch Subdivision came to the
Planning Conm1ission for approval, the Planning Commission asked that the road from
700 North connect to 800 East, but " there was a strong lobby telling them (the Platming
Commission) that it (connecting 700 North to 800 East) would not be necessary." He
said the lobby won out over time and that is why the Riverbirch Subdivision is the way it
IS.

J aniel Miller said what she has been hearing since April seems to be an effort to mainly
consider the engineering issues. She said that she thinks the engineering issues have
been handled really fair, but living there is different from looking at things from an
engineering point of view. She said the neighbors have concems about the current roads
in the neighborhood. She said the neighborhood is a poorly engineered neighborhood the
way it is now . She said the traffic study that the Gunthers had done did not take into
consideration when there are games at the American Fork High School and that people
park up and down the streets in their neighborhood. She pointed out that the LDS Stake
Center is also the headquarters for many humanitarian projects. She said there is a
safety issue now. Ms. Miller said speed bumps would not help. She said the problem is
the lack of visibility and the number of cars and the kids who have to walk in the streets
because there are no sidewalks. She said if more homes are built without adequate
accesses, then they are simply increasing the safety hazards.
Ms. Miller said "if it comes to weighing safety issues, the lives and safety of our kids and
fatnilies against the ease of development and financial issues we don't want the citizens
safety to be last in our City." She said the residents of their neighborhood need to know
that they are going to be listened to and that there safety will be considered first.
Denise Winslow said "I would like to echo what Janiel Miller has said." She said it is
really important to have the road put in prior to the construction of the homes. She
expressed concern about the construction vehicles coming through their neighborhood.
She said that she would like to request that along with ensuring that the road will be put
in prior to the development that there also be some signs posted at the entries to the
subdivision directing construction trucks to enter off the new road to help protect their
neighborhood from the heavy trucks.
Steve Rose said he also agrees with what Janiel Mi ller has earlier stated. He said that not
much has really changed since last Apri l. He said there was a traffic study done and there
were some good points in the traffic study, but the traffic study was flawed. He said that
more infom1ation was to be provided regarding the traffic study.
Mr. Rose said safety is the most imp01tant thing. He said they are still asking the same
things that they were asking for in April. He said there needs to be another access in and
out of the subdivision.
Max Caldwell said that it has been indicated that a previous subdivision was going to be
left intact rather than pushing for another egress road going into 700 North. He asked that
the same courtesy that was extended to the people who live in Riverbirch be extended to
their neighborhood .
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SuEllen Denison said people are not usually allowed to start building homes until the
access roads are done. She asked why the proposed subdivision is being discussed
without an access road. She said the construction workers and trucks are going to cause
" havoc."
Mr. Despain explained that there are several accesses in different locations. He said the
piece of propetiy is not lacking access.
Ms. Denison said "the intersections are overtaxed now." She asked what the definition of
a minor class street is.
Chaim1an Hansen explained that different streets have different canying capacities. He
said that minor class streets are more of a residential type road.
Brent Uibel asked what the minimum dimensions are for the secondary roads.

In response to Mr. Uibel's question, Mr. Hansen said minor roads are 60 feet wide with
36 feet of asphalt.
Mr. Uibel asked what the unobstructed dimensions are.

In response to Mr. Uibel's question, Mr. Hadfield said the unobstructed dimensions will
depend upon cetiain things, i.e. if people have large cars, trailers in excess of 10 feet
wide, mobile homes, boats, etc.
Mr. Uibel said unobstructed dimension has to be a minimum of 20 feet. He said they
did a study which shows that there are several places where there is not a 20-foot access
without obstruction. He said there are a lot of obstructions on the road and if
construction vehicles are allowed to go up and down the streets, there is some great
concern. He said he hopes that the Plarming Commission related with the study that the
residents did.

Chairman Hansen said if the City desired, it could put no parking signs on the streets.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is a national push to do away with 60-foot right-ofways.
Mr. Despain said the question is not in regards to whether 600 North should be extended
to 900 East, but the question is when it will be extended. He said there also needs to be
some decision about the road alignment that will be used to extend 600 North to 900 East.
He said the real question is who is responsible to put in the road because it has been
represented that the propetiy across which the road would go is not pati of the proposed
project.
Councilman Hunter said that the Planning Commission has the oppotiunity to do
something that is right and to not postpone something that has to be done. He said if
the best way for 600 North to go through to 900 East is straight thru, then the road needs
to go tlu·ough. He said he is afrai d that if the extension of 600 Nmih is put off, then it
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will never get done. He said the Planning Commission has an obligation to the citizens
of American Fork and to the area proposed for development to include the road in the
development whether is an off site improvement or not. He said 600 North needs to be
extended to 900 East now and not in the future. He said he thinks the Planning
Commission needs to step up to the plate.
Mr. Uibel said the neighbors would appreciate it if the Planning Commission would
consider the safety measures now.
Marilyn Greenwood said that safety is impm1ant to her, but she feels that if the citizens
are so concemed about safety then they should not park their cars on the streets. She said
the people who live in the neighborhood need to be careful drivers.
Ms. Greenwood said that when she came to the Planning Commission in April
everything passed. She said the developers were asked to make some of the lots bigger,
which they have done. She said it is not the City's position to fight the neighbors' battles.
She said the developers were courteous and made the lots bigger. She said the traffic
will increase, but things are not too congested. She said the proposed plan shows that the
road will be completed in the future.
Angel Espana said one of the reasons why things were not approved at the last meeting
was because it was discussed that there were some flaws in the traffic study and so the
applicants were supposed to come back with another study that considered that there are
not sidewalks on the south end of 800 East and 850 East so that the Planning Commission
had more information to make a better decision. He said an additional traffic study has
not been done and the Planning Commission has the same information that it had at the
last meeting. He said the residents are still asking the same thing, which is that 600 Nm1h
be continued to 900 East before constmction of the homes takes place.
He said kids will be put at ri sk if 600 North is not required to go through to 900 East
before construction of the new homes takes place.
Candy Ke1mard expressed concem that 600 North will not be extended to 900 East
because the road was not required to go through to 700 North. She said the landowner
has told her personally that he would never let a road go through. She said that she thinks
the developers are just trying to get the City off their backs until they get things going
how they want and then they will just muddle through and see what happens. She said if
the road is not required to be put in now, it will not be put through. After Ms. Ke1mard's
comments there was applause from many people in the audience.
After comments from many of the neighbors who live near the proposed development,
Chairman Hansen asked what the Planning Commission wanted to do.
Mr. Baldwin said a traffic study was promised and it was not delivered. He said there
should be no parking signs posted where the asphalt is too nanow so that people can't
park on the streets, but then the residents would be upset. He said there is some
responsibility on the neighbors that live there in regards to some of the safety issues.
He said there should have been a sidewalk put in when the subdivision was originally
developed. He said that he does not know why there was not a sidewalk. He said there
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is a "plague on both houses" (the applicants and the neighbors) because they are asking
him to do something that is extremely difficult. He said that he can't find a clear course
that would mandate anything. He said that the Planning Commission is being asked to
solve sins from the past by committing another sin. He said the City does not own the
property. He said that he does not know what it would take to put the road through.
Mr. Baldwin said he has driven the roads, but has not experienced the heavy traffic that
the neighbors have talked about. He said he has no data to make a reasonable decision.
Mr. Baldwin said he would like to make a motion and then let the City Council deal with
it.
Councilman Hunter said he does not think the Planning Commission should pass the
buck to the City Council.
Mr. Baldwin said the developer has indicated that they are willing to put in a temporary
road for construction purposes. He said he sees no difference between putting in a
temporary road and a permanent road.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plan for the Hill Valley Subdivision
Plat B consisting of 23 lots at 600 North 830 East subject to: (1) a road, the 600
North Extension going to 900 East (2) the improvements being completed on 850
East in the intersection at 600 North (3) approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Councilman Hunter asked if the motion is to finish the road going out to 900 East now.
Chainnan Hansen said the motion is to complete 600 North to 900 East and the lot on the
comer is to have the appropriate improvements.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the road is to be a full width road or is it to be half plus five with
curb, gutter and sidewalk on the south side. He said it is tmfair to require a full width
road knowing that there is another property owner to the north that should be responsible
for half of the road. Mr. Nielsen said extension of the road to 900 East is really an off
site improvement and he is against off site improvements, but in this case he is going to
make an exception because of the relationship between the adjacent property owners. He
again stated that it is unfair to require the applicant to put in the full width road, but he
thinks that it is fair to require the developer to develop half plus five.
Mr. Baldwin said as long as the road goes through so that the construction vehicles have
access he does not care if the road is the full width or half plus five.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that they will need to discuss where the location of the water
line on the north side will be placed in relationship to the road.
Mr. Nielsen said the location of the water line is an issue that staff can work on with the
developer and that can be reviewed at the final plat stage.
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Ms. Greenwood asked if legally the City can require someone to put a road through
property that they do not own.
Chairman Hansen said the "the issue is that a portion of this property (the property
proposed for development) is owned by Dale Gunther."
Ms. Greenwood said "he (Mr. Gunther) is not a pa1i of this development."
Mr. Hansen said "part of his (Mr. Gunther's) property is involved in the development."
Ms. Greenwood expressed concern about requiring the road to be put on someone else's
property when that person is not part of the proposed development even though the owner
of the property proposed for development is a brother to the person who owns the
adjacent property. She said that she does not tell her brothers and sisters how to develop
their property.
Mr. Hansen said "they have required off site improvements many times on other people's
propetiy."
Ms. Greenwood again asked if the City can require off site improvements even when Mr.
Dale Gunther is not part of the proposed subdivision.
Mr. Hansen again stated that the City many times has required off site improvements on
other pieces of property.
Ms. Greenwood asked if the City can come to her and say they are going to put a road
through her property when she is not planning to develop her property any time soon.
Mr. Hansen said that Mr. Dale Gunther is allowing a piece of his property to be
developed.
Mr. Blaine Gunther said Dale Gunther will not be a part of the proposed development. He
said that Dale Gunther is going to sell them the piece of prope1iy in the southeast comer.
After Mr. Blaine Gunther explained that Mr. Dale Gunther would be selling them a piece
of property, Mr. Hansen said "he can sell a bi gger piece." After Mr. Hansen's statement
regarding the fact the Mr. Dale Gunther could sell the applicants a bigger piece, there was
applause from many people in the audience.
Mr. Hansen explained that if Mr. Dale Gunther sells the applicants a piece ofproperiy
that wi ll require a subdivision of the properiy.
Mr. Despain said " if the determination is made that the road extension is essential to the
proper development of the proposed project, then the City takes the position that is what
would be required for an adequate improvement and that would be loaded onto the
responsibility of the subdivider in order to make the condition real in order for the
subdivision to develop."
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Mr. Nielsen told the applicants that it was disappointing that they did not bring a new
traffic study tonight. He told the applicants that their "ammunition" to make their case
was the traffic study.

Ms. Greenwood pointed out that when the traffic study was brought in, the proposal was
"pretty much approved."
Mr. Hansen stated that at the May 16, 2001, Plamung Commission Meeting the applicants
were directed to go back andre-look at the traffic study because the traffic study did not
take into account the fact that there are not sidewalks in place on 850 East and 800 East
on the south end ofthose streets.
Ms. Greenwood said the City also brought in a traffic study at one of the first meetings
and the proposed project met all the requirements.
Mr. Hansen said "the City has never done a traffic study on tlus (the property proposed
for development) piece of property."
Mr. Despain pointed out that the traffic study that Ms. Greenwood is refening to may be
one that was presented by Paul Washbum.

Mr. Hansen said "tllis committee (the Planning Conuni ssion) has never paid for or
commissioned a traffic study from the City."
Ms. Winslow asked what the difference is between a full finished road and what is being
proposed.
Mr. Nielsen explained that a full finished road would be a full 60-foot right-of-way with
curb and gutter on both sides. He said what is proposed is curb and gutter on the south
side and half of the asphalt.

Mr. Hadfi eld explained that the width of the road will depend on where the water line
falls. He said the road will either be half plus fi ve or half plus 10. He said it is very
cmmnon to require half plus five or half plus 10 so that one property owner does not have
to stand all the expense at the benefit of the adj acent property owner.
Mr. Blaine Gunther stated that he has not purchased the property yet from Dale Gunther.
Mr. Rose asked if there will be a sidewalk required when 600 North is extended to 900
East.
Mr. Hansen said usually a sidewalk is involved on the half that is improved.
Mr. Baldwin explained that the motion was that on the south side all of the improvements
would go in, i.e. the sidewalk, curb and gutter, etc.
It was discussed that there will be some issues relative to runoff coming down fi:om the
notih that will need to be addressed.
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After much discussion on the motion, Mr. Hansen recapped the motion and said that the
approval is subject to: (1) 600 North being completed to 900 East as shown with the
improvements of at least half plus five, if the utilities can be placed within that (2) the
improvements being completed on 850 East in the intersection at 600 North and (3)
approval from the American Fork Inigation Company.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Despain explained that the applicant has to decide whether it is a motion that they
would like to proceed with or whether they would like to appeal to the City Council. He
said if the applicants are content with the approval, then they can go forward and come
back to the Planning Commission with a final plat.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR APRIL RIDGE
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 960 EAST 1520 NORTH
Chaitman Hansen pointed out that after reviewing the minutes and the approved plat, it is
clear that a gate was supposed to be installed.
David Sweetwood said the homeowners would like to have a gate installed because they
feel it would give them a lot more security for the children in their neighborhood.
Mrs. Sweetwood asked who is responsible for installing the gate now. Mr. Hansen said
the developer is responsible to install the gate.
Mr. Hadfield stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some
discussion relative to the amount of the bond. He said the amount of the bond is
currently $147,253.00. He said the bond included that 2,461 feet ofvinyl fence would be
installed around the perimeter at 6 feet high at $18 a running foot, which totals $44,298.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the real question before the Platming Commission is the
request to modify the approved site plan to eliminate the fence around the tot lot.
Mr. Hansen said the request is also to move the tot lot.
Mr. Despain said that if the developer is not required to put the fence around the tot lot,
he will give the money that would have been used for the fence to the homeowners
association.
Mr. Sweetwood said if the homeowners association receives the money from the
developer, they will use the money to purchase such things as swing sets for the bigger
park. He said they have no plans to put playground equipment on the tot lot.
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Mr. Nielsen said that he thought that the Planning Commission was comfortable with the
fence not being placed around the tot lot. He said that he does not know why the fence
around the tot lot was required in the first place.
Mr. Baldwin said that the reason a fence was required around the tot lot was because the
developer indicated that he was going to put playground equipment on the tot lot and they
wanted to make things safer for the children.
Mr. Sweetwood stated that each homeowner was told that there would be playground
equipment put on the tot lot, but as development was completed the developer said that
there was never a promise that there would be playground equipment put on the tot lot.
He said the developer was originally going to make the tot lot area pure sand, but they
talked the developer into putting in grass.
Mr. Nielsen told Mr. Sweetwood that they need to get the gate put in.
Mr. & Mrs. Sweetwood asked who they should go to in order to get the gate put in.
Mr. Nielsen told Mr. Sweetwood to go to the City.
Mr. Despain said there was a promise made that a gate would be installed. He said that
Mr. Hadfield has indicated that there is sufficient money in the bond to pay for a gate.
Mr. Despain raised the question of where the gate will be installed because there are tlrree
property owners involved.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that there be a gate installed that slides parallel to the existing
fence.
Mr. Despain said the minutes are silent on what type of gate was to be installed and so
that is an issue that needs to be worked out. He said that it his belief that Panda Homes
does not yet understand that they will construct the gate. Mr. Despain said it will be up
to the City to determine where the gate will go.
Mr. Nielsen moved to defer action on the modified site plan for April Ridge
Subdivision located at 960 East 1520 North subject to the fence issue along the canal
being resolved. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Sweetwood said the builder has indicated that if he is required to install a gate he will
use the money that was to be used for the fence around the tot lot and wi ll not give the
homeowners the money that would be saved by not being required to put a fence around
the tot lot. He asked if the builder can be told that the gate ru1d the fence around the tot
lot are two separate issues.
Chaim1an Hansen said according to the approved plans the gate has to be installed and
also the fence around the tot lot would need to be installed. He said once the gate is
installed the Plruming Commission will decide if it is willing to say that the fence around
the tot lot is not required.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE SCHOOL AT 720 NORTH MOUNT TIMP ANOGOS PARKWAY
Ken Berg explained that they are proposing some minor changes to the site plan. He
pointed out that they are proposing to move some parking lots and to revise some roads
so that they can drain in a better configuration away from the building. He said they are
proposing some different options in regards to handling the storm water that is generated
on site.
Chaim1an Hansen pointed out some of the proposed changes. One change is to move the
parking lot on the north side of the building 8 feet away from the building and to regrade
the parking lot to be flat against the walk. Another change is to regrade the east parking
lot to be flat against the walk. Another change is to lower the grade on 770 North by 1.7
feet so that it will not be as high above the building floor so that a large retaining wall
will not be needed on the notih. Yet another change is to regrade the driveway going
south of 770 North to be slightly steeper so that the grade gets down to the building floor
elevations sooner. Another change is to add a retaining all on the south side of the
building. Mr. Hansen asked what size the retaining wall will be on the south side of the
building.
Tom Bankhead said the retaining wall will be 4 feet or less.
Chairman Hansen said he does not see the proposed changes as minor changes to the
proposed plan. He said he feels the proposed changes are major and he sees some the
changes as engineering blunders. He said that he has a problem with approving a plat and
then having it come back to the Planning Commission with minor changes like the ones
that are being proposed. He said that he is very "disturbed" by the changes that are being
proposed. Chainnan Hansen again said that he does not see the changes as minor and he
recommended that the proposed plan go back through the whole process again and that
the necessary public hearings be held so that people who live near the proposed
development know what is occurring and can determine whether they have any conunents
that they would like to make.
Gaylord Swim said the footprint is still the same.
Mr. Nielsen said the City has to take some of the blame for some of the problems that
have been created and that have influ enced some of the proposed changes. He said "we
(the City) has a city engineer that reviews all submitted plans. We can't put all the burden
on the petitioner."
Chaim1an Hansen said the engineer for the petitioner needs to properly look at the site
plan and determine whether the roads and the grades and the placement of the bui ldings
can properly be there. He said that when they approved the plan for the An1erican
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Heritage School he wondered how the building was going to be placed the way that was
proposed.
Mr. Bankhead said minor changes is an ambiguous term. He said that staff felt the
proposed changes were reasonably minor. He said he would be happy to address each
change. He said most people would agree that the proposed changes are minor. Mr.
Bankhead explained the proposed changes.
Mr. Bankhead pointed out that they are proposing to lower the crest of the road to help
the comer of the building. He said some of the changes are relative to the ADA
standards. He stated that the ADA requirements change all of the time and he said there
is no way to know all of the ADA requirements. He pointed out that the parking lot
needs to be level with the building.
Mr. Bankhead said the retaining wall is not necessary, but they thought it would be
aesthetically pleasing to have the retaining wall.
Mr. Bankhead said the proposed changes with the exception of the storm drainage are
minimal.
Chairman Hansen expressed concem about whether a public hearing need to be held on
the amended site plan so that people have a chance to make their concems heard.
Mr. Bankhead said they have contacted the affected property owner, which is Wayne
Patterson. He said they would be happy to furnish Mr. Patterson with a Jetter that
explains the proposed changes.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that one issue that still needs to be resolved is relative to
drainage. He said the original plan had a pond on it, which has now been asked to be
removed. Mr. Hadfield said the City Engineer has recommended that the storm drain that
is on the south side of the temple be used.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about the applicant submitting different drainage options
for the Planning Commission to approve. He said if there is an engineering way to
address the drainage issues, then the engineer needs to propose one way and stand behind
it. He said he finds the concept of the Planning Conunission picking a drainage option
"questionable."
Mr. Hadfield said the engineering departm ent has suggested that the storm drain system
for the proposed proj ect be tied to the storm drain system that is in 700 North and goes to
the American Fork River.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide whether it sees the changes
as minor changes. He said the issue of the stonn drain is still something that needs to be
resolved.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the storm drain issue is something that can be resolved between
the developer and staff.
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Mr. Nielsen said he feels the proposed changes are minor changes, but he would like to
see the drainage issues resolved before the Planning Commission approves the proposed
plan.
Mr. Berg pointed out that they submitted the drainage alternatives so that the drainage
issues could be resolved.
Mr. Nielsen said that none of the Planning Commission members present tonight are
engineers and he said they do not understand the technical drainage issues. He suggested
that the developers work with staff to resolve the drainage issues.
Mr. Bankhead said they just want to do what is best for the City.

Mr. Hadfield said the footprint of the building has not changed nor has the location of the
building site.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is more than one property owner who is affected.
Mr. Bankhead said Mr. Patterson is the only property owner who is affected.
There was some discussion that not enough information was provided to the Planning
Commission relative to the proposed retaining wall. Mr. Bankhead stated that he would
be happy to provide detailed information on the retaining wall. He stated that the
retaining wall is not necessary, but that it would be nice to have.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the amended site plan for the American Heritage
School at 720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway subject to: (1) the drainage
questions being resolved with staff (2) a letter being provided from the affected
property owner stating that the changes are considered diminimus (3) the retaining
wall will not exceed four feet in height and (4) the Planning Commission finds that
the proposed changes are minor.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chaitman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE/WAREHOUSE FOR
TROPICAL DEVELOPMENT LLC (MORINDA) LOCATED AT 73 7 EAST 11 80
SOUTH IN THE NORTH POINTE BUSINESS PARK
Bill Gould pointed out that they have taken the storage units off of the proposed plan. He
stated that they would still like to do the storage units some time in the future. He said
they no longer are showing anything on UDOT's ri ght-of-way. He stated that the
engineering calculations have shown that the size of the proposed drainage detention
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pond is about the size that is needed for the proposed development He said the detention
pond does not need to be enlarged for the proposed project.
Mr. Gould discussed the parking. He said there will be 125 employees for two shifts. He
said that the last proposal they submitted to the Planning Conunission showed only 159
parking spaces. He said they are now proposing 198 parking spaces. He said there is
some concem about what will happen if the proposed use changes in the future. He said
if the use changes in the future, then the applicants proposing the new use will have to
come back to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicants need to get approval from the downstream water users.
He said there should be an orifice in the outlet pond that controls the flow rate going into
the 18-inch reinforced concrete pipe. He said the drainage calculations need to be
reviewed by the City staff.

Mr. Despain said the treatment of the UDOT Property needs to be addressed. He said
there have been many discussions regarding the proposed parking. He said because there
is a lot of storage space that provides some justification for reducing the number of
parking spaces required.
Mr. Despain said the issue of sig11age is not yet resolved. He said there has been some
discussion about whether the proposed sign is more in the character of artwork verses a
sign. He said as long as there is wording on the face of the artwork it is hard to make a
finding that it is something other than a sign. He said that Mr. Gould is looking at taking
the wording off the artwork and putting the wording on the building. He said that he is
hard pressed to think that the artwork is anything, but a big sign.

Mr. Hansen stated that any approval tonight should note that they are not approving a
Slgn.

Mr. Despain said that any approval should also be subject to the water rights being
provided to the City.

Mr. Nielsen expressed concem that the proposed project does not meet the parking
requirements.
Mr. Despain said sometimes one has to take a leap of faith. He explained that the
standard he used to calculate the parking was based on a square footage standard rather
than an employee standard. He said that he has concluded that half of the warehouse
space is truly warehouse space that would not have a " heavy employment characteristic."
He said he is convinced that it is ok to reduce the number or parking spaces that would be
required.

Mr. Nielsen said he will not approve the proposed project because it does not meet the
parking requirements. He said the parking standard should be one space per 1,000 for
warehouse space and one per 200 for office, which he said is the standard requirements
along the whole Wasatch Front. He said he wants Miranda to locate in American Fork,
but he wants them to meet the parking requirements.
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Mr. Despain explained that the Planning Commission is allowed to make a finding that is
a variance to the standard.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about what happens when Miranda goes away and
someone else chooses to locate in the building. He said if the parking requirements are
not met now there will not be enough parking spaces for a different use.
Ronald Tolboe pointed out that Miranda is expanding their facilities by about 30%. He
said the cuiTent total number of employees for two shifts would be 85 people. He
explained that the automated plant will take about three people to run. He said they have
provided plans to expand the number of parking spaces, if more parking spaces are
needed. He said they will not let their people park in the streets.
Mr. Nielsen said it is the same price to landscape as it is to asphalt.
Mr. Tolboe stated that the reason they do not want to asphalt the area now that could be
used for additional parking spaces is because they do not want to see a "sea of asphalt."
He pointed out that the reason Miranda's corporate office did not locate in American
Fork is because of the excessive parking requirements.
There was some discussion on what parking requirements are in other cities throughout
Utah.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for an office/warehouse for Tropical
Development LLC (Morinda) located at 737 East 1180 South in the North Pointe
Business Park subject to: (1) approval from the downstream water users (2)review
of the drainage calculations by staff (3) the detail of the pond discharge being
provided to the City (4) a finding that the parking is acceptable for the project use
and that any change in use would require the contingent parking to be installed (5)
sign age being subject to approval by the City staff in accordance with the City sign
ordinance.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen.
Those voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON ROYAL ESTATES SUBDIVISION PLAT C
CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 582 NORTH 1100 EAST
The petitioner pointed out that the prope1iy can be subdivided into no more than two lots.
He said there is an existing home on the comer of the cunent parcel. He said staff has
indicated that the sidewalk would not need to be put in now because the City is uncertain
about what the grade of the road will be.
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Mr. Hansen said the proposed development is part of the Wosnjuk Annexation. He asked
if the Wosnjuk Annexation has been completed yet. Mr. Despain stated that the
annexation has been completed.

Mr. Hadfield said the Engineering Department is concerned about the "ghost PUE." He
said he is not sure why the 10-foot PUE is shown on the proposed plan. He said the 10foot PUE was not recorded.
Mr. Despain also discussed the 10-foot PUE. He said that they can't see any reason why
the PUE is shown on the plat. He said the water rights for Lot 2 need to be provided.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Royal Estates Subdivision Plat C
consisting of 2 lots at 582 North 1100 East subject to: (1) review and if appropriate,
removal of the PUE in Lot 1 and (2) the water right for Lot 2 being provided.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR DESERET
INDUSTRIES AT 650 EAST STATE ROAD
Lee Cabell said the proposal is to erect a temporary canopy over the donation drop off
area at the American Fork Deseret Industries, which would be approximately 40 feet wide
and 60 feet long in order to protect the workers and the donated items from the elements
of the weather. He said it is proposed that the canopy be a temporary structure because
the Deseret Industries may relocate to a new location in the near future. He said the
support structure will be located in such a maimer as to avoid any conflicts with any
existing utilities. He said the asphalt area behind the store would be widened to provide a
minimum 20-foot wide fire lane around the outside of the canopy, which would be kept
clear of any donation canisters.

Mr. Hadfield said the new asphalt needs to be sloped at the same degree as the existing
asphalt. He expressed concem about whether there is going to be something around the
supports to protect them from being hit.
Mr. Cabell said the canopy support structures are of such construction that it would take a
pretty good hit by a vehicle to actually knock them down. He said they wi ll put reflective
tape around the support structures to help enhance their visibility. He said they would be
willing to put baniers around them to protect the suppmi structures, but they felt that
would not be necessary and would just increase the cost for something that will be
temporary.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about whether the proposed canopy will be temporary.
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It was discussed that when Deseret Industries relocates to a new location there will be
curb and gutter installed around the supports to protect them.

Mr. Baldwin said he wondered what it would cost to put a concrete section around the
bottom portion rather than around the entire curb and gutter.
Mr. Mortimer, a representative from Deseret Industries, said they will do anything that
the Plarming Commission recommends.
Mr. Baldwin said he thinks it will be cheaper to put concrete around the base.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the modified site plan for Deseret Industries at 650
East State Road subject to the provision of acceptable support protection as
approved by staff.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF AFTON
MEADOWS PLAT E SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 880 NORTH 290
EAST
Chainnan Hansen said it seems that there is a possibly of a derelict piece of property.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question about a derelict parcel LaVeme Nerdin said
Mitchells owns that property. He said they will have a boundary line agreement.
Preliminary Plat
Mr. Hadfield said on 290 East the sewer flows to the no1ih, which is against grade. He
pointed out that the ordinance requires that the improvements be put all the way across
the front. Mr. Hadfi eld asked what is the intent to pick up the storm flows off of the
street at the end of the project. He asked if there will be some type of sump or some kind
of treatment facility to accommodate the water.

Mr. Nerdin said they were just going to allow the storm runoff to flow onto Afton's
property until something is built in the future and then maybe put in a sump in the future.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the entire width of 290 East Street will be bui lt over to the
property.
There was some discussion about the sewer line and the manhole. It was discussed that
the sewer will be in the center of the road.
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Mr. Despain said the proposed plan meets the zoning requirements. H e stated that the
parcel further to the south can be further divided. He pointed out that there is an
electrical line that goes through the middle of the lot. He strongly urged that the electrical
line be relocated.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the power needs to be brought in underground. He said there
will have to be a pole set somewhere on the property to service the new dwelling.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat of Afton Meadows Plat E
Subdivision consisting of 1 lot at 880 North 290 East subject to: (1) a boundary line
agreement being provided to the City (2) the storm runoff off of the south of the
road being approved by the property owner on the south and (3) a finding that the
manhole as located will be the terminus of the sewer line.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Final Plat
Mr. Hadfield said the fmal plat needs to include two subdivision monuments with state
plane coordinates. He said there also needs to be a boundary line agreement.
Mr. Despain said an acre foot of water is required in order to meet the water
requirements. He said the plat needs to show how the power line will be removed or
redirected.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Afton Meadows PlatE Subdivision
consisting of 1 lot at 880 North 290 East subject to: (1) two state plane coordinates
and two subdivision monuments being shown on the plat (2) a boundary line
agreement (3) the water rights being provided and (4) the power line easement being
removed or redirected.

Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED MOUNTAIN MEADOWS PUD PLAT G
AT 370 SOUTH 400 WEST
Mr. Hadfield asked if the original plat has been recorded. It was discussed that the
original plat has not been recorded. It was discussed that the proposed plat is not really an
an1ended plat. He explained that the purpose of the proposed plat is to show the building
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envelopes with a little different configuration. He said the word slough needs to be
spelled correctly on the plat.
Mr. Hadfield said he has reviewed the minutes and has found that the City has agreed to
accept the dedication of the wetlands park and that the developer has agreed to do all the
improvements of the park prior to the time that the property is deeded to the City. He
suggested that any approval tonight should be subject to the completion of the subject to
items from the previous motion regarding the Mountain Meadows PUD Plat.
Mr. Despain explained that the request is for a modified final plat. He said the purpose of
the modified plat is to move the setback envelope from what was shown on the prior plat.
He stated that all the lots will conform to the setback requirements with the exception of
Lot 17.
It was discussed that the note on the plat regarding the setbacks needs to state that all
setbacks will confmm to the City standard.

Chaitman Hansen pointed out that there is a note on the plat that says most homes will
not have basements. He asked if the note should say that no homes will have basements.
Mr. Despain said there is a high ground water condition and the note "most homes" is
really imprecise.
Mr. Hadfield read from the November 1, 2000, Planning Commission Minutes to find out
what the motion stated in regards to basements. He said the issue that was discussed at
the November 1, 2000, Planning Commission Meeting was in regards to the depth of the
water table. At the November 1, 2000, Planning Commission Meeting it was discussed
that it was unknown how much fi ll was going to have to be brought in and that the issue
of basements was something that would be determined later.
Mr. Hadfield said in the past they have required that a line be put on the plat to show
what homes can't have basements.
Mr. Hansen again expressed concern about the statement on the plat that say "most homes
will not have basements."
Mr. Nielsen said the statement should be changed to state that no homes shall have
basements.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the revised Mountain Meadows PUD Plat G at 370
South 400 West subject to: (1) the manhole being provided where the pipe ends (2)
all previous subject to items being completed (3) the Lot 17 building envelope being
referenced to the property line (4) revising the note regarding setbacks to state that
setback requirements will meet American Fork City standards except lot 17 and (5)
the plat containing a note that no basements will be allowed unless they have
provided evidence that it will be above the ground water level.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
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Mr. Hadfield asked what the requirements are regarding the fencing.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not think that they discussed fencing at the previous meetings.
Mr. Despain said the plan shows fencing.
It was discussed that there is a perimeter fencing requirement in a PUD. It was also
discussed that fencing was not a condition of the previous approval.
Jim Cates asked if the fencing on the property line is adequate to keep livestock out of the
proposed lots.
In response to Mr. Cate's question, Mr. Hadfield said he was not sure if he could answer
that question. He said the plat states that the fence will be a 4-foot high, 3-slat vinyl
fence, which he said would not keep chickens out. He said the existing fence on the west
side is to remain.
Mr. Despain said the issue regarding the fence is an issue that was resolved with the
preliminary plan and is a condition that remains.
Mr. Cates stated that most homeowners will put a fence along the back of their property.

Mr. Despain stated that the fencing ought to be uniform.
After some discussion about the fencing, Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the
motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR PENNYLANE
TOWNHOMES PHASE 4 AT 250 SOUTH 460 EAST CONSISTING OF 18 UNITS
Jolm Dester stated that in May the homeowners association voted to allow for expansion
of the project. He pointed out that there has been some controversy with the property
proposed for development. He explained that the court has ordered that a subdivision be
created. Mr. Dester stated that Mr. Despain should have a copy of the court order.

Mr. Hadfield asked why they are talking about preliminary approval when they do not
have a subdivision plat.
Mr. Despain said the representation is that the property will be divided into four separate
parcels. He said the question has been whether the applicant can go forward with the
PUD enlargement on this parcel before the subdivision plat has gone through the process.
He said that it is his feeling that because the processes for PUD's are substantially longer
than for a subdivision, the Pla1ming Commission could review the preliminary plan and
could make recommendations with regard to the design, but that no final approval would
be granted until the subdivision matters are resolved.
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Mr. Hadfi eld said the existing sewer line runs down 460 East to 400 South. He stated
that there is a need for another fire hydrant. He said the sumps should be put in the
middle of the parking lot and the parking lot should slope toward the middle.
Mr. Hadfield said any approval of the proposed plat should be subject to approval from
the American Fork Irrigation Company. He said the plat needs to show better detail with
regard to the irrigation piping and the fencing requirements. He said the plat also needs
to show where the mailboxes will be located. He said the CC&Rs need to be submitted
and the subdivision process needs to be completed.
Mr. Despain said the proposed property is located in the R-4 Zone. He said the gross area
is 1.37 acres and also the net area is 1.37 acres because the roads are contained in the
earlier phases. He said 18 units are proposed. He said 41 parking spaces are required and
49 parking spaces are proposed.
Mr. Despain said the proposed proj ect is substantially below the open space requirement.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the proposed project is heavy on parking. He asked if the extra
parking could be converted to open space.
Mr. Despain said reducing the parking to provide more open space is one option that
could be looked at.
There was a lot of discussion regarding the proposed open space. Mr. Dester said more
open space could be provided if they were not required to put in private backyards. Mr.
Despain stated that private backyards are one of the requirements. Mr. Dester said he did
not know the fenced backyard was required. It was discussed that there is not excess
open space in the other three phases.
Mr. Despain said the open space requirements is always something that is an issue in
PUDS. He said the Planning Commission may want to revisit the City's open space
requirements to see if they are really committed to the open space requirement or whether
they would like to change it.
Mr. Baldwin said because there is not a subdivision plat yet he recommended that the
applicants continue working with staff on the items that have been addressed and moved
to table the preliminary plan for Pennylane Townhomes Phase 4 at 250 South 460
East consisting of 18 units pending resolution of items that have been discussed and
then come back when the Planning Commission can take action on the subdivision
plat.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.

Chaim1 an Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Nielsen abstained. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON LAKESIDE PLANNED INDUSTRIAL PARK PLAT A
AT 580 EAST 1500 SOUTH
Mr. Berg said the preliminary plan that was submitted in the packet shows the sewer tying
into the 60-inch outfall line, but that has been revised at the request of staff. He said a
new proposal has been submitted to staff that shows the sewer being tied into the 42-inch
line. He stated that they are proposing to make the detention pond as low maintenance as
possible.
Mr. Hadfield discussed some of the sewer issues. He said that he thinks that all of Lot 1
and a po1iion of Lot 2 can be gravity fed. He said the Engineering Department is not
comfortable arbitrarily approving other improvements such as a grinder pump. He said
the City needs to soon get an ordinance in place regarding the use of lift stations.
Mr. Hadfield said the plat should be tied to two section comers. He said there also needs
to be two subdivision monuments with state plane coordinates on the plat. He said some
agreements need to be worked out between Timp. Special Service District, American
Fork City, and the developer regarding the sewering for the 60-inch outfall line.
Mr. Hadfield said there is still some concern with the downstream water users sign off.
He said Mr. Denney would like to see some detail on the storm drain outlet to the slough.
He said lhere is a power line on the no1ih side that they did not get an easement for. He
said there needs to be a note on the plat that there is no habitable structure that is not
sewered by the gravity flow line. Mr. Hadfield again expressed the need for the City
Council to adopt a sewer lift station policy. It was discussed that the references on the
plat relative to lift stations should be removed.
Mr. Swenson said they are willing to sign off and say that they will not hold the City
liable if they are allowed to put in some minor improvements for a future grinder pump.
He said that if the 13 acres was approved for a private grinder pump, then they would not
have to tear up asphalt.

Mr. Despain said the proposal is a partial final plat of a larger project. He expressed
concern about constructing a sewer line based on a policy that does not exist. He said
that he has difficulty with the sewer line with regard to the upper portions of it. He said
the issue regarding sewer lift stations is something that needs to be resolved quickly.
Mr. Hadfield reported that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, is working on a sewer lift
station policy. He said that Mr. Bennett has had some difficulties with his vision, which
has caused some delays in his ability to finish preparing a lift station policy for the City
Council to approve.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the Timp. Special Service District has advised the City
against using grinder pumps. He said the City has no track record with grinder pumps.
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Mr. Despain said the proposed project is part of a true PUD. He stated that the streets are
public. He said two common amenities are (1) signage and (2) the drainage facility. He
said they have to resolve whether the drainage facilities will be publicly owned or
whether the PUD will own them.

Mr. Despain said there are some off site improvements that need to be completed. Some
of the off site improvements needed are relative to the drainage lines and the water.
Mr. Hadfield said there needs to be proper closure on the final plat.
Mr. Despain expressed the need for a storm water facility policy. He pointed out that the
proposed project shows a storm water detention pond that would be deeded to the City.
He said that he does not know if the City is ready to be the owner of a lot of different
ponds. He said if the City does not develop a storm water facility policy soon then the
policy will automatically be developed for the City.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Despain if he has explained to the petitioners that there is design
criteria along 1500 South and also what uses will be allowed.

In response to Mr. Nielsen's question, Mr. Despain said they have talked about it. He
pointed out that the proposal is not a site plan.
Mr. Nielsen said the Planning Commission would like to see upscale developments along
the 1500 South Corridor. He said they do not want 1500 South to be another Geneva
Road.
Reed Swenson pointed out that the proposed use is storage units.
Mr. Nielsen said storage units are one use that they do not want along 1500 South. He
said the Plarming Commission has talked about 1500 South being a design corridor.
Mr. Swenson and Mr. Heiner, the applicants were surprised to hear that storage units
were not going to be allowed along 1500 South.
After some b1ief discussion about what uses are hoped for along 1500 South, Mr.
Baldwin moved to approve the Lakeside Planned Industrial Park Plat A at 580 East
1500 South subject to: (1) a sewer connection agreement between Timpanogos
Special Service District, American Fork City, and the developer (2) sign off from the
downstream water users (3) ownership and maintenance issues of drainage facility
being resolved (4) off site improvements being installed as approved by staff and (5)
removing from the plat the references to a lift station.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Chairman Hansen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AJM HOLDING
PHASE 2 AT 580 SOUTH 500 EAST
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PHASING SCHEME FOR THE CONGRETATE
CARE FACILITY OF THE MIRA VISTA SUBDIVISION PLAT A, AMENDED, LOT
4 AT 410 SOUTH 1040 EAST
Paul Washburn said initially it was anticipated that the building would be done in one
step, but due to Ms. Pajelia's unexpected death things have changed. He said they are
now choosing to phase the project. He said there is no intention to change the footprint of
the building.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about phasing the project because Phase II has all the
amenities such as the kitchen, dining room area, and nurse's station. He expressed
concern about the cooking facilities because when the project was originally approved it
was discussed that the units would only have minimal cooking facilities and that the main
cooking would be done outside of the individual unit, hence the reason the project is
termed a congregate care facility.
Mr. Hadfield said he does not remember ever seeing a detailed floor plan of each
individual apartment that showed a full kitchen. He said he understood that there would
be a common area provided for food services. There was some discussion that the
proposed individual units will contain a small kitchen. It was discussed that a couple
could cook their own meals. Mr. Hansen said when the proposed project was presented it
was not presented that each unit would have a kitchen so that people can cook their own
meals.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that all ofthe utilities are in. He said 70% of the improvements
have been taken care of.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed phasing scheme "loads most of the essential
common facilities into the second phase." He said the concern is whether the facilities
associated with Phase I will be adequate until Phase II is constructed. He expressed
concern about what expectations the people who purchase the units in Phase I will have,
if Phase II is completed after Phase I.
Mr. Washburn suggested that they could come back with a phasing plan to give the
Planning Commission a better feel for what is expected to happen or the City could allow
them to market the first phase and withhold occupancy petmits until the second phase is
completed.
Mr. Baldwin stated that there is an expectation for certain services.
Mr. Washbum said he does not know if it would be realistic to build some ofthe
amenities with the first phase.
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Mr. Baldwin said what the Planning Commission wants to know is how the expectations
of those people who purchase units in the first phase will be met.
Mr. Washburn said that he has already stated that the City could withhold occupancy
permits until the second phase is completed.

Mr. Baldwin suggested that this item be tabled until the applicants can bring the Planning
Commission more detail.
Mr. Washburn said they can bring back to the Planning Commission the first part of the
condo plat for its action.
Mr. Despain said the condo plat could be developed in phases also. Mr. Washburn said
they could look at developing the condo plat in phases.
David Jeffs said they would like to have the condo plat approved for the entire project so
that the City has some assurances that all the amenities and facilities will be provided.
He said his idea is to plat the whole thing and then having a phasing arrangement so that
actual construction moves fmward.
Mr. Despain said he is not concerned about the manner in which the condominium gets
approved and recorded. He said his biggest concern is the timing of construction of the
common amenities.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table the phasing scheme for the congregate care facility of
the Mira Vista Subdivision Plat A amended, Lot 4 at 410 South 1040 East pending
resolutions of the problems that impact the plan.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Jeffs asked what the Planning Commission would like to see that they do not
presently have.

Mr. Baldwin said they do not have the timing. He said they want to know when
occupancy could be expected.
Mr. Washburn said he understands what the Plmming Conm1ission would like to see. He
said they will be back in two weeks.
Chairman Hansen said they want to make sure the proposed proj ect is a congregate care
facility and not a set of apartments.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Chairman Hansen, and Councilman
Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE FOLLOWOING ANNEXATION
AGREEMENTS:
A.

D. GREENWOOD ANNEXATION CONSIINST OF 1.525 ACRES AT 1085
EAST QUEENS DRIVE
This item was not discussed.

B.

CODY OLSON ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.85 1 ACRES AT 750
NORTH 900 WEST
This item was not discussed.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2-5.27 (PART A-2)
TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS PERMITTED IN A
SMALL SCALE HEALTH CARE FACILITY TO 16
Chaitman Hansen said Mr. Despain needs to correct some things before the Planning
Commission can take action on the proposed amendment to Section 2-5.27 (Part A-2).
Mr. Despain said that since the City wrote its ordinance Utah State requirements for small
scale residential facilities have changed and new terminology has been adopted.
Currently such facilities are classified as "level 1 assisted care facilities" and they have
further divided such facilities into two subclasses (1) limited care facilities, which allow
two to six individuals in the stlu cture and (2) level one small-scale facilities, which allow
from seven to sixteen individuals.

Mr. Despain said part of the question is the spacing requirements of such facilities in the
City. Initially the residents were concemed about having group home facilities too close
to one another. The notion that they would have a % of a mile spacing requirement for
group housing in which no other fon11 or group facility could be located any closer than %
of a mile from one another. He said the group housing facilities consist of residential care
faciliti es, elderly housing, youth group faciliti es, and handicap group housing. He said
they have basically said that if there is a handicap home, then one can't put an elderly care
faci lity within % of a mile. He said the definition in the ordinance lumps all types of
group housing facilities into one definition in regards to the spacing requirements for
group homes.
Mr. Despain said it appears to him that the City is no longer as fearful about group
housing facilities as it was when the City Council adopted the initial ordinance and it
appears that the City is quite prepared to allow a greater level of group housing facil ities.
The Plruming Commission discussed what the spacing requirement should be for group
housing facilities. Mr. Baldwin stated that the spacing requirement should be % of a mile
for like facilities. He said the 3/4 of a mile spacing requirement gives the City a little
more control than a Y2 of a mile spacing requirement.
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Mr. Despain said that he would make the changes to the proposed ordinance.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield thanked that Platming Commission Members for coming to the summer
Planning Commission Party.
Miranda - Parking Issues
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about Miranda being approved when it does not meet the
parking requirements.

Mr. Despain said he will get Mr. Nielsen a copy of the parking requirements so that he
can show him where the ordinance gives the Planning Commission the ability to adjust
the parking obligations.
Mr. Nielsen said he knows what the ordinance says. He said the standard is one parking
space per 1,000 square feet for warehouses. He said Miranda is 25% short on parking.
He said there is plenty of extra land that they could provide adequate parking. He said the
parking standard either needs to be held to or it needs to be thrown out.
Mr. Despain said the diletmna that he has with Miranda is that they could claim to be
manufacturing. Mr. Nielsen did not feel they could claim to be manufacturing with a 32foot clear height. He said the proposed building is warehouse. Mr. Nielsen said it was
wrong to approve the site plan for Miranda because they do not have enough parking.

Overlay Zone on 1500 South
Mr. Nielsen said that he remembers approving an overlay zone on 1500 South.
Mr. Despain said nothing has been approved.

Mr. Nielsen said the Platming Commission agreed that 1500 South should be an overlay
zone.
Mr. Despain said he was directed to prepare some language to address the 1500 South
Corridor. He said the feeling of the Platming Cmm11ission was that it wanted to have an
overlay zone on 1500 South similar to an HFO Zone. He said the main concern on 1500
South was relative to aesthetics.
Mr. Nielsen said he feels that storage units are one step above a salvage yard. He told
Mr. Despain that he needs to let developers know that 1500 South has design criteria.
He said if it is the feeling of the Platming that they do not want to have design criteria on
1500 South, then he will not continue pushing the issue.
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Councilman Hunter said he thought the Planning Commission discussed having a setback
of 50 feet.
Mr. Nielsen said that he did not feel a 50-foot setback was any good, especially if one can
build whatever they want behind the 50 feet.
Mr. Baldwin said when they discussed how they wanted to see 1500 South develop they
discussed that they wanted to be able to review things for appearance. He said that he is
not as concerned about the setback requirement as he is about the appearance of projects
along the 1500 South Corridor. He said a setback distance was not decided on.
Mr. Despain said there was some discussion about having a setback of 42 feet, which
some people felt was too limiting.
Mr. Nielsen said that people need to know that there is an overlay zone along 1500 South.
Mr. Despain sai d that it sounds like it is really not a overlay zone that is wanted, but that
maybe a separate highway frontage zone is the way to go.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 15, 200 1, PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the August 15, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 7, Line 31 "prejudice and bias" should be changed to "prejudiced and
biased." On Page 7, Line 46 "mouth" should be changed to "mount." On Page 12,
Line 20 "will" should be changed to "whether." On Page 12, Line 27 "the storage"
should be changed to " if the storage." On Page 13, Line 41 "there" should be
changed to "their." On Page 14, Line 19" could they have a" should be changed to
" could a." On Page 21, Line 25 " sighted" should be changed to "sided." On Page
21, Line 32 "absorbent" should be changed to "exorbitant." On Page 21, Line 40
" negotiations need between" should be changed to "negotiations between." On
Page 25, Line 21 "patterned" should be changed to " pattern."
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted
in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :59 p.m.

-/ll_,:~ raw~-Melanie Marsh
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. AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 19, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA

I

I

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 19, 2001, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7 : 00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Review and action on a site plan for a caretaker cottage at
Inn Towne Storage at 460 East 100 North.
Review and action on the condominium conversion on a portion
of Lot 4 of the amended Mira Vista Subdivision Plat A at 390
South 1088 East.
Review and action on a modified site plan for Timpanogos
Valley Professional Plaza located at 10 South 1100 East.
Review and action on a final plat for the Liebelt Subdivision
Plat A at 212 South 500 East.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Pennylane
Condominiums Phase 4 located at 245 South 460 East.
Review and action on a zone change request by Scott Welch at
825 West 700 North from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000
Single Family Residential zone .
Review and action on an amendment to Section 2-5 . 37 (part A- 2)
to increase the maximum number of occupants permitted in a
Small Scale Health Care Facility to 16.
Discussion on the Sign Ordinance as directed by the City
Council.
Discussion on the Highway Overlay Zone for the 1500 South
Street Corridor.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the September 5,
2001,
Planning
Commission Minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of September, 2001.

James S . Hansen, Chairman
Published in New Utah! September 12, 2001.

,.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 19, 2001

The American Fork City Planning Cmmnission met in regular session on Wednesday,
September 19, 2001, in the City Hall commencing at 7:03p.m. Those present included
Chairman James Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin,
Michael Georgeson, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and Alan Christensen. Staff present
included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Debra
Jandreua, John Gray, Mary L. Gray, David Klock, Paul Washburn, David Peterson, Ken
Berg, J olm Dester, LaVon Laursen, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FO:R A CARETAKER COTTAGE AT
INN TOWNE STORAGE AT 460 EAST 100 NORTH
There were no engineering concerns.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for a caretaker cottage at Inn Towne
Storage at 460 East 100 North as presented. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Mr.
Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CONDOUMINIUM CONVERSION ON A
PORTION OF LOT 4 OF THE AMENDED MIRA VISTA SUBDIVISION PLAT A
390 SOUTH 1088 EAST
Paul Washburn explained that the bank they are working with would like to see some of
the units in Phase I sold prior to funding Phase II. He said things have been really
difficult since Mina Pajela passed away. He said efforts are being made to complete the
project as was designed.
Mr. Washbum pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some
concern about the cooking facilities for Phase I because the main cooking faci lities are
associated with Phase II and there was some concern about what the residents of Phase I
would do until Phase II is built. He explained that they could accommodate the needs of
the residents by using the cooking facilities that are located in the Mira Vista Care
Center. He explained that the Mira Vista Care Center is operating at about 50%
occupancy currently and they would agree to not exceed that rate until Phase II is bonded
for. He pointed out that the M ira Vista Care Center is about 150 feet from the proposed
(Planning Commission Minutes- September 19, 200 I)
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units. He said they could deliver the meals to the residents of Phase I for a short period
of time until Phase II is developed.
Chai1man Hansen asked Mr. Washburn if he is asking for approval ofPhase I and Phase
II tonight.
Mr. Washbum said they would like to get approval on both phases, but he said does not
know if they will be able to bond for both phases at this time.
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield said there is only one subdivision monument shown and there needs to be
two. He said there are some errors in the elevations that need to be corrected. He
suggested that the elevations be put on the subdivision monuments.
Mr. Despain said the project has now taken the character of an expandable condominium.
He said Phases III and IV are proposed future phases, which is not part of tonight's
approval.
Mr. Despain said the issues of bonding are a concern. He stated that the revised
condominium documents have not been provided. He said any approval tonight needs to
be subject to the revised condominium documents being provided to the City. He said
that issues relative to the condominium documents are primarily legal issues. He said the
Planning Commission does not need to review the condominium documents.
Mr. Despain explained the approval process. He stated that the proposed plan needs to be
forwarded to the City Council with a public hearing scheduled. He said they could
piggyback the hearings for both the final plat and the site plan.
Mr. Hadfield said he was not extremely concerned about the bonding issue because the
majority of the public improvements have been installed and accepted by the City.
Mr. Despain said there will need to be some bonding for the essential conm1on
improvements.
Mr. Washbmn stated that the condo document revisions are underway.

Chairman Hansen said the condominium documents need to have an expandable feature
included in them.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the units in Phase I will have limited kitchens.
that the units in Phase I will have limited kitchens.

It was discussed

Mr. Nielsen asked what common amenities will not be developed with Phase I.
Mr. Washbum said one of the common elements that will not be developed with Phase I
is the cmmnercial kitchen. Other common amenities that will not be developed with
Phase I is the swimming pool, an area for beauticians, and some satellite health care
offices.
( Planning Commission Minutes- September 19, 200 I)
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Mr. Nielsen said it does not make sense to require that the occupancy rate of the Mira
Vista Care Center not exceed 50% until Phase II is developed in order to accommodate
eating arrangements. He said that if there was any real concern about overcrowding the
kitchen and dining are of the Mira Vista Care Center, then they could have two different
eating schedules. He said the meals could also be delivered to the residents who live In
Phase I.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the condominium conversion on a portion of Lot 4
of the amended Mira Vista Subdivision Plat A at 390 South 1088 East subject to: (1)
two subdivision monuments being shown on the plat and the elevation of those
monuments being shown (2) errors in elevation on Phase II being corrected (3)
condominium documents being provided for City approval and (4) a common
amenities agreement being in place.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chaitman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hunter,
Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote
because he provided some landscape architectural services for the project. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR TIMP ANOGOS
VALLEY PROFESSIONAL PLAZA LOCATED AT 10 SOUTH 1100 EAST
Mr. Hadfield explained that the original site plan proposed five buildings of which 2 of
the buildings would be two stories. He said that Mr. Lundin has built Buildings 1,2, and
3 according to the site plan and now he is ready to build the two two-story buildings. He
said "the square footage has remained the same on all of the buildings and the parking
balances with what was designed."
Mr. Hadfield said the reason for the modified site plan is because Mr. Lundin is trying to
get a ramp to accommodate the lower elevation on the last two buildings and he has
fotmd that he does not have the length to get the run to rise ratio to meet the ADA
requirements so he has chosen to install an elevator or a lift which would raise and lower
someone who is wheelchair bound. He said the proposed change is a littl e over hang of
the roof to cover the wheelchair lift. He said the proposal now shows a larger comtyard
between the two buildings because the ramp that was proposed will not be there.
Mr. Hadfield said that he suggested that this item be put back on the agenda as a modified
site plan because the footprint has changed to accommodate the canopy over the
wheelchair lift and because the location of the buildings has been "flip-flopped."

(Planning Commission Minutes - September 19, 200 I)
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Chairman Hansen said the proposed plan is labeled as a preliminary plan, but it is a
modified site plan and not a preliminary plan.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is comfortable with the proposed changes,
he would recommend that the Platming Commission make a finding that the changes are
minor and that no public hearing would be required.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about the canopy and asked if the elevator meets the ADA
requirements.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the purpose of the canopy is to keep the water and the snow off
of the lift. He said that he is sure that the company that is going to build the lift would
not build something that does not meet the ADA requirements.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the modified
site plan for Timpanogos Valley Professional Plaza located at 10 South 1100 East
with the finding that it is a minor change to the site plan and subject to the lift
meeting the ADA requirements.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous.
The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT FOR THE LIEBELT SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT 2 12 SOUTH 500 EAST
There was some discussion about why the preliminary approval is being skipped.
David Peterson explained that the reason the preliminary approval process is being
skipped is because the proposed subdivision was approved by the Planning Commission
and City Council years ago.
Mr. Peterson said they have discussed access issues with staff. He pointed out that an
additional 18-foot access easement has been added. He also pointed out that they have a
reciprocal driveway agreement with Mark Wi lson. He said there is a dedicated 36-foot
access off of 500 East, which will greatly improve the access to Lot #3. He said they
have prepared the construction drawings to finish the improvements on 200 South.
Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concerns. He said the state plane coordinates need to
be put on the two subdivision monuments. He said the 24-foot access easement needs to
be re-labeled flS an accesslitTigation easement and public utility easement.
Mr. Hadfield said the lot faces 500 East and 200 South and said there are some
improvements that need to be made along 200 South. He said there needs to be a bond

(P lanning Commission Minutes - September 19, 200 I)
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submitted for the necessary improvements that need to be made along 200 South and 500
East.
Mr. Despain said the proposal is a modification of a prior approved subdivision that was
never recorded. He stated that the prior approved subdivision only had two lots whereas
the proposed plat shows four lots. He said the proposed 4-lot subdivision has been
directed by the court in settlement of an estate.
David Klock gave Mr. Despain a copy of the court order.
Mr. Despain explained that one of the provisions of the court order was that it had to be
subdivided in accordance with American Fork City's rules for subdividing. He said the
City is not yet sure what "uncompleted improvements are going to be required." He said
there are still some issues relative to bonding that need to be worked out. He said that he
assumes the first person that wants to develop will assume the burden for putting in the
improvements.
Mr. Despain pointed out that four members of the Planning Commission were not serving
on the Planning Commission when the Liebelt Subdivision was originally approved. He
briefly discussed the history and gave some background detail on the subdivision. He
said there has been some discussions in the past about changing the zone of the property
from R-4 to a commercial zone, but it was discussed that the zone would not be changed
to a commercial zone until there was an overall development plan provided. He said in
past discussions it was discussed that there would be an access on 200 South, 300 South,
and one eventually at 400 South.

Mr. Despain said the City did not plan on someone wanting to utilize the land for what
the R-4 Zone would allow. He said while the General Plan shows the property proposed
for development in the commercial zone it is still in the R-4 Zone so "they (the City) is
trapped by the current ordinance."
Mr. Despain said that they need to look at one more access adjacent to Lot #3 and
adjacent to Mark Wilson 's parcel because of how the court ordered the lots to be divided.
He said one more access adjacent to Lot #3 and adjacent to Mark Wilson's parcel is
almost essential in order to provide the flexibility to the owners so that they can develop
their land properly.

Mr. Hansen asked if there were any gaps or overlaps.
Mr. Hadfield said it appears that there is an overlap between Thomas and Lavon
Laursen's propetty and William Wyler's prope1ty. He said there is also a potential gap.
He said there is a potential for a fence line agreement.

Mr. Peterson said that Bob Kunze, the surveyor, is the one who prepared the description
so he will need t.o get with him regarding the potential gaps and overlaps.
Mr. Baldwin ask~d ifthere are any water rights required.

(Plann ing Commi ssion Minutes- September 19, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain said there w ill be water rights required. H e said they do not know what the
uses will be at this point in time so the water rights wi ll have to be "pushed off until the
time of development." He said if the Planning Conunission approves the proposed final
plat, the motion should include that water rights will be required for each subsequent lot
that is developed.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the amended final plat for the Liebelt Subdivision
Plat A at 212 South 500 East subject to: (1) the state plane coordinates being put on
the survey monuments (2) the easement adjacent to Lot #1 being defined as access,
irrigation, and public utility easements (3) there being a bond for the improvements
on 200 South and 500 South (4) the necessary water rights not being required until
development of the lots, but still being required and (5) gap and overlap resolution
being provided.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion .
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Christensen, Chairman Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous.
The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR PENNYLANE
CONDOMINTIJMS PHASE 4 LOCATED AT 245 SOUTH 460 EAST
Jolm Dester said that at the last Pla1ming Commission Meeting there was some discussion
about there not being enough open space so now they are proposing one less lot in order
to meet the open space requirements. The proposed plan now shows 17 building pads
instead of 18.
Chaim1an H ansen asked Mr. Hadfield to state the engineering issues.

Mr. Hadfield said the engineering issues that were discussed at the last Planning
Conunission Meeting have been cmTected and staff feels comfo1iable with the changes
that have been made. He said there is a possibility that a fence line agreement may be
needed. He said there are some gaps and overlaps that need to be con ected. Mr.
Hadfield said the approval needs to be subj ect to approval from the American Fork
Irrigation Company because it is proposed that the ditch along the rear of the property
will be piped.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan proposes 26% open space, which meets the open
space requirement. He said the proposed parking is in excess of what is required. Mr.
Despain said the water rights need to be provided to the City. Also, the PUD documents
need to be submitted. He said any approval should also be subject to the Liebelt
Subdivision being recorded.
(Planning Conuni ssion Minutes- September 19, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain said it has been reported by the developer that the condominium association
have approved the proposed expansion, but said the developer needs to provide some
written evidence to the City.

Mr. Dester said the condominium association 's approval of the expansion has been
recorded at the Utah County Building.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the City needs to review the condominium documents again.
Mr. D espain said he is "content that it (the condominium document) is in the form of an
expansion clause." He said the condominium documents need to be agreed to, but they
should not be the basis for no action taken by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Christensen said that he was approached by some of the homeowners of a prior phase
who were trying to gather some money to build a playground, which they thought was
going to be built by the developer as shown on the plan. He asked how the City can
make sure that the amenities that are shown to the people buying the units are provided.

In response to Mr. Christensen' s question, Mr. Despain said in the past there has been a
lot of question about what has to be bonded for. He said in the past the City would
require water, sewer and public improvements to be bonded for. He said now the City
realizes that "essential common improvements" need to be bonded for. He said essential
common improvements are such things as landscaping and other kinds of things that are
not typical of a subdivision, but would be required as part of a PUD. He said for the
propu ~~d project the City will require that the sport court and landscaping be bonded for.
It was discussed that in the last phase of the Petmylane Condominium PUD, the special
common improvem ents such as the playground equipment and landscaping were not
bonded for. Mr. Despain said that it was assumed that the landscaping would be put in
based on conmlitments, but there was no bond to cover the landscaping.
Mr. Christensen asked if approval of the proposed project could be conditioned upon the
bonding for the sport court.
Mr. Despain said the approval could be conditioned upon the bonding for the sport comi.
Mr. Dester pointed out that in the letter that was sent to the homeowners association it
discussed various things that the developers would be willing to do. He said one of the
tllings outlined in the letter that they (the developers) will do is install the sports court.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the
preliminary plat for Pennylane Condominiums Phase 4 located at 245 South 460
East subject to: (1) gaps and overlaps being corrected (2) approval from the
American Fork Irrigation Company (3) sufficient water rights being provided to the
City (4) the PUD documentation revisions being provided to the City (5) evidence
that the condominium association has approved the proposed expansion to the PUD
(6) the bond being provided to the City for the regular and essential common
improvements and (7) completion of the Liebelt Subdivision.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
(Planning Commission Minutes - September 19, 200 I)
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Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
LaVon Laursen said federal law requires that a development the size of what is proposed
must have at least tlu·ee units for the handicap. She asked how many handicap units the
proposed development has.
In response to Mrs. Laursen's question Mr. Dester said that they are exempt from the
federal law regarding providing at least three handicap units because the units are
townhouses.
Mrs. Laursen said "the thi rd landowner has not signed the agreements and she was told
that there would be another court hearin g. She is not aware of what is going on."
Mr. N ielsen said the approval is subject to the Liebelt Subdivision being recorded.
Mrs. Laursen said "they (the neighbors) all object to it (the proposed development)
because of the size and density of it." She said they know that five of the units are for
sale. She said that many of the people who live in the units have indicated that they do
not intend to live in their unit five years. She said that only 60% of the homeowners in
the current proj ect have agreed to the proposed expansion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Nielst:n abstained from the vote.
The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY SCOTT WELCH AT
825 WEST 700 NORTH FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE Rl -9000 SINGLE
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item pending the completion of Question #4 on the
proposed Zone Change Application.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked if there is any reason not to table this item.
Chaim1an Hansen said he thinks tlus item should be tabled because the petitioner is not
present.
Chai1man Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further disc ussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous.
The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2-5.37 (PART A-2) IN
INCREASE THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF OCCUPANTS PERMITTED IN A
SMALL SCALE HEALTH CARE FACILITY TO 16
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Bennett has suggested that limited capacity facilities also be
required to meet the ~ of a mile spacing requirement so he will delete the portion in
Paragraph D on Page 3 that states that limited capacity facilities shall not have a
minimum spacing requirement.
There was some brief discussion about how the 3/4 of a mile was determined to be the
maximum spacing requirement that could be permitted between facilities. It was
discussed that the~ of a mile requirement is outlined in Utah State Law.
Mr. Despain stated that "there are some things in zoning where discretion is permitted
and there are some things in zoning that are driven clearly and directly by the legal
ramifications." He said they would like to be more accommodating and pennissive, but
they do not dare to do so.
Mr. Baldwin moved to forward the amendment to Section 2-5.37 (part A-2) to
increase the maximum number of occupants permitted in a small-scale health
facility to 16 with the corrections discussed on the matter of minimum spacing as
directed by the City Attorney.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Georgeson, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous.
The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON THE SIGN ORDINANCE AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY
COUNCIL
Mr. Despain said the City Council has requested that the Plmming Commission look at
the sign ordinance again, particularly in the downtown area. He said there was a meeting
held with Linda Walton, Economic Director, and the downtown representatives regarding
signs, but not many people attended it. He said it has been suggested that the downtown
representatives get together to propose what they would like to see in the sign ordinance
relative to what kind of signs they would like allowed in the downtown area and then the
Platming Commission can review their proposal and this can be put on a future agenda.
( Planning Commi ssion Minutes - September 19, 200 I)
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DISCUSSION ON THE HIGHWAY OVERLAY ZONE FOR THE 1550 SOUTH
STREET CORRIDOR
Mr. Despain said "there has been some feeling that the 1500 South corridor from the new
freeway off ramp westerly through and along 1500South should have some extraordinary
concern for the character of the development" that will be placed along th:is corridor.
He said there has been some discussion that some of the uses permitted in the Planned
Industrial Zone would be "inconsistent with an aesthetically pleasing corridor" along
1500 South.
Mr. Despain explained that they have attempted to provide some wording in the General
Plan relative to the trying to create an aesthetically pleasing corridor along 1500 South,
but he has concluded that the language in the General Plan is not the right way to address
the concerns relative to the 1500 South Corridor because they all have different
perspectives on what they are trying to accomplish along the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Despain passed out a copy of the uses that are permitted in the Planned Industrial
Zone and asked the Planning Commission ifthere are any uses that are permitted in the
Platmed Industrial Zone that should not be allowed along the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Despain suggested that a new entrance zone be created for the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the City would work with Lindon in order to make sure their plans
were consistent with American Fork City's plans for the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Despain said American Fork City could talk with Lindon about what vision they
have on the south side of 1500 South. He said that Lindon worked hard to get Air
Stream Mechanical and he feels that Air Stream Mechanical sets the model for what
Lindon th:inks is appropriate along 1500 South. He said that he would be happy to talk
to Lindon's planner.
Mr. Christensen said at the International Center and other places where they have a road
like 1500 South, they have ordinances to regulate what happens on the road, i.e., the
width of the landscaping, what can go in the landscaping, etc. so whether or not it is a
McDonald's or industrial use there are some regulations on landscaping and on the width
of the road.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Nielsen raised the notion that storage units should not be permitted
along 1500 South.
It was discussed that the 1500 South Corridor should not look like Geneva Road or State
Street.

Mr. Christensen said he thinks it is a good idea to create a new zone to limit the uses that
will be pennitted along the 1500 South Conidor. He said it is also a good idea to
regulate what the zone is going to look like.
Mr. Nielsen said the Pla1ming Commission has talked about making it a requirement that
both sides of 1500 South be benned and that only certain uses should be allowed.
(Planning Commission Minutes- September 19, 200 I)
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Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about having a ce1iain setback
requirement along the 1500 South Conidor to make the conidor aesthetically pleasing,
but some people have said that a setback requirement is not a good idea.
Mr. Georgeson said that he thinks all of the uses cunently permitted in the PI-1 Zone are
uses that would be acceptable along the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Despain said that he has came to the conclusion that a new zone needs to be created
that is highly oriented toward design with a specific commitment toward berming and
landscaping.
Mr. Hansen said there needs to be something aesthetically pleasing from the 1500 South
Conidor and the Boat Harbor Road so that they do not end up with something that looks
like a "strip mall road."
There was some discussion about community entrance zones. It was discussed that 500
East has certain landscaping requirements.
There was some discussion that there should not be residential uses allowed on the 1500
South Conidor.
Mr. Despain said he will put something together in ordinance fom1 for a new zone along
the 1500 South Corridor. He asked if there are any uses allowed in the PI-1 Zone that
should be allowed along the 1500 South Conidor.
Mr. Hansen said he would not want a low power radio service antenna along the 1500
South Conidor. He also expressed concem about Item #5 in the PI-1 Zone.
Mr. Nielsen said the 1500 South Conidor should allow research and development uses
and commercial uses.
Mr. Despain said what he is hearing is that the general character of 1500 South should be
a business park use and that planned industrial is a step down.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that maybe the PI-1 Zone should be rewritten. He suggested that
there could be a Research and Development Zone and an Industrial Zone.
Mr. Despain asked if anyone disagreed with "the general tenor that the discussion was
taking." None of the Planning Commissioners said they disagreed with what was being
discussed regarding the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Hadfield said in creating a new zone and looking at what uses should be allowed
along the 1500 South C01Tidor, one needs to look at what some of the existing uses are in
the area near the 1500 South Co1Tidor.
There was some further discussion about the need for Ame1ican Fork City to talk to
Lindon to make sure that the road and uses tie together nicely.
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After much discussion about the 1500 South Corridor, Mr. Richan expressed concern
about allowing something that the sewer is not gravity fed. He said there should be no
preferential treatment in the shoreline in regards to the sewer.
Mr. Despain stated that south of 1500 South can be gravity fed. He said if the sewage
lines flow back to the west then there is that added depth that is needed in order for the
sewer to be gravity fed.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield said things are slowing down a little bit. He said the next agenda will not
be too long.
OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Hadfield said "many times as Commissioners you have concerned citizens that voice
their opinion and you do not always hear the truth." He said that he has a copy of the
court document that he assumes was mailed to the third party involved with the Liebelt
Subdivision. He said it was stated earlier in the meeting that one pariy involved with the
Liebelt Subdivision did not know what was going on. He said "there is always a lot of
evidence that does not hold the truth when it is held up to the light." He told the
Commissioners that there are going to be times when they have to "go with their gut
reaction."
Bonding

Mr. Despain explained that the LDS Church has proposed a di fferent form of bonding
than what the City has traditionally accepted. He said the LDS Church likes to use a
standing letter of credit for bonding. He said the City Council has agreed that the
standing letter of credit is an acceptable fmm of bonding. He expressed concern about
using the standing letter of credit as a bonding mechanism. One reason he is concerned
about the standing letter of credit is because it is going to put a lot of added burden on
City staff. Another reason he is concemed about the standing letter of credit is because
what if the banks that issue the letter of credit are not reputable. He pointed out that up
until tllis point all bonding has been in cash or escrow and "the money has been there and
available." He said the LDS Church is trying to convince staff that a standby letter of
credit is equally accessible to money in the bank.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Conm1ission needs tore-look at the provisions in the
bonding ordinance again and they need to look at whether a standing letter of credit is
going to be acceptable. He pointed out that a couple of years ago the Planning
Commission discussed some of the bonding provisions.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about how difficult it is going to be to "call on the
letter of credit." He raised the notion of what qualifications will be required of the bank
or financial institution that issues the letter of credit.
Chainnan Hadfield suggested that there needs to be a development agreement that lists
all of the costs associated with the pa1iicular development. H e said that staffneeds to
(Planning Commission Minutes - September 19, 2001)
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work with the City Attorney on some of the bonding issues and then put discussion of the
bonding procedures on a future Plmming Commission Agenda.
General Plan
Mr. Georgeson asked if hearings have been set for the General Plan yet. Mr. Despain
said that hearings for the General Plan have not been scheduled yet. He said that he still
needs to prepare some language for the 1500 South Corridor.
September 5, 200 1,Plaiming Commission Minutes
Mr. Baldwin had some questions on the September 5, 2001 , Pla1Uling Commission
Minutes. It was discussed that on Page 12, Line 21 "center" should be changed to
"sooner." There was some discussion about what was meant by "tied back" on Page 17,
Line 36. Ms. Marsh was asked to work with Mr. Hadfield in reference to the sentence
on Page 17, Line 36. It was discussed that on Page 19, Line 27 "8-foot" should be
changed to " acre feet. " On Page 22, Line 8 "CARS" needs to be changed to " CC&Rs."
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 5, 2001, PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
No action was taken on the September 5, 2001 , Planning Commission Minutes because
there were some page numbers missing due to copying errors. It was discussed that the
minutes would be put on the next Plaiming Commission Agenda for approval.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The meeting adjourned at 9:03p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AMENDED - OCTOBER 3, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 3 , 2001, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M . - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12 .
13.

Review and action on a zone change request by Scott Welch at
825 West 700 North from the existing RA-1 to the R1 -9 000
Single Family Residential zone.
Review and action on a second amended Marcy's Cove Plat D
Subdivision at 850 North 500 East.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plat for the West
Meadows Subdivision Plat B consisting of 3 lots at 990 North
200 West.
Review and action on the final plat for the West Meadows
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 3 lots at 990 North 200 West.
Review and action on a 2 lot subdivision plat for NOVA SOURCE
at 150 North West State Road.
Review and action on a site plan for NOVA SOURCE at 142 North
West State Road.
Review and action on a revision to the Annexation Agreement
for the Cooper-Hansen Annexation at 396 North 1100 East.
Discussion on the Highway Overlay Zone for the 1500 South
Street Corridor.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the September 5,
2001 ,
Planning
Commission minutes.
Review and action on the September 19, 2001, Planning
Commission minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 28 day of September, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 3, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 3, 2001, 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.

Presentation by Franson-Noble & Associates, Inc. of the
Drainage Portion of the Public Facilities and Services Element
of the General Plan.
Review and action on a zone change request by Scott Welch at
825 West 700 North from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000
Single Family Residential zone.
Review and action on a second amended Marcy's Cove Plat D
Subdivision at 850 North 500 East.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plat for the West
Meadows Subdivision Plat B consisting of 3 lots at 990 North
200 West.
Review and action on the final plat for the West Meadows
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 3 lots at 990 North 200 .West.
Review and action on a 2 lot subdivision plat for NOVA SOURCE
at 150 North West State Road.
Review and action on a site plan for NOVA SOURCE at 142 North
West State Road.
Review and action on a revision to the Annexation Agreement
for the Cooper-Hansen Annexation at 396 North 1100 East.
Discussion on the Highway Overlay Zone for the 1500 South
Street Corridor.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the September 5,
2001,
Planning
Commission minutes.
Review and action on the September 19, 2001, Planning
Commission minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of September, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman
Published in New Utah! September 26, 2001.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 3, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, October 3,
2001, in the City Hall commencing at 7:01 p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen,
Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, Steve
Nielsen and Michael Georgeson. Staff present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, and Melanie
Marsh. Others present included Marci Welch, Stan Boyer, Mark Greenwood, Art Miller,
Brandon Zollinger, Ron Witzel, Clay Holland, Primrose Holland, Jack Barratt, Mark
Bartholomew, Dean Schick, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY SCOTT WELCH AT 825
WEST 700 NORTH FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE Rl-9000 SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Marci Welch, the petitioner, said they would like to rezone the property so that they can
subdivide it into two lots.
There were no engineering concerns.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the zone change request by Scott Welch at 825 West 700
North from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000 Single Family Residential Zone.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SECOND AMENDED MARCY'S COVE PLAT D
SUBDIVISION AT 850 NORTH 500 EAST
Mr. Hadfield explained that Mr. Goodsell, the petitioner has obtained letters from US West
verifYing that there are no utilities on the northern end of the property. The proposed seconded
amended plat does not show an easement on the northern end of the property.

Mr. Despain stated that the proposed change is just a technical correction to overcome an
oversight.
Mr. Hadfield said the description in the title block needs to state that the proposed amendment is
a second amendment to Marcy's Cove Subdivision Plat D .

Mr. Georgeson moved to app.-ove the second amended Marcy's Cove Plat D Subdivision at
850 North 500 East subject to the title block being changed to reflect that the proposed
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amendment is a second amendment to the subdivision plat.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR THE WEST
MEADOWS SUBDIVISION PLAT B CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS AT 990 NORTH 200 WEST
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the City has received deeds for the right-of-way so that a full width
street less the curb, gutter, and sidewalk on the north side can be put in. He stated that the
utilities will be extended in order to make the proposed three lots whole. He said staff
recommends approval ofthe revised preliminary plat.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield if he wanted to talk about the corrections on the sewer line.
Mr. Hadfield said "the sewer line will be extended and a couple of valves are going to be put on
the water line."
There was some discussion about the sewer alignment. Mr. Hadfield explained that "they are
going to move a manhole back closer to the radius of the curve in order to keep it the same
distance off of the curve and then put a second manhole in which follows at 16 to 18 feet off the
curb like everywhere else." He said depending on what Mr. & Mrs. Roberts do, the sewer line
may end in the middle of200 West Street "or they (staff) may go according to the ordinance and
make Mr. Boyer put it (the sewer line) in at the halflot line on Lot 2." He said the issues relative
to the sewer can be worked out with staff.
Mr. Despain said the proposed revised plan conforms with the concept plan and original
preliminary plan. He said each ofthe proposed lots conform with the requirements ofthe
ordinance.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the revised preliminary plat for West Meadows
Subdivision Plat B consisting of 3 lots at 990 No•·th 200 West subject to: (1) the sewer line
alignment meeting the requests of the Engineering Department (2) two valves being placed
on the water line.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion .
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR THE WEST MEADOWS
SUBDIVISION PLAT B CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS AT 990 NORTH 200 WEST
Mr. Hadfield said there are several technical corrections that need to be made to the plat, but said
they would be worked out with staff. One correction that needs to be made to the plat is the
removal of the word "Estates" because when Plat A was recorded it was just called West
Meadows. Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plat should be called West Meadows Plat B because it
is a continuation of Plat A He said the City Engineer's signature block also needs to be added
to the plat.
Mr. Despain said that he is still trying to verify whether all the water rights requirements have
been met. He said that it has been represented that the water rights were submitted to the City at
the time West Meadows Plat A was recorded. He suggested that any approval tonight be subject
to verification of the water rights. He also suggested that the final plat not be forwarded to the
City Council until all the changes are completed.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat for the West Meadows Subdivision Plat
consisting of 3 lots at 990 North 200 West subject to: (1) the technical corrections being
made and meeting the approval of the City Engineering Department (2) the City
Engineer's signature block being added to the plat (3) the water rights being verified or
supplied (4) all changes being completed prior to the final plat being forwarded to the City
Council for approval and (5) the word "Estates" being stricken from the title block.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A 2 LOT SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR NOVA SOURCE AT 150
NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Mark Greenwood of A.L.M. & Associates said they are proposing to build a Tunex on the
property.
Mr. Hadfield said the Engineering Department recommends that there should be some dedication
to continue the curb, gutter, sidewalk and landscape strip to the front. He said there is some
potential for a boundary line agreement or some type of a fence agreement with the adjoining
property owner because there is some potential for a gap.
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Chairman Hansen pointed out that the agenda stated that the proposal was for a 2-lot subdivision,
but the proposed plat only shows one lot.
Mr. Despain said the proposed subdivision plat and the proposed site plan can't be separated in
terms ofreview. He stated that the General Policy of the City has been to allow one-lot
subdivisions and a residual parcel, if in fact the residual parcel is capable of further development
or division.
Mr. Despain stated that one issue that needs to be addressed is the access to the Tunex Site. He
said it is proposed that the Tunex Site will be accessed from a common driveway and not directly
from State Street. He said there will need to be some sort of easement in order for the Tun ex
Site to be accessed from the common driveway. He suggested that the second lot become part
of the proposed subdivision in order to ensure access to Tunex. He said that he has talked to Mr.
Greenwood about the access issue and he has a proposal relative to ensuring access to Tunex. He
then turned the time over to Mr. Greenwood to discuss his proposal.
Mr. Greenwood said that Franz Fischer, the adjacent property owner, has agreed to provide a
written easement that is recordable at the Utah County that will grant access through and out of
the Tunex Parcel.
Mr. Hadfield said staff recommends that the improvements be placed along North West State
Road. He said there are drainage problems that need to be addressed. He said the access issue
also needs to be addressed.
Mr. Greenwood explained that the reason they have chosen not to go with a 2-lot subdivision at
this point in time is because there are some requirements that they would not be able to adhere to.
One ofthe main requirements that they would not be able to adhere to if they went to a 2-lot
subdivision, is the drainage requirements.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about whether Tunex would maintain the improvements and
driveways forever. He asked ifTunex is willing to sign that they will maintain the improvements
and the driveways forever.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the access road not being included in the proposed onelot subdivision.

Mr. Greenwood said the easement and maintenance agreement could be attached to the recorded
document for the plat and tied to the property.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern that if someone else comes into the City in order to be able to
develop the other piece of property there may be a fight between property owners regarding who
will maintain the driveway and improvements. He said his concern is that the driveway is the
main access for the proposed Tunex Site.

Ron Witzel said the easements will be in place to cover the access and the maintenance of the
driveway and access into Tunex.
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Mr. Hansen said unless the access road is included as part of the subdivision, he would want
Tunex to understand that they will forever have to maintain the access road.
Mr. Witzel said it sounds like the City will want a recorded document covering the access and
maintenance of the access.
Mr. Despain said that "Mr. Greenwood has indicated that at the outset the City will gain an
easement that not only covers the darker blue area providing access to Tunex, but also providing
access to the north."
Mr. Greenwood said the discussion was that the easement would be provided, but that there will
be some ability to change the easement as the property is developed.
Mr. Despain suggested that any approval should be subject to a note being included on the plat
that secures the right of access and maintenance to the Tunex Site.
Mr. Despain said he wonders if there is an adequate dedication on the front of the property. He
said it appears that the front property line lies somewhere in the middle of the proposed sidewalk.
He said that he can't recall a circumstance where the property line is in the middle of the sidewalk.
He said that it is his understanding that the sidewalk would all be on the City property and the 12foot easement would be measured off from that. He suggested that there needs to be a further
dedication line on the subdivision plat plus a 12-foot easement.
Mr. Despain said the issue ofthe water rights associated with Tunex needs to be firmed up. He
said the standard water rights required is 3 acre feet per acre. He said it does not appear that
Tunex would require an extraordinary amount of water.
Mr. Hansen asked the Planning Commission if it wanted to act on the preliminary plat tonight or if
it wanted to defer action until a corrected preliminary plat is provided.
Mr. Nielsen asked if it makes sense to have access come out to the south also to connect to Timp
Rental.

It was discussed that the issue of access to the south would be discussed under the next item on
the agenda, which was relative to the site plan.
Mr. Greenwood said the access on the south is for convenience and is not really required.
Mr. Hadfield said the additional access on the south was recommended by staff. He said when
there are several businesses together the City likes to encourage that they be ti ed together with
some type of access and egress easement.
Mr. Nielsen said he would be ok with making a motion to approve the preliminary plat.
it is just a matter of recording the legal documents that apply to the right-of-way.

He said

Mr. Hansen said there is also the issue of the dedication of the necessary right-of-way for US
Highway 89 on the plat. He said the dedications need to be shown on the plat, the utility
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easements need to be corrected, and he said there are some possible gaps and overlaps.

Mr. Georgeson said that he is still not satisfied with the easement verses platting the access way.
He said that it seems Mr. Despain is comfortable with using the easement, but he is concerned
whether there can be a document provided that will ensure that the easement stays with the
property through "thick and thin."
Mr. Despain said there can be a document provided that will stick with the property through
"thick and thin." He said the document would be in the form of an access easement that would
describe the territory and would clearly provide the right for the owners to access their property.
Mr. Nielsen said that he does not know ifthe size of the subdivision area can be increased.

Mr. Hansen stated that the size ofthe property was all one property at one time. He said Mr.
Fischer owned all of the property at one time and he sold some of it without creating a subdivision
prior to selling it. He said the Planning Commission is basically trying to correct an illegal act that
occurred.
Mr. Witzel explained that when Mr. Fischer closed the property it was a simultaneous closing.
Mr. Hansen said the property was still illegally subdivided. He again stated that the Pl anning
Commission is trying to correct an illegal act of dividing property without subdividing it.
Mr. Georgeson said he would like to see the easement provided before the Planning Commission
approves the preliminary subdivision plat.

Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the easement in the maintenance agreement because there
will be three or four different businesses that will use the access and there is no guarantee how
much wear and tear the access is going to have and is concerned that the one person responsible
for the maintenance of it may be able to shut down the other people who use the access to get to
their businesses. He said a maintenance agreement in perpetuity of recognition of future
development is unfair.
Mr. Georgeson said he assumed that future development would carry with it the possibility of
modification of the maintenance agreement.

Mr. Nielsen said the agreement would probably change from a right-of-way agreement to a cross
over agreement.
Mr. Baldwin said there needs to be some mechanism in place that addresses what will happen
when other developments occur because that is not currently covered in the agreement.

Mr. Hansen said he would have rather seen a fu ll covering of the property of two subdivisions and
then talked about condominiums with common amenity agreements.
Mr. Nielsen said that there has to be some language included in the agreement that states that
once the larger piece develops, then the right-of-way easement becomes a cross over easement.
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He said once the property to the north develops the right-of-way easement will probably be
renegotiated.
Mr. Greenwood said it appears that the Tunex Parcel will not become part of a larger association
when the larger portion develops.
Mr. Despain said the Tunex Parcel may have to become part of a larger association. He said that
staff sees the proposed project as a phasing scheme.
Mr. Nielsen again said " clearly there will have to be cross over easements."
Mr. Hansen said they can't have a one-lot subdivision with no access.

Mr. Despain suggested that action on this item be delayed until there is an easement provided.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the easement document is provided and until
the other corrections that were discussed tonight are made.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the above stated motion will affect the next item on the agenda.
Mr. Despain said the next item on the agenda will need to be tabled as well, but they will need to
discuss a few things.

Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christem;en, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR NOVA SOURCE AT 142 NORTH WEST
STATE ROAD
Mr. Hadfield said ifthe "curve radius" is done as it is proposed, it will impact some of the parking
stalls. He suggested that the parking lot may need to be skewed some to make things more
workable.
Mr. Hadfield said there needs to be a letter authorizing that the proposed project can be tied into
the storm drain system. He said that any reference to building footprints, square footage of
buildings or parking stall numbers needs to be stricken from the plat so that the reference to the
aforementioned items can' t be construed as any type of approval that will come back to "haunt"
the City later.
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Mr. Despain expressed concern about the adequacy ofthe proposed parking.
he also has concerns about the proposed number of parking spaces.

Mr. Hansen said

There was some discussion that a UDOT Access Permit will need to be provided to the City.
Mr. Greenwood stated that a 24-foot access easement is appropriate. He said UDOT prefers a
24-foot access easement over a 36-foot easement.
Clay Holland, a Tunex representative, discussed proposed number of parking spaces. He stated
that the proposed site will only have four employees. He said that most Tunex sites have between
12 and 14 parking stalls. He pointed out that most of the work is done in one day.
Mr. Hansen asked if only nine vehicles are serviced a day.
Mr. Holland said on average there are nine vehicles serviced a day.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that two more parking spaces be put on the northwest side.
In reference to Mr. Nielsen ' s suggestion about putting two more parking spaces on the northwest
side, Mr. Greenwood said that is a possibility. He said future plans are to extend parking into the
larger piece of property.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about whether there will be enough parking stalls if people
choose to drop their car off on the way to work and pick it up after work, especially because the
proposed site is close to a park and ride lot.
Mr. Witzel said they just developed a Tunex site in Tooele and it has the same amount of parking
that is being proposed for this site plan. He said the proposed plan meets the criteria for the
parking requirements.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the road on the north that extends into the property of the adjacent property
owner will be covered by an easement.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Mr. Witzel said it is covered in a 24-foot access
easement. He said that staff wanted a double driveway so they extended the road into the
adjacent owner's property line, which Mr. Fischer has agreed to.
It was discussed that on the site plan where it is labeled as 150 North it should not be labeled as
such because it is a parking lot and is not a street that is being dedicated to the City.
It was discussed that the developer needs to find out if Timp Rental will accept the access on the
south and if Timp Rental accepts the access, then the developer needs to provide some evidence
ofTimp Rental ' s acceptance of the proposed south access to the City. Mr. Despain said that he
is uncertain as to how Timp Rental's parking lot will be impacted by the proposed south access.
Mr. Nielsen said it will hurt the proposed project ifthere is not enough parking provided. He said
there is room for two more parking stalls.
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Mr. Witzel said they would be willing to provide two additional parking spaces, if they will still be
able to meet the landscaping requirements. He said currently they are proposing 16%
landscaping.
Mr. Christensen asked if along with the easement they could get something that would require the
owner to maintain the landscaping. He said there is an area that is not part of their lot that is
shown to be landscaped and he would like to ensure that is also maintained until there is some
other use.

Mr. Georgeson moved to defer any action on this item until approval of the subdivision
plat.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain said there are some changes that will need to be made to the site plan. Mr.
Georgeson said he realizes that there needs to be some changes made to the site plan, but he did
not feel it was necessary to include in the motion the changes that are necessary.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR
THE COOPER-HANSEN ANNEXATION AT 396 NORTH 1100 EAST

Mr. Hansen stated that since the Planning Commission last discussed the Cooper-Hansen
Annexation, the LDS Church has now acquired the whole piece of property involved in the
Cooper-Hansen Annexation.
Dean Schick, Project Manager for the LDS Church, said they have looked at many different
configurations for the proposed project. He said the developer that was involved with the
proposed annexation who was going to develop some lots is no longer involved and now only the
LDS Church is involved.

Mr. Hadfield said there are no engineering concerns at this point in time.
Mr. Despain discussed the revised annexation agreement. He stated that the issue of the water
rights still needs to be resolved. He said on Page 4, where it states "400 East" should be
changed to "400 North." He said only two of the four attachments to the proposed agreement
have been provided. He said the water rights and a copy of the deed conveying the road right-ofway for the widening of 11 00 East need to be provided before the annexation agreement will be
forwarded to the City Council.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that Attachment #2 ofthe proposed revised annexation agreement does
include a reference showing the future right-of-way, if required.
Mr. Despain said "I have been told with emphasis that the proposal that they (the Planning
Commission) have before them is what the LDS Church wants." He said he would recommend
approval of the proposed revised annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed annexation has gone in numerous directions. He said
the role of the City is not necessarily to identify the alternatives. He said the role of the City is
to look at the plan to see if it produces any kind of problem for the public in the future. He said
the proposed concept plan, which shows the road on the north does not appear that it would
cause any problems for the public in the future.

Mr. Richan asked what impact the proposed concept plan will have on the property owners on the
south side.
In response to Mr. Richan' s above question, Mr. Despain said the proposed concept plan makes it
more difficult for the properties on the south to develop . He stated that in the past there has
been some discussion about ways there could be a comprise among the property owners relative
to the road, but no compromise was ever agreed upon. He said the Planning Commission has
seen several different plans and finally this is the plan that the LDS Church has brought back.
Jack Barratt, a County Resident, said the Cooper-Hansen Annexation has been discussed for
about a 1 1h years. He said the concept plan has changed since the last time this was discussed,
which was last winter. He said that if the road were put on the south there would be a full width
street and not a partial dead end street at 1100 East. He said in Section 9 of the proposed
annexation agreement it states that 400 North Street terminates as a dead end. He said the
proposed annexation is a 10-acre annexation with virtually no streets .
Mr. Barratt said he thinks the concept plan should compliment the area rather than complicate it.
He said the parcels on the south are larger than most. He pointed out that the City has approved
high density projects in the area near the property proposed for annexation. He said the property
owners on the south would just like to be able to have the possibility of developing their
properties in the future .
Mark Bartholomew asked what width the City expects 11 00 East to be.
explained that it is planned that 1100 East will be 96 feet wide.

Chairman Hansen

Mr. Nielsen asked if the LDS Church would be opposed to putting the road on the south side.

Mr. Schick said they have tried to create a plan with the road on the south, but there are many
homeowners that do not want the road to be placed on the south side.
It was discussed that there are some property owners who want the road on the south and some
that do not. It was discussed that there is one property owner that has said that he would like the
road on the south, then he changed his mind and said he did not want the road on the south.
Some property owners vary back and forth on where they would prefer to have the road.
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Chairman Hansen explained that at the last meeting the Cooper-Hansen Annexation was discussed
the Planning Commission gave the petitioners the opportunity to create a plan that showed the
road either on the north or south side and now the LDS Church, who is the single property
owner, has now come back with a plan that shows the road on the north.
Mr. Baldwin asked how deep the lots are on the south side.
Mr. Barratt said the lots on the south side are less than 500 feet.

Mr. Baldwin suggested that possibly the road could be put down the middle of the property.
Mr. Nielsen said if the road were put down the middle of the property, there would be some
double frontage lots. He also said putting a road down the middle of the property is not the most
economical way to do things.
Mr. Hansen said in order to put a road in on the south, only 360 feet is required.

Mr. Richan asked if the homeowners who live along 300 North have tried to band together in
order to make a reasonable project.
Mr. Barratt said at one time they have had five or six property owners in agreement, but they have
not been able to get all the homeowners in agreement at one time. He said that Mark
Bartholomew and Kale Smith have a lot more property than some of the other property owners so
they have more weight property wise.
Mr. Richan said that he does not think the Planning Commission can resolve the issue in favor of
everyone. He asked if the road goes in on the north will be enough of a stimulus to get the
people who live on the south side to start cooperating with each other.
Mr. Barratt said if the road goes in on the north, then it is "pretty much" over for the people who
live on the south side because their lots will be landlocked. He pointed out that he invited all the
property owners who live near the proposed development to attend the meeting and he thought
they would be present tonight. He stated that Wendell Hansen, a property owner who lives near
the proposed annexation, "has 30 acres of options."
Mr. Richan again asked what effort has been made by the property owners on the south side to
cooperate and work together.
Mr. Barratt said some efforts have been made between the property owners to cooperate with
each other and some of the efforts work and some do not.

Mr. Nielsen said he would like to look at an aerial view to see whether it would make more sense
to put the road on the south or whether it does make sense to put the road on the north.
Mr. Despain said he has looked at putting the road on the north and looked at putting the road on
the south several times. He said the problem is that some people want the road on the south and
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some do not. He said a southern road does benefit more people, but not all want to be benefited
by a road on the south.
Mr. Hadfield said one of the first objections the City received relative to putting a road on the
north was from Mr. Ovard. He stated that Mr. Ovard does not want the road to be within 20 feet
of his bedroom window.
Mr. Despain said after spending a great deal oftime looking at many different configurations, he
came to the conclusion that his role is to protect the interests of the City in terms of the
continuation of the road system. He said it is physically possible for the people who live on the
south to develop their deep lots in the future. He pointed out that the applicant of the proposed
annexation has expressed their desires. He said the applicant's proposal "is not fatal to the City' s
road system."
Mr. Georgeson said that since the Planning Commission has given the property owners ample
opportullity to come to some agreement on how this area is to be annexed and since they have
been unable or unwilling to come to some agreement, the Planning Commission should now turn
its attention to the desires of the property owner, who has attached a concept plan to the
proposed agreement and then moved to pass the revised Cooper-Hansen Annexation
Agreement at 396 North 1100 East onto the City Council with a favorable recommendation
for its approval.

Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen said he disagrees with the motion. He said he believes that the people who did not
show up to the meeting tonight do not care whether the road goes in on the south side. He said
the road should be placed in a spot that benefits the majority of the property owners.

1\tlr. Christensen said some people might not feel a road on the south is a benefit. He said some of
the people who live on the south side may not want the road to be developed because they want
to enjoy the peace and quiet.
Mr. Nielsen said ifthere are property owners who do not want the road on the south, then they
should be present tonight making that argument. He said it makes more sense to put the road on
the south side.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Those voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. The motion carried .
DISCUSSION ON THE HIGHWAY OVERLAY ZONE FOR THE 1500 SOUTH STREET
CORRIDOR

Mr. Despain discussed the draft ordinance for the Business Park Zone. The draft ordinance is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1 . He said the draft ordinance will better focus
their thinking as to how vigorously they want to be in encouraging or requiring the development
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of an aesthetic corridor along 1500 South. He said if the proposed ordinance is adopted, then it
could be applied to other parts ofthe City. He then read Paragraph Bon Page 1 of the proposed
ordinance.
Mr. Despain pointed out that in Paragraph C on Page 1 it states that no single Business Park Zone
shall contain less than 25 acres. He then referred the Planning Commission to Page 2 where it
discusses the permitted uses. He then briefly discussed some of the other provisions in the
ordinance.
After briefly discussing some of the provisions in the proposed ordinance, Mr. Despain referred
the Planning Commission to Item #9 on Page 3 where it states that "all uses within the zone shall
be conducted entirely within the buildings."
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed ordinance is intended to be "a think piece." He said some of
the members of the Planning Commission have indicated that storage units would not be an
appropriate use along the 1500 South Corridor. He said that he is still not completely sure how
the majority ofthe Planning Commission would like to see the 1500 South Corridor developed.
He said the proposed ordinance is an effort to get the Planning Commission thinking about how it
would like to see the 1500 South Corridor developed.
Mr. Richan asked what is the difference between the east and west boundary of American Fork.

In response to Mr. Richan's question, Mr. Despain said "they have not defined an area, although
they did talk about it."
Mr. Despain said the proposed ordinance would be particularly applicable within the areas ofthe
General Plan that are indicated for industrial or business park uses. He stated that the proposed
zone would be a certain distance back from either side of 1500 South. He said in order to make
the zone worthwhile it would have to go for at least 500 feet on either side of 1500 South for at
least one mile.
Mr. Despain said the proposed zone would work well for Boyd William's property, which is
immediately south of the freeway.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Despain if he has contacted Lindon to see what there plans are in the area
near 1500 South. Mr. Despain said that he has not talked to Lindon yet. He said in earlier
conversations with Lindon they saw the uses near 1500 South as industrial or light industrial.
Mr. Despain said some of the property owners that own property along 1500 South or in the area
near 1500 South would like to see the property zoned commercial.

Mr. Richan suggested that American Fork City contact Lindon as soon as possible in order to
give them an opportunity to cooperate.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the property along the 1500 South Corridor will not be sold for a cheap
pnce.

Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about some of the services that will be restricted within the
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proposed zone. He asked where people will stay when they come for conferences, if the entire
1500 South Corridor is zoned as a Business and Research Park Zone. He raised the question of
what type of services would support a campus type environment.

Mr. Despain said he would think the motels would be located in the vicinity of the interchange.
Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork's side of the common boundary between Lindon has
been proposed for commercial development. He said they need to expect that there will be
commercial development close to the interchange.
Mr. Richan asked if anyone has concern about the suitability of the ground being able to
supporting sizeable buildings.
Mr. Georgeson said he is concerned about the suitability ofthe ground being able to support
sizeable buildings, but he believes that if someone is going to make a large investment they will
have the proper engineering done.

Mr. Christensen said that at the International Center they have "real bad soils" so they just build on
a big concrete pad. He said it is possible to build on bad soils, if done appropriately.
Mr. Hansen stated that the engineers will tell you that you can overcome a lot of things.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if the proposed ordinance is the direction that the
Planning Commission would like to go. He said ifthe proposed ordinance is the direction that
the Planning Commission would like to go, then he would need to make some modifications to
the General Plan. He said the proposed ordinance is an upscale Business Park Zone that is
similar in character to what was actually developed in the Business Park.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about some of the permitted uses. One permitted use he
expressed concern with was relative to the electric and natural gas regulating stations because
those uses are not always a clean use. Mr. Georgeson said he did not have a good alternative to
offer in regards to the permitted uses. He said that he does take some comfort in the setback
area.
Mr. Hansen said that he takes some comfort in Item #9 on Page 3. He said he thinks the
proposed ordinance could be applied to other areas in the City.
Mr. Nielsen said on Page 2 one of the permitted uses identified is off street parking facilities
incidental to a main use. He asked Mr. Despain to give an example of an off-street parking
facility incidental to a main use.
Mr. Despain said that any of the uses are going to have to have off street parking, pm1icularly if
they are manufacturing or research uses.

It was discussed that the word facilities should be eliminated after off-street parking.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is comfortable w ith the direction of the proposed
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ordinance, then he will fine tune it.
Mr. Richan asked Councilman Hunter if he feels that there will be a lot of opposition to the
proposed ordinance from the City Council. He asked whether he thought the City Council would
pass the proposed ordinance.
Councilman Hunter said the City Council makes their decisions based on the Planning
Commission's recommendations. He said he does not think the City Council would go against
the advice of the Planning Commission.
Mr. Nielsen pointed out that he talked to Mayor Barratt a couple of weeks ago to see what he
would like to see along the 1500 South Corridor and he told him that he would like to see good
quality structures. He said the proposed ordinance is very similar to what Mayor Barratt would
like to see along developed along the 1500 South Corridor.
Councilman Hunter asked how the proposed ordinance will affect John Heiner' s proposed project
along the 1500 South Corridor.
Mr. Despain said ifthe proposed ordinance were approved, Mr. Heiner' s project would not be
permitted.
Councilman Hunter said there could be some opposition to the proposed ordinance from Mr.
Heiner.

Mr. Nielsen said the reason he is concerned about storage units along 1500 South is because he is
worried that people may park old boats or recreational vehicles on the frontage.
:Mr. Hadfield said that ifthe proposed ordinance is approved, then people who only own two
acres will really be impacted because the first 500 feet becomes useless.

Mr. Nielsen asked why the first 500 feet will be useless.
Mr. Hadfield said the first 500 feet will be useless because all you can put on it is landscaping.
He said that there will be a chance for people to voice their concerns when the public hearings are
held on the proposed ordinance. He encouraged the Planning Commission to give some thought
now to some of the difficult things that may eventually arise.
Mr. Nielsen said he thinks the proposed zone would work well on the freeway frontage. Mr.
Hansen said he thinks there are many other places where the proposed ordinance would be
applicable.
SITE PLAN COl\.1MITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
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Cooper-Hansen Annexation
Mr. Georgeson said in regards to the Cooper-Hansen, he does not feel that the property on the
south side will develop for some time. He said he does not see any particular benefit to the City
whether the road is located on the north or south of the property and so the property owner ought
to be able to locate the road where he/she wants to.
Mr. Nielsen said when the people who live on the south die and their kids inherit the property,
they will probably want to subdivide the property and it would be nice if the road were put on the
south.
Mr. Despain said they labored hard to try to get a consensus among the various property owners.
He pointed out that he drew six or seven schemes, but they could never reach a consensus.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 5. 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the September 5, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 9, Line 37 "purchase" should be changed to "purchase." On Page 14, Line 30
" exceeding" should be changed to "exceed." On Page 14, Line 41 "TRIPICAL" should be
change to "TROPICAL." On Page 16, Line 27 "from" should be changed to "by." On
Page 19, Line 43 "MEADSOWS" should be changed to "MEADOWS." On Page 24, Line
3 "two" should be change to "to." On Page 25, Line 19 "why" should be change to "the
reason."
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, and Chair·man Hansen.
Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan abstained from the vote because they
were not present at the September 5, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 19. 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the September 19, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 41 "an lower" should be changed to "and lower." On Page 4, Line 17 "is
minor" should be changed to "is a minor." On Page 4, Line 48 "along and 200" should be
changed to "along 200 South." On Page 5, Line 1 "letter of bond" should be changed to
"bond." On Page 6, Line 32 "17 lots" should be changed to " 17 building pads."
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Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m.

11~~hu

·1f(1JlfJN

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE 10-3-01 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 5

MEMORANDUM
Date: Sept 24, 2001
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subjec~

Draft of proposed business park ordinance.

Following our discussion on the question of a proposed corridor
entrance zone, I have prepared a draft for your review and
comment. The approach is similar to other design zones used in
the City, which includes: (1) the designation of a zone, here
termed the BP Business Park Zone), and (2) the detailed
requirements for projects within the Zone. To facilitate the
approval process, each project in the zone is classified as a
Large Scale Development and would follow the established process
in order to secure approval. (planning commission
recommendation - public hearing by the Council and - adoption by
ordinance of the Council .
The primary major points of discussion should center on the
design requirement . As written, these are quite stringent and
are intended to require a high degree of landscape and to limit
uses to those conducted indoors - no outside activities, except
employee parking .
Hopefully this draft will help better focus our thinking as to
how vigorous we want to be in encouraging or requiring the
development of an aesthetic corridor along 1500 South. It should
be noted, however, that once adopted it could be applied in other
parts of the City, so it should be viewed in a little broader
context than just 1500 South .
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BP ZONE DRAFT #1
9-24-01

1
?,

4

DISCUSSION DRAFT

5
6

BUSINESS PARK ZONE FOR 1500 SOUTH

7

8
9

10
11.
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21.
22
23
24
25

2-4.1l.A

A.

Intent
The intent in establishing the BP Business and Research
Park Zone is to provide an environment conducive to the
establishment of laboratory and research
establishments, national and regional corporate
offices, computer component and software development
establishments, light manufacturing and similar uses in
a park like setting. The zone is therefor more
restrictive than a conventional manufacturing zone to
provide for architectural excellence and an abundance
of attractive green landscaping. The most
distinguishing characteristic of this zone is a parklike appearance of grounds surrounding buildings and
parking areas. Developers and owners of buildings and
parking facilities should bear in mind that the
privilege of occupying the building carries with it the
corresponding responsibility to develop and main tain
the buildings and facilities in harmony with the
aesthetic qualities of city parks .

B.

Permitted Uses
Uses within this zone shall be limited to Planned
Research and Business Park Projects which are
constructed and maintained in accordance with
applicable provisions of Section 2-6 of this Code.

c.

Special Provisions
Special provisions shall apply in this zone in order to
protect its essential characteristics.

26
..)

29
30

31.
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

40
41.
42
43
44
45
46

BP Business and Research Park Zone

1.
2.
3.

47
48

49
50

4.

No single BP Zone district shall contain less than
twenty-five (25 acres) .
The space required around buildings shall be kept
free from refuse and debris.
Landscaping shall be maintained commensurate with
standards of city parks.
All buildings and uses within the zone shall
comply with all applicable Supplementary
Development Standards as set forth in this Code.

Sl.

1
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2
4
5
6
7

2 - 6 . 14

A.

9

10
11

B.

Permitted Uses
1.
2.

21
22
23
24
25
26

3
4.

"'7
J

s.

29
30
31
32
33

6.
7.

34

35

40
41
42

c.

45

46
47
48
49

50

51

Office buildings, research buildings and printing
establishments .
Light manufacturing of Jewelry, scientific
instruments, computer components and computer
software and electronic manufacturing
establishments .
Electric and natural gas regulating stations
Accessory buildings , uses and structures
incidental to the primary uses
Driveways, off-street parking facilities, walls,
utility systems, landscaped structures and grounds
and similar uses incidental to the main use.
Open water courses and storm water detention
basins incorporated as an integral part of the
landscape features .
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities,
subject to the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of
this Code .

Design Standards
1.
2.

43

44

Projects

Intent

20

36
37
38
39

~ark

The intent of this Section shall be:
1.
To promote the development of attractive and
nuisance-free research and office buildings .
2.
To promote industry and the economic well-being of
the inhabitants.
3.
Establish guidelines pertaining to the design,
construction, and maintenance of industrial
buildings in attractive landscaped surroundings.

8

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Planned Business and Research

3.

The Minimum lot area of any use within the zone
shall be two and one-half (2 . 5) acres.
No primary structure upon any lot within the zone
shall contain less than 30 ,000 square feet of
floor area.
Primary buildings shall be located not less than
so feet from any lot line adjacent to a street and
35 feet from the closest property line adjacent to
another lot line and 35 feet from any property
line adjacent to any railroad, interstate highway
or other road right-of-way which is non accessible
from the lot.
2
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4.

1

.,
4
5
6
7

5.

8

6.

9

10
11

12
13
14

15
16

17
18
19

7.

20

21
22
23
24

8.

25
26
7

-B

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

9.

D.

Approval Procedure
The procedure leading to approval shall be the same as
set forth in Section 2-6 . 2B except that no information
brochure or final plat shall be required for the
developments which are to be retained in one ownership .

E.

Required Improvements
The following improvements shall be constructed by the
developer in each planned industrial park in accordance
wi th American Fork City standards as directed by the
City Engineer.
1.
Streets, driveways, and parking areas which shall
be graded, graveled and hard- surfaced .
2.
Curbs, gutters, and walkways.
3.
Drainage and flood control structures and
facilities.
4.
On-site wate r and sewer mains; subject to the
provisions of Section 4-4 of this Code.

37

38
39
40

41
42

43

44
45
46
47

48
49

50

51
2

The number of off-street parking spaces shall
conform to City standards . No off-street parking
area shall be located within any portion of the
front setback area and no dri veway or off-street
parking area shall be closer than fifteen (15)
feet from any side or rear lot line.
At least twenty-five (25) percent of the area
contained within the site shall be landscaped .
All portions of the front setback area shall be
landscaped with lawn, trees, shrubs and other
landscaping materials, except for those portions
occupied by necessary driveways, sidewalks . All
portions of the side and rear setback area shall
be landscaped with lawn, trees, shrubs and other
landscaping materials except for portions occupied
by off-street parking, accessory buildings etc .
All landscaping shall conform to a landscaping
plan approved by the City .
In addition, parking lots shall be provided around
the periphery and within islands and bays within
the internal of said parking lots. All such
landscaping areas shall be of sufficient size to
adequately accommodate the demands of the
landscaping provided .
Signs shall be limited to facia signs and free standing monument signs designed and constructed
in accordance with the City 's sign ordinance and
identified upon the approved site plan .
All uses within the zone shall be conducted
entirel y within the buildings . No outside storage
of materials or product, trash, or equipment,
except motor vehicles utilized by employees and
licensed for street use shall be permitted.

3
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s.

4

6.
7.
8.

5
6

9.
10.
11 .

7
8
9

10
11.
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

12.
F.

Required Documents
1.
Where the development is to be retained in one·
ownership, required documents shall include :
a.
Covenants, conditions, restrictions and
management policies.
b.
Management Agreement .
2.
Where the development has t wo or more owners or
where an ex isting development is being divided
into two or more ownerships, required documents
shall include:
a.
Articles of Incorporation for Property
Owners' Association .
b.
Corporation By-laws.
c.
Covenants, conditions, restrictions and
management policies.
d.
Management agreement .

G.

Special Prov isions
The landscaping shall be maintained in a condition
which is commensurate with the quality of maintenance
of City parks.

20

21.
22
23
24

25
26
~a

29
30
31.
32
33
34

Off-site water and sewer mains; subject to the
provisions of Section 4-5 of this Code .
Fire hydrants .
Permanent survey monuments.
Gas, electric and telephone lines (which shall be
placed underground) .
Landscaping in the common area .
Sprinkling or other suitable irri gation sy stems.
Fences, walls, and all other common areas,
facilities, systems and structures proposed for
the development as shown on the final plans .
Street lighting .
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 17, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planni ng
Commission will meet in regular session on Oc tober 17, 2001, 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 proposed site plan for an addition of
a storage building at the American Fork Hospital located 170
North 1100 East .
Review and a.ct i on on a 2 lot subdivision plat for NOVA SOURCE
at 150 North West State Road .
Review and action on a site plan for NOVA SOURCE at 142 North
West State Road .
Review and action on a site plan for ECDC / Allied Waste I nc .
located at 617 East 1500 South .
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance for a Highwa y
Overlay Zone.
Update and discussion on elements of t he General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the October 3, 200 1, Planning Commission
minutes.
Adjournment .

Dated this 9 day of October, 2001 .

James S . Hansen, Chairman
Published in New Utah! October 10, 2001 .

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COM:MISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 17, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, October 17,
2001 , in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan,
and Michael Georgeson. Staff present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Karol Ann McMullin, Clay Holland, MarkS. Greenwood, Steven
Johnson, Richard McMullin, Shane Smoot, Larry Robinson, Melvin Radmall, Jarrod Hunt, Brad
Frost, Reed Bromley, Gordon Miner, Lee Cabell, Ron Jones, and Barbara Christiansen, a member
of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR AN ADDITION OF A
STORAGE BUILDING AT THE AMERICAN FORK HOSPITAL LOCATED AT 170 NORTH
1100 EAST
Ron Jones, a representative ofiHC, said the engineering and grounds department at the American
Fork Hospital will be increased to take care of the new facilities that are being built. He said
they are proposing to put a put a 30' X 40' shed in the back ofthe hospital campus behind the
central heating plant. He said the shed will be used primarily to park trucks and landscape
equipment in. He pointed out that the shed will be a prefabricated shed.
Chairman Hansen asked if there will be electricity in the building.

Mr. Jones said they were not planning on putting electricity in the building.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the proposed shed needs to meet the fire separation requirements that
are set forth in the Uniform Fire Code. He recommended that the proposed amendment to the
sjte plan be seen as a minor amendment and that no public hearing would be required .
Mr. Baldwin asked how the drainage on the property well be affected with the placement of the
proposed shed .

.IV...r. Hadfield said that he does not see an drainage problems that will be created by the placement
ofthe proposed shed on the property.

Mr. Georgeson asked ifthere would be liquids stored in the shed. He expressed concern about
liquids being stored in the shed since the bUilding will not be heated .
Mr. Jones stated that small quantities ofliquids:will be stored in the shed.

Mr. Georgeson asked if there are any architectural features that the Planning Commission needs
to be aware of
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Mr. Hadfield stated that the building will be a prefabricated building.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the proposed site plan for an addition of a storage building
at the American Fork Hospital located at 170 North 1100 East subject to: (1) the shed
being placed the proper distance from the central plant in order to be in compliance with
the Uniform Fire Code and (2) the finding that the proposed amendment is a minor
amendment to the site plan .
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson asked ifthe temporary gravel road will remain.
Mr. Jones explained that the gravel road was put in order to accommodate traffic to the physical
therapy building . He said in about thirty days the road t hat goes in front of t he physical therapy
building should open up. H e stated that the road in back will not be a public road.
Mr. Christensen asked about the proximity of the closest residences. It was discussed that there
are no residences within 600 feet of t he proposed shed. There was also some discussion about the
proximity of the proposed shed to the property lines. It was discussed that the property line is
quite a ways back from the proposed shed .

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hunter,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A 2-LOT SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR NOVA SOURCE AT 150
NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hansen noted that the name of the proposed project has now changed to American
Fork Place.
Mr. Hadfield said the advertisement in the n~wspaper for this item may have been his fault
because he left in a hurry for St. George and that is how it ended up being noted on the agenda as
a 2-lot subdivision when it is a one-lot subdivision off of a residual parcel.

Mr. H adfield stated that the property frontage on US Highway 89 needs to be appropriately
deeded to the City. He said there are some notes throughout the proposed subdivision plat that
are not consistent and so those need to be corrected. He said two subdivision monuments with
their associated state plane coordinates need to be included on the proposed plat. He pointed
out that there is some possibility for a boundary line agreement between the owner of the property
proposed for development and the property owner to t he south, which is Timpanogos Rental.
Mr. Hansen asked if 13 .77 feet needs to be dedicated to the City along US-89.
Mr. Hadfield said that he is not sure if 13.77 feet needs to dedicated along US-89. He said the
amount of property that is to be deeded needs to be enough so that it matches the property above
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and below the property proposed for develo pment.

It was noted that the word easement needs to be correctly spelled on the plat.

Mr. Despain stated that it is hard to separate the subdivision from the PUD. He said that the
subdivision plat and the PUD need to go through the process together. He said the portions that
are to be dedicated to the City fo r the road need to be consistent with the property to the south.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the access easement to State Road is shown on the proposed
plan.

Mr. Hadfield said he plotted each of the easements over the Utah County Plat for the property
proposed for development and he found no errors in the legal description of the proposed
easements.

Nfr. Hansen asked if the Planning Commission can forward the proposed subdivision plat to the
City Council w ithout the easements being executed.
In response to Mr. Hansen's question about the easements, M r. Despain said the applicant
understands that he needs to provide the fully executed easements to the City. He said the issue
of putting the descriptions in an easement form is largely an administrative kind of thing. He said
he believes the proposed subdivision plat could go forward t o the City Council subject to
incorporation ofthe descriptions.
Mark Greenwood said the execution ofthe easements should be done at the same time the
subdivision plat is recorded.

Mr. Hansen said the easements needs t o be signed prior to the City Council taking action on the
proposed subdivision.

Mr. Despain stated that the proposed subdivision plat and the final plat will both go to the City
c ·o uncil. He pointed out that the site plan w ill require a public hearing, which will not be held
for a couple of weeks. He said that he believes there is time to work through the issues relative to
the easements. He said the issue relative to the easements is a site plan issue.
Mr. Hansen said he believes the easements are a subdivisio n issue because you can't have access
to the property without the easements.

Mr. D espain said it is the site plan that provides the indication of how the property will be
accessed. He said the site plan and the subdivision can't be separated. He said the site plan and
subdivision plat must go forward concurrently.
Mr. H ansen said that he w ished the access were part of the subdivision.
Mr. Despain said the internal workings between the two parties "confound him ." He said "what
seems the logical way to do things is not the way the players want to do it. There is a hard way
and an easy way to do things and they (the players) have chosen the hard way."
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There was some discussion about whether it would be a problem to act on the pro posed
subdivision plat because it was noted in the newspaper as Nova Source. It was discussed that it
would not be a problem to act on the proposed subdivision plat even though the name of the
proposed subdivision was not properly noticed in the newspaper. Mr. Despain said that the
approximate address was advertised correctly, which is what is really important. He said the
name ofthe project is not as important as the address .
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the subdivision plat for American Fork Place at 150 North
West State Street subject to: (1) the strip on US Highway 89 being deeded appropriately to
the City to match the properties to the north and the south of the property proposed for
development (2) the notes being cleaned up on the plat (3) two subdivision monuments and
state plane coordinates being put on the plat (4) a boundary line agreement with the
adjacent property owner to ensure that there is no overlap or vacant sb·ip and (S)the
easement for access being provided concurrently with the action before the City Council.
Mr. Georgeson said he would second t he motion, if the motion could be amended to specify
that 13.77 feet needs to be dedicated to the City on US-89.

Mr. Baldwin said that the reason he did not spec_:ify that 13.77 feet be dedicated to the City is
because he wanted to leave that open so that the amount dedicated w ould be enough to match the
properties on the north and south.
After Mr. Baldwin's explanation, Mr. Georgeson said he was ok w ith Mr. Baldw in ' s proposed
motion as stated and he seconded the motion.

Mr. Despain said t here are more than just access easements that need to be provided. He said the
motion should not just specify access easements.

It was also discussed that the approval should be subject to the w ater rights being provided .
Mr. Baldwin amended his motion to in~lude .subject to all easements being provided and
also subject to the water rights being satisfied.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
'(hose voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Chr·istensen, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Despain asked ifthe boundary line agreement has been discussed with the representatives
from Timp Rental.
Mr. Greenwood said there has been some discussion with the representatives fro m Timp Rental.
He said the representatives from Timp Rental have not agreed to sign the boundary line
ag reement.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR NOVA SOURCE AT 142 NORTH WEST
STATE ROAD
Mr. Greenwood said there have been changes made to the site plan since the last Planning
Commission Meeting. He said Timp Rental 's site has modified the agreement for the second
access. He said Timp Rental does not want to grant the thru traffic. He pointed out that they
have added two more paricing stalls to the north side to address some of the parlcing issues that
were raised at the last Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Greenwood said with the additional dedication they will make a slight adjustment to the
parlcing on the very south to accommodate the change in dedication.
Mr. Hadfield said there needs to be some type of agreement in place for the handling of the storm
water. He said there also needs to be an access permit obtained from UDOT, which grants the
ingress and egress onto West State Road.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about how tight the radiuses are on the entry way. He suggested
that a more gradual radius be looked at.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed building needs to be built in accordance with the Uniform Fire
Code.
Mr. Hadfield said the references to 150 North Street need to be removed from the plat because
that is not going to be a dedicated street. He said the documentation and agreement for the
maintenance and access easement onto North West State Road need to be provided.
Mr. Despain said the document regarding the easement also needs to include a reciprocal parking
component as well.

Mr. Despain said there may be some slight changes in the descriptions on the access easements
because the curbs on the corners that are shown are not shown in the descriptions and so the
descriptions ought to include the turn radiuses.
Mr. Hansen stated that the improvements along US Highway 89 need to be done.
Mr. Hadfield said that he did not address the issue of the improvements along US Highway 89
because they are adequately rendered on the proposed site plan.
Mr. Baldwin said at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some discussion about
access and that some ofthe property owners may be landlocked. He asked what needs to be done
to ensure that "Tunex is not saddled in perpetuity with the maintenance of the common access."
Mr. Hadfield said the motion could include that as other tenants located on the proposed site that
there has to be some type of homeowners association created.
Mr. Despain pointed out the easement agreement will address the notion of maintenance
responsibility.
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Mr. Hansen asked the petitioner if they are planning on providing some kind ofPUD documents
with the maintenance of the access easement.
Shane Smoot ofNova Source said Tunex "will not be saddled" with the responsibility of
maintaining the access easement. He said maintenance of the access easement will be shared. He
said Tunex will probably shoulder the initial responsibility in order to get the access easement
installed. He stated that the maintenance issue is addressed in t he document that will be provided
to t he City.

Mr. Baldwin asked what can be done to ensure the maintenance of the access easement.
Mr. Smoot said full execution ofthe easement will ensure that the access easement is maintained.
Mr. Despain explained that documentation means that there is a property owners association
established and the rules governing the common features are set forth in that docu ment. H e said
the documentation that will need to be provided is a lot like the CC&R ' s fo r a PUD. He said that
he has had several discussions with Mr. Smoot and he understands what needs to be done. H e
said that he has spoken with Mr. Smoot about the need to provide easements to the City.
There was some discussion that it would be good to provide access t o the businesses without
requiring cars to go out onto US Highway 89, but that the City can't force property owners to
provide access to another property owner's business without going onto US Highway 89. Mr.
Hadfield said the property owners would have to agree to providing access to each others
business.
Mr. Georgeson asked what kind oftrees are going to be inst alled.

Mr. Christensen asked what size the trees will be.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the landscape plan shows there will be 5-gallon or 2-inch caliper
trees installed.
Mr. Christensen asked if the trees will be 5-gallon or 2-inch caliper. He said he would like to see
2-inch caliper trees.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for American Fork Place at 142 North West
State Road subject to: (1) the storm water agreement being provided (2) the UDOT access
permit being obtained (3) the turn radiuses on the entry way being a minimum of 15 feet
(4) provisions for fire separation according to the Uniform Fire Code being met (5) ISO
North being deleted from the drawings (6) cleaning up the notes on the drawings to the
satisfaction of the American Fork City E ngineering Department (7) the reciprocal parking
agreement being in place (8) the improvements on US-89 being provided (9) the easement
agreements being provided to the City and meeting the requirements of staff (10) the
landscape notes indicating specifically 2-inch caliper trees and (11) the cm·b and signs
being installed so that they do not interfere with the parking.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR ECDC/ALLIED WASTE INC. LOCATED
AT 617 EAST 1500 SOUTH
Chairman Hansen said this item will only be a discussion item because the property proposed fo r
development has not yet been annexed into the City. He then turned the time over to Richard
McMullin, Project Manager for ECDC.
Mr. McMullin explained that ECDC is a non-hazardous disposal site that is located in Carbon
County. He said they are proposing to put a transfer station on the property located at 617 East
1500 South to move solid waste from the North Utah County area to the ECDC Landfill for
ultimate.disposal.
Mr. M cMullin pointed out that landfills are governed by the Utah Department ofEnvironmental
Quality. He said ECD C has been in operation s_ince 1992. He said one of t he first misconceptions
that often occurs on a transfer station site plan is t hat people think the waste is staying in their
community. He said they are not proposing to put the landfill on the property located at 617 East
1500 South. He said the proposed site would be a distribution point to consolidate the waste and
then ship it to ECDC in Carbon County for disposal.

Mr. McMullin pointed out that the average Utah household generates 60 pounds of garbage per
week. He said with the number of residents living along the Wasatch Front garbage is quite an
ISSUe.

Chairman Hansen asked Mr. McMullin how many communities ECDC serves along the Wasatch
Front.
Mr. McMullin said that of the 29 counties in Utah, ECDC currently handles the waste for five of
them (1) Weber (2) Salt Lake (3) Utah (4) Tooele and (5) Carbon.
Mr. McMullin said once the garbage is collected it is taken to a transfer station, which is basically
a consolidation point and then sent t o a landfill for permanent disposal. The whole idea of the
transfer station is so that the collection vehicles do not have to run such a great distance in order
to unload the waste collected .
Mr. M cMullin said four ofthe five counties that they handle waste for currently use waste transfer
stations.
Mr. McMullin showed a picture of the Salt Lake Valley Transfer Station that is located at 502
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West 3300 South in Salt Lake City. He pointed out that the Salt Lake Valley Transfer Station has
been operating for two years. He said the Salt Lake Valley Transfer Station is a rail served
transfer station. He said all of the waste from metro Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County is
collected and sent to the ECDC landfill.

Mr. McMullin stated that transfer stations look very clean on the outside. He said in terms of
aesthetics a lot can be done to make them very pleasing and very unobtrusive. He said the most
offensive things like smells and rodents come from letting the waste sit. He said transfer stations
ship all of their waste from their facilities on a daily basis. He said the transfer station located in
Salt Lake City operates six days a week and all the waste is shipped to the East Carbon Landfill
by train six days a week.
Mr. McMullin explained that a transfer station is basically a large warehouse type structure on the
inside. He said the workers at the transfer station compact the material and sort out any
hazardous waste for proper disposal and then the waste is put in the transfer containers.

Mr. McMullin also showed a picture of a transfer station that is located in Springville.
Mr. McMullin said they are here tonight to petition to put a transfer station at 61 7 East 1500
South. He stated that ECDC has been serving the northern half of Utah County for almost 10
years. He said the proposed station will basically be an expansion of what they are doing in
Lindon. He said the proposed transfer station offers an overflow outlet to continue to manage
the growth. He said the reason they have chosen the proposed site is because it borders the
DRGW main line, which is now owned by Union Pacific. He said the proposed site will initially
be a truck-transfer station like the transfer station that is located in Springville. Mr. McMull in
said they have tried to be conscious about setting the building way back off of 1500 South.

Mr. McMullin explained that ECDC is owned by Allied Waste. He pointed out that Allied Waste
is the second largest waste company in the United States. He also pointed out that BFI is a
division of Allied Waste. He said ECDC has a lot of experience in terms of what works fo r the
management of waste.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the proposed building will be steel or masonry.
Mr. McMullin said they would prefer to use steel. He said the proposed building would look
very similar to the building that is located at the Salt Lake City facility .
Mr. McMullin said another reason they chose the proposed site is because of the freeway access
and the new interchange. He said they also tried to go with a like neighbor by going across the
street from the Timpanogos Special Service District.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the standards for air quality. He asked ifECDC has any violations
relative to air quality.
Mr. McMullin said he is not aware ofECDC being in violation of any ofthe air quality standards.
He pointed out that most transfer stations are equipped with an interior misting system. He said
most ofthe dust or air problems from solid waste come when one is actually dealing with it at the
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landfill surface. He said most of the air quality problems come from the dirt and not the waste
itself. He pointed out that most municipal waste has quite a bit of moisture in it.

Mr. Georgeson stated that the Lindon Landfill is extremely dusty on the inside and outside.
Mr. McMullin pointed out that the Lindon Landfill is owned by a government entity. He said the
proposed transfer station will be a private station owned by Allied.
Chairman Hansen asked if the transfer station would mainly be accepting waste from Allied's
sister company, BFI.
In response to Chairman Hansen's above question, Mr. McMullin said "that would be a major
part of it to start up with." He pointed out that they are also proposing a residential dumping
wing. He said they want to be community-friendly so that residents can bring their garbage to
dump if they so choose.

Mr. Georgeson asked ifECDC would be willing to work with a different provider of services for
residential pick up, if American Fork City and the adjacent communities decide to go with a
different provider in the future. He expressed concern about whether another transfer station
would have to be built if American Fork City and the adjacent communities choose to go with a
different provider of services for residential pick up.
Mr. McMullin said if American Fork City and the adjacent communities decide to go with a
different service provider, ECDC would try to make a deal with the future provider of services.
There was some discussion about whether the General Plan would allow the proposed use on the
property proposed for development. Mr. Christensen said it seems that there should be some
kind of a buffer between the proposed use and the adjacent properties. He said there should be
some kind ofblock wall or heavy landscaping put up as a buffer.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are some annexation issues and subdivision issues that need to be
completed before the Planning Commission gets "wrapped up in the individual site plan issues."
He said one issue that needs to be addressed is whether the proposed use meets the intent of the
highway overlay zone.

Mr. Richan stated that there is very little landscaping shown on the site plan.
Mr. McMullin said they know that landscaping is very important. He said the site can be
landscaped very nicely.
Mr. Richan said 1500 South is going to be a very important collector street with a lot of traffic on
it. He said 1500 South is also the entry way into American Fork City. He said that he would like
to see some proper landscaping.

Mr. Jones pointed out that there is a 100-foot landscape strip along 1500 South.
Mr. Christensen asked if there has been any thought to recycling some of the material so that not
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as much has to be shipped off.
Mr. McMullin stated that the BFI division currently has a full-blown recyclery that operates in
Salt Lake City. He said they would be willing to provide however many bins that the City feels
would be appropriate for the residents to drop off recyclable materials. He said they would be
willing t o take the recyclable materials to the plant in Salt Lake City. He stated that there are no
plans to build a recyclery at the proposed site.

Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. McMullin if he has talked to Union Pacific to see if they would be
agreeable to building a connection to the main line so that the waste can be shipped by rail in the
future.
Mr. McMullin said they have talked to Union Pacific, but not about the proposed site yet because
they did not want to get too far ahead of themselves. He said that Union Pacific is aware that
they are looking at this corridor.
Nfr. Georgeson expressed concern about whether 500 East can handle the heavy t ruck traffic that
will be generated ifthe proposed transfer station is approved.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that 500 East between Sam White Lane and 1500 South is a 66-foot
wide cross section. He stated that 1500 South is going to have to be improved.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed project has a fairly significant parking component. He
stated that parking lots associated with projects are permitted. He pointed out that the Planned
Industrial Zone does not specifically list transfer station as one of the permitted uses. He said if
the proposed use were to be permitted, the City Council would have to rule on whether the
proposed use will harmonize with the intent ofthe P lanned Industrial Zone. He said the
Planning Commission and City Council will have to look at whether the proposed site plan meets
the intent of the Planned Industrial Zone.
Mr. Despain said if the City allows the proposed metal building it will be the first metal building in
the Planned Industrial Zone in American Fork City. He said historically the City has been very
careful to make sure that the buildings that are built in the Planned Industrial Zone are not
industrial in character.
Reed Bromley pointed out some of the things that have now been completed in regards to the
annexation.
There was some discussion about whether the pro posed transfer station would deter other
businesses from locating in the subdivision. Mr. Bromley said he was concerned that the
proposed transfer station would deter other businesses from locating in the subdivision, bu t he
went and visited the site in Salt Lake City and felt more comfortable about the proposed transfer
station being located on the property at 617 East 1500 South. He said that as he walked the
majority ofthe site in Salt Lake City he could not smell anything offensive.

Mr. Despain stated that American Fork City is a member of the Timpanogos Special Service
District and he is not sure whether they are obligated to deposit their waste in their facil ity. He

(Planning Commission Minutes- October 17. 200 I)

10

said that he does not know how the Timpanogos Special Service District feels about the proposed
project. He expressed concern that Timpanogs mjght see the proposed facility as competition to
them. He said the City needs to talk to the Timpanogos Special Service District to see if they
view the proposed project in a positive or negative light.

Mr. Hadfield said he does not trunk the Planning Comrrussion needs to worry about how the
Timpanogos Special Service District views the proposed project. He said the Planning
Commission needs to worry about whether the proposed project will be good for the City and
whether the proposed use meets the intent of the zone. He said the Planning Comrrussion needs
to look at what the intent is of the general plan in the Planned Industrial Zone and whether the
proposed use would be compatible.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Bromley is working on completing the outstanding issues
relative to the annexation.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that he has recommended to the City Engineer and the City
Adrrunistrator t hat they hire a consulting firm to do a traffic analysis on 1500 South. He pointed
out that there is also a power pole on the west side of 500 East that needs to possibly be moved
to get the 96-foot wide road. He stated that it would cost around $280,000 to move the power
pole. He said there are still several issues that staff have not completely worked through yet.

Mr. McMullin asked if they should come back after the annexation is complete.
Mr. Hansen suggested to Mr. McMullin that he may want to talk with the City Council to see if
the proposed use is compatible with the Planned Industrial Zone.
Mr. Despain said that he thinks the petitioner would like to know if the Planning Commission
feel s like the proposed use would work in the Planned Industrial Zone.
Councilman Hunter said he trunks the proposed use would be fine in the Planned Industrial Zone,
but said he did not think the City Counci.l would "buy off' on the metal building.
Mr. McMullin asked if the Planning Commission would make a motion so that he could go to the
City Council to find out what its feelings on the proposed project would be.
Mr. Baldwin said it appears the proposed use could be made compatible with the Planned
Industrial Zone if the concerns are appropriately addressed.

Mr. Richan asked how many trucks would be coming and going from the proposed transfer
station in a day.
Mr. McMullin said there will be about 3 5 trucks coming and going from the transfer station a
day. He pointed out that each of the BFI Trucks can carry about 8 to 9 tons when fully loaded.
Mr. Richan asked what the anticipated height of the building is.

Mr. McMullin said the height of the building will be about 20 feet hjgh.
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Mr. Christensen asked what the setbacks are going to be along 1500 South.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about having the setbacks be 500 feet along
1500 South.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about whether the proposed use will be compatible with the
other uses in the area. He said that there needs to be some buffering done to make the site look
aesthetically pleasing so that it is not noticeable. He said keeping the existing trees is critical. He
also said the further the transfer station is set back from the road the better. He said buffering
the transfer station from the other uses would be appropriate.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the major questions in regard to the proposed project are going to
have to be answered from the City Council.

Mr. Hansen said there is some potential that the proposed project would work in the P lanned
Industrial Zone. He expressed concern about how some ofthe other uses would be impacted if
the transfer station is allowed to be built on the property proposed for development.
Melvin Radmall suggested that the City needs to talk to Stewart Cowley, who controls the
transfer station in Lindon. He said that the City has a contract with the Lindon T ransfer Station
to pick up the municipal waste. He said "American Fork may be biting its own foot" because it is
in the North Utah County Compact.
Mr. McMullin stated that the transfer station will be used for more than just municipal waste and
will be used for more than just American Fork City 's waste.

Chairman Hansen told Mr. McMullin that he needs to work with Mr. Despain more.
Mr. McMullin asked if it would be ok from him to make a presentation to the City Council.

The Planning Commission Members told Mr. McMullin that there would be no problem with him
making a presentation to the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR A HIGHWAY OVERLAY
ZONE
Chairman H ansen said this item will also be just a discussion item tonight.
Chairman Hansen suggested that maybe they need to look at a different highway overlay zone like
the one that goes up 1100 East.
There was some discussion about the proposed Business Park Zone. Mr. Despain pointed out
that the business park approach does not work in residential areas. He asked what areas the
Planning Commission felt the Business Park Zone would be appropriate. He said the Business
Park Zone might work well for Boyd Williams Property.
The Planning Commission directed Mr. Despain to include Boyd Williams Property in the
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Business Park Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that he would still need to do some more work on the proposed Highway
Overlay Zone and then he will bring it back to the Planning Commission.
UPDATE AND DISCUSSION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Lee Cabell to discuss the
transportation element of the General Plan.
Mr. Cabell pointed out that about three years ago the Planning Commission began updating the
master transportation plan and discovered that based on the land uses and the transportation
network that the City is about 19,000 vehicle trips per day short of providing the capacity relative
to being able to get cars across I -15 .
Mr. Cabell pointed out that currently there are a lot of different transportation modes being
looked at to accommodate future growth from Brigham City to P ayson. He said there are plans
to improve the I-15 Corridor in North Utah County. He said there are also some plans to
expand the Legacy Highway into Utah County.

Mr. Cabell said the North Valley Connector Study, which looked at the east-west transportation
between I-15 and Eagle Mountain, Cedar Fort, and Saratoga Springs recommends that three
major transportation facilities need to be planned for to accommodate the build out of those areas.
Mr. Cabell discussed some of the other transportation studies that have recently been completed
and some that are currently being worked on.

Mr. Cabell pointed out that it is recommended that the south corridor that goes through American
Fork should be 120 feet wide. He said that American Fork's current master plan shows 1500
South as an arterial class road that is only 96 feet wide. He said currently it is being proposed
that 1500 South be placed in the Highway Overlay Zone, which directly relates to the
transportation plan. He said the issue of 1500 South being placed in the Highway Overlay Zone
is something that needs to be addressed.
There was a lot of discussion about the southern corridor and that it is recommended that it be
120 feet wide instead of 96 feet wide. Mr. Despain pointed out that legal counsel is concerned
about changing the current policy to require the 120-foot wide corridor.
Mr. Hadfield said that American Fork City currently has a standard to take 96 feet at the time of
annexation whereas other cities are not requiring the property to be provided at the time of
annexation. He said in American Fork's General Plan it shows that nothj ng can be built within the
road.

Chairman Hansen stated that the City needs to make sure the south corridor stays open to
accommodate the road.

Mr. Cabell pointed out that the State of Utah is being more proactive in terms of corridor
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preservation. He said the legislature has established a corridor preservation funding mechanism to
begin to acquire property for corridors like the southern corridor. He stated that 120 feet is more
than what has been currently being planned for, but it is also less than half of the 328 feet that is
being preserved all the way up and down Salt Lake County and for the Legacy Highway.
Mr. Cabell passed out a copy that shows the current I-15 crossing locations and possible options
that could be used to help accommodate the traffic that needs to cross I -15 . The copy that shows
the current I-15 crossing locations (AF Master Plan I-15 Screenline Volumes) is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
After discussing the AF Master Plan I-15 Screenline
Volumes he explained that all ofthe crossings together add up to about 18 total lanes with
needing to service about 131,000 vehicle trips per day.
He said they need to service about
6, 000 vehicles per lane to accommodate a Level of Service C, which adds up to about 22 lanes
total travel across I-15. Mr. Cabell said in order to accommodate 6,000 vehicles per lane and
upgrade on Main Street would be required as well as an upgrade at the Main Street and 500 East
interchange, which is already in UDOT' s plan.

Mr. Cabell pointed out that other scenarios that have been looked at (1) widening 100 East to
four lanes (2)widening 300 West to four lanes (3) widening both 100 East and 300 West to four
lanes or (4) put in a new crossing at Center Street. He said in order to reach the Level of
Service C they would either need to widen both 100 East and 300 West or put in a new crossing
at Center Street.
Mr. Cabell pointed out that UDOT and MAG is doing a study on the I-15 Corridor to see what
needs to be done to I -15 and to identify how many lanes there need to be in the future or what
interchanges need to be rebuilt.

Mr. Cabell said the City needs to think about whether it would like to widen the existing crossings
and what ramifications there will be if they are widened verses what would happen if they put a
new crossing at Center Street. He stated that there are advantages and disadvantages to
widening the existing crossings and to putting a new crossing at Center Street.
After discussing the south side transportation issues, Mr. Cabell asked if there are other items that
the Planning Commission would like included in the transportation plan.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Cabell ran the models based on the densities of two and three
dwellings per acre for the south side. He said if developers are given higher densities on the south
side and the General Plan is not followed, then the transportation element will be impacted.
Mr. Georgeson asked when the rebuild for I-15 in Utah County will begin. In response to Mr.
Georgeson's question, Mr. Cabell said that he did not know w hen they would begin working on I15 in Utah County. He said currently there is study being done regarding I-15 . He said the study
will take about 18 months to complete. He said part of the goal of the study is to identify three or
four top highest priority projects that need to be done. He said the people involved with the I15 study are working toward creating a general development plan for the I -15 Corridor.

Mr. Cabell stated that he does not anticipate a lot of changes to the transportation element for the
north side ofl-15. He said most ofthe changes to the transportation element wi ll be on the west
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ofMain Street and south ofl-15 . He pointed out that trend analysis do show light rail in Utah
County over the next 30 years. He said it does not mean that light rail w ill not be put in Utah
County, but that is what is being shown now.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that American Fork City is working on a pressurized irrigation system.
He said that an engineering firm has been hired to some analysis regarding a pressurized irrigation
system in American Fork. He said there is a "hole" in the drainage element as it impacts the
south side. He said the City Administrator has given approvals for the E ngineering Department to
go out for RFPs to get an engineering firm to write the drainage portion of the General Pl an.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission would like to have another look at the trails,
parks, and open space element ofthe General Plan. It was discussed that the Planning
Commission would like to have another look at the trails, parks, and open space element of the
General Plan.
Mr. Despain said the freeway is "a Chinese Wall." He said that 300 West and 100 East need to
be widened and there needs to be a new crossing built at Center Street. He said the extension on
Center Street should be an "on grade facility" even though it crosses the railroad . He pointed
out that Mr. Georgeson has expressed some concern in the past about what happens around
overpasses and the difficulty of accommodating 400 South when it goes to an overpass structure.
Mr. Hadfield suggested letting 300 West and 100 East stay elevated and then just " have a hole
through Center or 100 West to accommodate an additional crossing ."
Mr. Georgeson stated that he would be impacted if 100 East were widened.
difficult to widen 100 East and 300 West.

He said it would be

Mr. Baldwin said one concern that needs to be addressed is how to create a path for emergency
response vehicles.

Mr. Cabell said in the long term there could be another emergency services facility on the south
side ofthe freeway.
It was discussed that it is important to not only know how many lanes there w ill be, but also to
know where the lanes are going to be.

Mr. Hansen said a crossing at Center Street would be good.
Mr. Richan said the City needs to work with Lehi to see what their attitude is in regards to 1500
South.
Mr. Cabell pointed out that all of the different communities are being talked to regarding the
south corridor. He said that at Lehi's last Planning Commission Meeting, the Planning
Commission moved to amend the master plan to incorporate the full 120-foot width through their
community.

Mr. Cabell said Lehi City is very active in the North Utah Valley Connector Study. He said that
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Saratoga Springs has also been actively involved in the North Utah Valley Connector Study. Mr.
Cabell said most people realize that some advanced planning needs to be done.
After Mr. Cabell discussed some ofthe transportation elements, M r. Hadfield said that staff will
continue to work on the other elements of the General Plan so that public hearings can be held on
the various elements of the General Plan.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Westfield Project (now called The Meadows)
Mr. Despain said there has been some issue relative to the Don Green Parcel. He said the
petitioners have indicated that Wal-mart and Lowes want to come together and get started on
their buildings.
Mr. Despain said the City has tried to stress to the developers the importance ofthe road pattern
for the proposed project. He said the developers do not seem to be too worried about the road
pattern right now. He said he does not want to see a condition where US-89 serves as the
circulation pattern for the proposed project. He said there needs to be an adequate internal
circulation pattern.
Mr. Hansen said that he has one concern. He said that Barbara's article regarding SID fo r the
Westfield Project (now The Meadows) indicated that Woodbury had approval for their proposed
project. He said that he hopes that Woodbury understands that their project has not yet been
approved.
Barbara Christiansen stated that she did not mean to indicate that Woodbury had received
approval for their proposed project.
Mr. Despain stated that there has to be some fairly precise information provided when creating an
SID. He said any costs over what is stated in the SID will have to be paid for by the developer.
He stated that he keeps reminding the developers that the SID and the site plan are not the same
thing. He explained that the SID is the financing mechanism and is not the basis for planning.
Mr. Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to look at the transportation plan for the
proposed project.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield said the Utah League of Cities and Towns will be hold ing a Citizens Planner
Seminar on October 19 and 20 in Brigham City, on November 16 and 17 in P rice, and on
December 14 and 15 in North Salt Lake.
Mr. Hadfield reported that there is also a seminar on private prope1iy rights on October 25, 200 1.
He told the Planning Commissioners to let him know if they would like to attend any ofthe
seminars and he will get them registered .
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Mr. Despain said that some property owners are being encouraged to sue the City when the storm
water from a project that the City has approved negatively impacts them. He said the Planning
Commission needs to understand that some people will make an effort to try to impose liability on
the City in regards to storm water run off issues.
Mr. Richan asked if the City would be liable, if a building breaks down because the ground settles.
He said that there are some unbuildable parcels of land in the City and expressed concern about
the City being opened up for lawsuits.
Discussion of Gordon Miner 's Property
Gordon Miner said that he has talked to Lehi City about moving the declaration boundary so that
his property could be included in American Fork City's boundary. He said that he has a letter
from Mayor Barratt that "states that the City w ill take him (in other words bring his property into
American Fork City), ifLehi City will let him go. He said that Lehi City has indicated that they
"will not hold him hostage, but that they do not want to wholesale change the boundary because
there was a lot of thought put into the boundary." He said that Lehi City has indicated that they
"will not hold him hostage" if he has utilities available to him. He said that he would like to be
able to connect onto American Fork City's water line because this past summer he turned on his
hose and was sucking air. He said that some of his adjacent neighbors would also like to be able
to hook onto American Fork City utilities.

Mr. Miner again said that Lehi City would be willing to more carefully consider his request to
change the declaration boundary, if he can connect onto American City utilities.
Mr. Miner said that his property is 15 feet below grade of the sewer line. He said the reason that
he is here tonight is to see if the City would allow him to pump his sewage. He pointed out that
it is important for Lehi City to maintain contiguity between the City and their pressurized
irrigation reservoir.
Mr. Miner said that he has tried to work with Laura Johnson in order to get a public utility
easement, but she is in the process of going through a divorce so she is not really doing anything
with her property right now because the property is in her name and her husband's name (Gary
Johnson) .
Mr. Hansen said that Mr. Miner is present tonight to find out what the Planning Commission's
feelings are in regards to pump stations.
Mr. Miner said that he would only like to pump his house.
Mr. Baldwin said in his experience, grinder pumps only last for 6 to 12 months .
Mr. Miner said he is aware of the maintenance problems associated with grinder pumps.

Mr. Baldwin asked how long it will be before the gravity fed sewer wou ld be available.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question about how long it would be before the gravity fed sewer
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would be installed, Mr. Miner said it depends on what the Johnsons do with their property.
Mr. Georgeson said the issue ofMr. Miner pumping is not the City's problem, but is Mr. Miner' s
problem.
Mr. Christensen said it looks like the issue is an annexation issue. He said it looks like the City
would have a piece in the City that is not contiguous to the rest of the City.
Mr. Miner said all they are doing is moving the declaration boundary.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about who would maintain the road.
Mr. Despain said an annexation is what needs to be done. He said there needs to be an outright
annexation agreement between American Fork City and Leru City. He said Ameri can Fork
City's position is that it is content with the current boundary and is not going to encourage any
violation ofthat boundary.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Miner if his septic tank works. He said he wonders why Mr. Miner is
interested in access to the sewer, if it is only for !Us home. He asked Mr. Miner if he is interested
in developing his property in the near future.
Mr. Miner said he does intend to develop his property, but not in the near future .
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Miner why he needs a pump.

Mr. Miner said he needs to know if he can pump because that is the question that Lehi City is
going to ask rum.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the sewer line that Mr. Miner would hook onto is not American
Fork's line. He said the sewer line belongs to Timpanogos Special Service District. He
explained that Timpanogos Special Service District does not permit private connections into their
line. He stated that he can't see American Fork City taking ownersrup of a private grinder
pump. He said that the City is not the one that can grant Mr. Miner approval to tap into the
sewer line. He said that Mr. Miner needs to talk to Timpanogos Special Service D istrict about
connecting onto their line.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Miner that American Fork City would not mind if he continued to use his
septic tank. He told Mr. Miner that he is the one that is driving the issue of having an alternative
sewage disposal facility.
Mr. Miner said that Lehi City is going to ask if services are available so that he can connect onto
the sewer line and water line.
Chairman Hansen stated that services are currently not available, but that water services may be
available shortly.
Mr. Miner said he is representing 10 acres with three property owners.
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Mr. Despain said that if Mr. Miner is asking for approval so that all three property owners can be
on a lift station, then American Fork City is going to get involved and its answer to that request is
no. He said American Fork City does not allow lift stations.
After much discussion on this issue, the Planning Commission finally told Mr. Miner that they
can' t help him. Chairman Hansen told Mr. Miner that he needs to continue to work with Lehi
City.

Mr. Miner said that he is only asking for the declaration boundary to be changed and he is not
asking to be annexed into the City.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Miner that he is ultimately asking to be annexed into the City.

Mr. Despain pointed out that there are boundary agreements between the two municipalities.
Mr. Miner said that both Lehi City and American Fork City are saying it depends on w hat the
other city says. He said that he needs someone to step up.
Chairman Hansen said that the Planning Commission is not going to make any recommendation
o ne way or the other tonight. He told Mr. Miner to go back and talk to Lehi City and then the
Planning Commission can entertain the request again.

Mr. Miner said that Lehi City told him to come to American Fork City to see how it felt about his
request.
Mr. Baldwin told Mr. Miner that the Planning Commission is not the body that can help him. He
told Mr. Miner that he needs to go to the City Council.
Mr. Miner said that Howard Denney sent him to the Planning Commissio n.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Miner that the reason Mr. Denney sent him to the Planning
Commission is because of t he issue regarding a pump station .
He explained that if an individual
home can't reach the sewer line, then that home can pump.
Mr. Despain again explained that the sewer line that is closest to Mr. Miner's home is not a City
line. He further explained that the City can't allow connections to the district lines for individual
homes.

Mr. Miner said the issue of moving the declaration boundary is a planning issue.
may come to the point that nothing can happen until annexation time.

He said that it

Mr. Despain asked Mr. Miner if he will annex in the near future.
Mr. Miner said it is not possible for him to annex into the City because he can 't get contiguity.
Mr. D espain told Mr. Miner that he needs to show Lehi City how they can be contiguous to their
reservOir.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 3 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the October 3, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 37 "conveyance" should be changed to "convenience." On Page 6, Line
43 "subdivision s" should be changed to "subdivisions." On Page 9, Line 17 "include the"
should be changed to "include in the." On Page 12, Line 31 "quite" should be changed to
" quiet." On Page 14, Line 15 "but if believes" should be changed to " but he believes." On
Page 16, Line 4 where it reads "He said he does not see any apparent benefit to the City to
let the property owner develop the property the way that it wants to" should be changed to
"He said he does not see any particular benefit to the City whether the road is located on
the north or south of the property and so the property owner ought to be able to locate the
road where he/she wants to."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Richan moved to adjourn.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:42 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 7, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 7, 2001, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00 p.m .
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Review and action on a requ est for approval o f a Historic
Conservation Project at 159 South Center Street.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Gasser
Annexation consisting of 4.78 acres at 1195 East 50 South.
Revi ew and action on a zone change request by All American
Development for a zone change from the existing RA-1 to the
R1-9000 Single Family Residential zone at 655 West 750 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of the American Fork
Industrial Park located at 1300 South 500 East consisting of
6 lots.
Review and action on the f i nal plat of Virginia Ridge PlatE
at 1250 North 500 West.
Discussion on a proposed concept plan for the Meadows
Commercial Center (Westfield-Woodbury) at 875 West State Road
consisting of 160 acres in the SC- 1 zone.
Review and action on a proposed fence on a double frontage lot
at 993 East 220 North.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance establishing a
Business Park zone.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the October 17, 2001, Planning Commission
minut e s.
Adjournment .

Dated this 30 day of Octobe r, 2001 .

James S. Hansen , Chairman
Published in New Utah ! October 31, 2001.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 7, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, November
7, 2001 , in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan,
Michael Georgeson, and *Steve Nielsen. Staff present included *Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, and
Melanie Marsh . Others present included Cory Boyer, Kyle Glazier, Greg Mecham, Derek Baum,
Andrew Barton, Trulan Preece, Mark Harris, Dean Peterson, Shad M. Pyper, Ryan Wood, Jeff
Staten, Jonathan Collins, Jay Shepherd, Brad Myler, Paul Lyman, Vickie Lund, Andrew Lund,
Rochelle Price, Layne Summers, Shawn Hadfield, Sherilyn Shelley, Mike Shelley, Dale Price,
David Blake, Stephen Sowby, Brent Ventura, Janice Hanson, Steve Pruitt, Ryan Hales, Ned
Stephenson, Lynn Woodbury, Steven Bule, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A IDSTORJC
CONSERVATION PROJECT AT 159 SOUTH CENTER STREET
Mr. Hadfield said that based upon the age of the home the proposed project would qualify as a
historic conservation project. He said there is sufficient parking on site. He said the drainage is
properly handled on site. He said there are no engineering concerns. He asked if the home has
been accepted to be put on the State Register of Historic Sites and Buildings.

Janice Hanson, the applicant, said that she gave Councilmember Belmont the application for the
home to be put on the State Register of Historic Sites and Buildings a couple of months ago, but
she has not heard anything back from her yet.
Chairman Hansen read from Section 2-6.8 of the American Fork Development Code, which set
forth the requirements for historic conservation projects. He pointed out that there are three ways
that a structure can qualify as a historic conservation project. Following are the three ways that a
structure can qualify as a historic conservation project:
I.
2.

3,

Previously placed upon the state or nati,)nal register or historic sites or buildings, or
Previously placed upon the Historic Sites List or Historic Landmarks Register in
accordance with the applicable provisions or Ordinance 91-08 -09, (Ordinance authorizing
historic sites list and historic landmarks register), or
Previously designated by resolution of the City Council as a structure of local historical
significance.

Chairman Hansen asked if the site meets one of the three qualifications stated above. He pointed
out that Mr. Despain was going to check to see if the site had previously been placed on
American Fork's Historic Site List.
Mr. Despain was not yet present at the meeting so Mr. Georgeson suggested that action be
deferred on this item until Mr. Despain arrives and can answer the question of whether the site has
previously been placed on American Fork' s Historic List.
.·]

The Planning Commission then went onto the next item on the agenda and this item was again
discussed immediately following discussion of Item #2. Following is the discussion that was held
after Item #2 was discussed :
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Despain if the home is on American Fork's Historic List.
Mr. Despain said that the home is not on American Fork's Historic List. He said that it is his
understanding that the site has been proposed to be put on the State' s Historic List, but that the
applicant has not heard anything back yet. He then discussed the three ways that a site can qualify
as a historic conservation project. He said the applicant has chosen to try to get the site put on
the Historic Landmarks Register in accordance with the applicable provisions of 91-08-09. He
said if the site has been placed on the Historic Landmarks Register, then staff just needs to receive
some written communication from the Historic Preservation Committee that states that the site
has been placed on the Historic Landmarks Register.
1Y1r. Despain said that if the site has not been placed on the Historic Landmarks Register, then the
applicant could request that the City Council approve a resolution that designates the structure of
local historical significance.
Mr. Despain stated that the home is a small home and one of historic significance.
Ms. Hanson said the home is 150 years old.
Mr. Despain said that any approval tonight needs to be predicated upon providing evidence that
the home has met one ofthe three requirements for a historic structure.
It was discussed that Ms. Hanson has turned the appropriate paperwork into Councilmember
Belmont and that Councilmember Belmont was going to turn the paperwork in to the State.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Councilmember Belmont could bring the request to the City
Council to see if it would be willing to approve a resolution that designates the structure as one of
local historic significance.

Mr. Despain said that he would talk to Councilmember Belmont to see if she would like to have
an item put on the City Council Agenda regarding approving a resolution that designates the
home as one of historical significance or to find out what is going on with the application that Ms.
Hanson submitted to her a couple of months ago.
Mr. Richan expressed some concern about the statement in Paragraph 2 of the proposed
application submitted by Ms. Hanson, which states "That there are no current plans to change the
home in any way." He asked if the interior of the home can be changed.
Mr. Despain said the ordinance regarding historic conservation projects mainly focuses on
keeping the exterior the same. He explained that when someone brings a proposal for a historic
conservation project, they have to look at the overall proposal. He said the proposal does not
show that they plan on making any changes to the home. He said if the applicant was planning on
"gutting" the interior of the home, then the proposal would have to come to the City for approval.
Mr. Hadfield explained that when a home is on the historic register there are certain things that
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can and cannot be done. He said that any alterations to the home would have to go through the
building department.
Ms. Hanson said that they do not have any plans to change the structure. She said the home has
big, thick adobe walls. She said that she does not want to change the home in any way.
Mr. Despain said that additions have been allowed to historic structures, but they have to be in
harmony with architectural design.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the historic conservation project at 159 South Center
Street subject to it complying with one of the three conditions necessary for a structure to
be considered a historical preservation site.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any additional comments, there being none he called for a vote on the
motion .

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Richan, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE GASSER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.78 ACRES AT 1195 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hansen said Attachment #3 (Cont.), which is the Project Site Summary should be
removed from the annexation agreement and not be approved with the annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen explained that the proposed project can't be phased because your first phase
can't be less than 4 acres.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is a potential for gaps and overlaps. He said that in Section 5
ofthe proposed annexation agreement it states that there will be 52 units. He stated that the
number of units may change if the property size changes in square footage due to the gaps and
overlaps.
*Mr. Despain arrived.
Mr. Despain stated that there may be some adjustment in the densities. He pointed out that
Section 6, which addresses the water rights, has been left blank because the number of water
rights required will be dependent upon the ultimate outcome of the number of units that are going
to be built. Mr. Despain said the blanks in Section 7 also need to be filled in once they know
how the water rights requirements will be met.
David Blake had some questions relative to phasing. He said that he is planning on phasing the
project even though the document says that it should not be phased. He said that he raised the
issue of phasing when the Planning Commission was working on creating the SHD Zone. He said
that when he raised the issue about phasing in some of the earlier Planning Commission Meetings
it was discussed that as long as the whole project was approved he could do some phasing.
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Chairman Hansen pointed out that the ordinance says that a project can 't be phased if there is less
than four acres of property.
Mr. Despain said in regards to phasing, the issue may be in regards to what is actually constructed
verses what is approved. He said that he does not think that there will be any question regarding
what is approved. He explained that the approvals can't be phased.
Mr. Blake said he plans on getting the whole project approved, but he plans on building the
project in two phases.

Chairman Hansen said the project has to be built in one phase.
Mr. Hadfield explained that Mr. Blake would not need to get building permits for all 52 units at
one time. He further explained that the common amenities, the looping of the water line, the
power and the gas would all have to go in at the same time.
Mr. Blake said that he plans to submit 26 building permits and build the loop and the club house
at one time and then submit another 26 building permits at another time.
Mr. Hansen said when talking about phasing it usually refers to getting approval for so much of
the proj~ct and then come back for approval of the other part of the project. He told Mr. Blake
that he would have to get approval for the whole project.
Mr. Despain said the issue is really relative to how quickly the building permits are issued as
opposed to a separate project. He said there may just be some misunderstanding in regards to the
phasing issue. He told Mr. Blake that he would be happy to talk to him about the phasing issue .

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the Annexation
Agreement for the Gasser Annexation consisting of 4. 78 acres at 1195 East 50 South
subject to: (1) the gaps and overlaps being resolved, which may result in diminishment of
the property available for use (2) the water rights being determined based upon the
number of units that are built.
Mr. Baldwin asked ifthe motion should include that Attachment #3 (Cont.) was going to be
removed from the annexation agreement. Mr. Georgeson said he did not feel it was necessary to
include in the motion that Attachment #3 (Cont.) would be removed from the annexation
agreement.

Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked if there was any further discussion or questions.
There was no further discussion or questions.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: M ... Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen,
Councilman Hunte•". Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY ALL AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT FOR ZONE CHANGE FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE R1-9000
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE AT 655 WEST 750 NORTH
Mr. Sowby said the parcel proposed for the zone change is in the Legacy Annexation. He said
the property proposed for the zone change request is in Plat B of the Meadows Brook
Subdivision. He pointed out that the surrounding properties on the south and west are in the
R1-9000 Zone. He said the request is to have the RA-1 portion changed to the Rl-9000.
Councilman Hunter asked if the home will remain.
Mr. Sowby said the home will remain.

Councilman Hunter said he thought the person who bought the property was going to keep horses
on the property.
Mr. Sowby said the person who was going to keep horses on the property ended up not
purchasing the property. He explained that there is now a new offer on the property. He said
that Brad Myler has made an offer on the property and is jointly requesting the zone change with
All American Development. He pointed out that Mr. Myler would like to do a senior housing
project.
Mr. Sowby said they realize that tonight they are only talking about a zone change, but they
would like to show a plan that shows what Mr. Myler would like to do. Mr. Sowby showed a
plan of what they are proposing to do on the property proposed for development. He explained
that it is proposed that the existing home will be used as the administration center for the senior
housing project. He said they are also proposing to have a series of single level twin homes.
He said the twin homes will be about 1,400 square feet. He said they are proposing a total of 19
units .

There was some discussion that the Planning Commission had recently approved a zone change to
rezone the property as RA-1 . Mr. Sowby explained that All American originally intended to
have the property zoned RA-1, but they pulled the request before it got to the City Council.
Chairman Hansen asked how many zone change requests are going to be submitted for the
property being proposed for the zone change request. He said it looks bad on the Planning
Commission when the zone keeps being changed back and forth . He said that he has a real
problem with changing the zone because the developer has a different buyer and wants the zone
changed.
In response to Chairman Hansen ' s above comments, Mr. Sowby said he understands and the point
is well taken .
There was some discussion about the number of units being proposed. Mr. Georgeson said it is
likely that the number of units will change because the road can' t be run at the angle that is
currently shown on the plan. Mr. Sowby pointed out that the road will be private. He said that
things can be changed on the plan, if they need to be. Mr. Sowby said the plans are proposed
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the way they are because that is where the existing concrete driveway and the crossing are. He
said if the road needs to be changed, they can change it. Mr. Sowby said they are really not
talking about the design tonight.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that they hold the zone change until site plan approval is obtained.

Mr. Sowby said that staff suggested that they get the zone change first and then the Planning
Commission can react to the site plan.
Mr. Hadfield reported that there are no engineering concerns on the proposed zone change.

Mr. Despain said one concern that he has with the proposed zone change is relative to how the
existing home will fit in the R 1-9000 Zone. He pointed out that if the zone is not changed then
the applicant still has the ability to petition for a senior housing project, but the densities may go
down slightly.
Mr. Despain explained that because ofthe stream a subdivision format would be a little awkward.
He said one advantage of a PUD type setting is that it allows clustering on properties that may not
be usable for development in a straight subdivision format. He said that some have expressed
concern that a senior housing project would not be appropriate on the property proposed for the
zone change request. Mr. Despain pointed out that senior housing projects are allowed in all
residential zones.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the zoning is in the surrounding areas.
Mr. Sowby said that most ofthe surrounding areas are located in the Rl-9000 Zone.
Mr. Richan expressed concern that 750 North is a bc:td corner.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there was substantial deeding ofproperty on the south end of750
North.
Mr. Sowby explained that 750 North will be fully improved. He said that just Dick Mitchell's side
will not be finished .
There was more discussion about what the zoning is in the surrounding areas. Chairman Hansen
pointed out that on the east of the property proposed for the zone change the zone is RA-1 , on
the west the property is in the County, on the south toward the west the property is in the R 115,000 Zone and then it changes to the Rl-9000 Zone. It was discussed that both sides of
Mitchell Hollow are in the Rl-9000 Zone.
Mark Harris said that he lives just south of 700 North and 690 West. He pointed out that the
majority of the people in the audience tonight live in the neighborhoods to the north, to the east,
to the west ofthe proposed project. He said he understands that the issue tonight is a zoning
issue, but he does not feel that the zoning issue can be considered unless there is some
consideration relative to the proposed project. He said that Mr. Sowby pointed out that the
developer originally thought the property should be zoned RA-1 and now the developer wishes to
change the zone to the R 1-9000 Zone. He said he is frustrated that the developer is now looking
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at the bottom line financially to see what he can do to improve his bottom line. He said the
developer wants to have the zone changed to help improve his bottom line.
Mr. Harris said that each of the City Councilmembers that just ran for re-election ran on the
platform that American Fork City needs some higher end housing. He said that Mayor Barratt
has strongly stated that American Fork City needs some higher end housing, yet there is a
proposal before the Planning Commission to take a $350,000 home and "relegate it to a kitchen, a
cook prep area and administrative office." He said the uniqueness of the property would make it
great for one acre lots.

Mr. Harris said that " cramming" 19 units on a 4-acre parcel does not do justice to the
neighborhood nor to the property proposed for development. He said the density is too high for
the neighborhood. He expressed concern about the increased traffic that will come with the
proposed development. He said that the City Council continues to approve "home after home
and subdivision after subdivision, but it refuses to open 560 West." He said his neighborhood
only has two outlets.
Mr. Harris said that he is not present tonight to say "not in my backyard," but at some point the
property values need to be considered. He said the $350,000 home needs to be sold as a
$350,000 home. He said that All American Development knew that they needed to sell the home
in order to make their project work well. He said that it is not fair to the neighbors to keep
changing the plans. He said that he is opposed to the proposed zone change and also opposed to
the future site plan that may be submitted to the City.
Brad Myler, the developer of the proposed project, said the intent is to do a nice development.
He said the property proposed for the zone change is surrounded by the Rl-9000 Zone and they
just want to bring the property back in line with what is in the surrounding area. He said that it
does not make sense to have "a pocket ofRA-1" in the middle of property that is zoned Rl-9000.
Mr. Myler explained that the proposal is to have the houses face inward. He said there will be a
track that goes around the perimeter of the property. He pointed out that the road will be
improved on three sides. He said there will be a single car garage for each unit. He pointed out
that each unit will have a kitchen. He said the existing home will be the club house and there will
be a jacuzzi.
Mr. Myler pointed out that the units will be 1,400 square feet and will not have basements. He
said the ordinance does require that there be 225 square feet of storage.
Mr. Harris asked what is proposed for off street parking.
Mr. Nielsen said that the issue of off street parking does not need to be discussed at this time.
Dean Peterson asked Mr. Myler if he has done any developing like what is being proposed.

Mr. Myler said he had not done any developing like what is being proposed.
Mr. Peterson pointed out that there is an equal housing act that does not allow discrimination
based on age. He asked how they will be able to discriminate based on age.
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Mr. Despain said there is one exception to the equal housing act that allows restrictions based
upon age 55 and older.
Mr. Myler pointed out that the entire development will be owned by him. It was discussed that
the units will be leased.
Mr. Richan said that he did some extensive research about 15 years ago when he was involved
with developing Sunset Hills and one area that was studied was traffic. He said the proposed
development will generate 20% less traffic than a residential development would generate. He
said the traffic argument that was mentioned by Mr. Harris is probably not a very good argument
against the proposed project.

Mr. Harris expressed concern about how the proposed development will affect the value of the
existing homes in the surrounding neighborhoods. He said that his concerns with traffic are not
so much related to the proposed project. He said that the City Council keeps approving
subdivisions and so the traffic keeps increasing in his neighborhood and the surrounding
neighborhoods. He said another access needs to be opened up in their neighborhood .
Mr. Harris said his concern is not so much traffic, but it is cramming 19 units on a 4-acre parcel.
He said he does not feel the proposed project would be appropriate on the property proposed for
the zone change. He said if the zone is changed, "there will not be a leg to stand on." He said
the property needs to be developed as one acre parcels.
Mr. Georgeson said "I am somewhat loathe to agree to a zone change, although it is warranted by
the surrounding zones." He said that if the property is rezoned to R 1-9000 that does not
guarantee that a development like what is being proposed will be developed on that property.
Mr. Georgeson said the area proposed for the zone change is an area that he hates to see become
part of the regular routine subdivision. He expressed concern about there being no guarantee of
what will be developed if the zone is changed to R 1-9000.
Mr. Baldwin said that when they discussed the annexation and discussed the overall plan of the
zoning in the area, it was discussed that the Rl-9000 Zone was the appropriate zone and that they
would put the property proposed for the zone change in the RA-1 Zone in order to accommodate
the person that wanted to put horses on the property. In other words, when the annexation was
discussed it was discussed that all of the property should have been zoned R 1-9000 anyway.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the zone change request
by All American Development for a zone change from the existing RA-1 to the Rl-9000
Single Family Residential Zone at 655 West 750 North.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Councilman Hunter said he is disappointed. He said there are very few pieces of property in
American Fork that can be developed as one acre parcels. He said that it is unfortunate that R 19000 lots are being approved for the property located at 655 West 750 North. He said it is a
mistake to rezone the property toR1-9000 because then the City will not have any control
regarding the types of developments that can be developed on the property. He said that the lots
in Virginia Ridge could have been larger lots. Councilman Hunter said American Fork has no
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area for upscale homes. He said it is a mistake to approve the zone change. He said the
property needs to be left in the RA-1 Zone so that a developer who wants to develop larger lots
can. He suggested that the Plannjng Commission carefully think about what it is doing if it
recommends that the zone change be granted.
Chairman Hansen expressed concern about whether the proposed project would be in significant
compliance with the concept plan.
Mr. Despain said the applicant came back in at the last minute and asked to have the annexation
concept plan show one lot instead of identifying five or six lots.

There was some discussion about whether the annexation concept plan only showed one lot for
the property that is proposed for the zone change. Mr. Sowby said he did not think that the
annexation concept plan only showed one lot. Mr. Despain pointed out that there is one lot that
has a dual zone because the applicant chose not to go back through the hearing process to modify
the zone map that was adopted at the time of annexation.
Chairman Hansen said if the concept plan only shows one lot, then in order to be in substantial
compliance there would have to be a single residential lot. He said that he is not sure what the
annexation concept plan shows, but he is just saying that the plan must be in substantial
compliance with the original annexation concept plan.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan and Mr. Nielsen. Those voting nay: Mr. Georgeson,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. M1._ Baldwin abstained from the vote because
he felt that there were some questions regarding whether the proposed plan would be in
substantial compliance with the annexation concept plan that needed to be further
researched and brought back to the Planning Commission for further discussion.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the Planning Commission can get some further
information in regards to whether the proposed project will be in compliance with the
annexation concept plan. It was discussed that the recommendation was already a negative
recommendation and that another motion was not necessary. There was no second to Mr.
Baldwin's motion.
Mr. Despain said the applicant can come back before the Planning Commission, can appeal to the
City Council, or could drop their request.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE AMERICAN FORK
INDUSTRIAL PARK LOCATED AT 1300 SOUTH 500 EAST CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the property proposed for development is property that is in
the Ivona Robinson Annexation. He stated that the Ivona Robinson Annexation has not been
completed yet. He stated that some of the outstanding items associated with the Ivana Robinson
Annexation are (1) the annexation agreement has not been signed (2) the deeds for widening 500
East and 1500 South need to be provided and (3) the water rights need to be provided.
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Chairman Hansen stated that based on a motion from a previous Planning Commission Meeting it
was decided that no action would be taken on a preliminary plan until the annexation was
complete.
Mr. Despain said the applicant has provided a deed for the water. He said the applicant has also
provided the descriptions for the proposed dedications of the street, which have been found to be
adequate. He said the annexation does need to be signed. He said City staff and the applicant
still have some things to complete before the annexation can be recorded, but the annexation is
close to being completed.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the annexation is completed.
Hunter seconded the motion.

Councilman

Mr. Sowby asked if the Planning Commission wanted to discuss the proposed preliminary plan
and give them some guidance. He stated that two ofthe three items that need to be completed
relative to the annexation are the responsibility of the City.

Chairman Hansen said if the agreement was signed and in the hands of the City, then they would
move forward. He said the City has been burned too many times because it proceeded with
preliminary plans before an annexation was completed.
Mr. Sowby said that most of the items associated with the annexation are now the responsibility
ofthe City.
Mr. Georgeson said that if the City Council approved the annexation on February 13, 2001, then
there have been several months to work on the issues that need to be completed in order for the
annexation to be recorded. He said it is not all of the City's responsibility.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Richan, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLATE AT 1250
NORTH 500 WEST
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSED CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE MEADOWS COMMERCIAL
CENTER (WESTFIELD-WOODBURY) AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD CONSISTING OF 160
ACRES IN THE SC-1 ZONE
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Lynn Woodbury.
Lynn Woodbury pointed out that Fehr & Peers has done some analysis on the traffi c issues. He
pointed out that there are two separate projects being proposed because ofthe conservation area
that separates the area. He said the north development runs along the frontage of State Street and
the south development will be accessed primarily by the extension ofPacific Avenue. He said
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the north development will be a conventional shopping center. He said the south development
will be a lifestyle center. He pointed out that on the extreme south end of the property adjacent
to the freeway it is proposed that there will be a multi screen cinema complex that would have
restaurants associated with it and there will be shops along the pedestrian walkway.
Mr. Woodbury explained that the road that-will run up the middle of Meadow Lane is intended to
be like an old town street. He said the buildings will be two levels. The ground level is where
the retail businesses will be located and the second level will be office space. He said the
proposed concept is something very similar to the Riverwoods Project in Provo.

Mr. Woodbury stated that there will be adequate parking to accommodate the various uses.
Mr. Woodbury said they are here today to try to get concept plan approval to proceed with the
additional engineering that is necessary to finalize the street designs, the intersection designs, and
the other technical utility system issues that are necessary to serve the project. He said they
would also like to get some feedback on the preliminary plan.
There was a lot of discussion regarding the access and circulation plan for the proposed project.
Mr. Woodbury pointed out that there are seven access points shown on the concept plan. He
said that seven access points sound like a lot, but that equates to one access point about every 400
feet. He said that after talking with UDOT they have agreed to eliminate the westerly most
access, which reduces the number of access points to six.
Mr. Woodbury pointed out that they are trying to purchase a 12-acre parcel that is owned by the
Greens. He said they have made several offers to the Greens, but they have not heard back from
the Greens. He explained that they will share an access or provide cross access for the little
corner of the Green Property across their property so that there will no be a need or a request for
any other access points between Pacific Avenue and the easterly most access point.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the northern third ofthe Green Parcel is indicated as wetland and
the southern half is upland and is capable of being developed.

Mr. Despain explained that this is a discussion item only. He explained that the City does not
have a mechanism to approve concept plans. He told Mr. Woodbury that he could get some
feeling about how the Planning Commission feels about the proposed plan.
Mr. Despain explained that legal counsel has advised the Planning Commission that they should
not take any action that grants approval for a concept plan.
Mr. Woodbury asked if there could be approvals at the preliminary stage.

Mr. Despain said that approvals can be given at the preliminary plan stage. He said tonight this is
a.discussion item and the Planning Commission should feel comfortable expressing their concerns
so that there is little question about how the Planning Commission feels about the proposed plan.
Mr. Woodbury said they would like to get some feedback. He explained that there has been a
neighborhood committee that has helped generate some of the ideas that have been put into the
proposed plan. He said that he does not think that he would be misrepresenting the neighborhood
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committee, if he said that they endorse the proposed plan.
After Mr. Woodbury took some time to discuss the proposed plan, the time was turned over to
Ryan Hales ofFehr & Peers to discuss some of the traffic issues. Mr. Hales pointed out that
they have evaluated things based on a p.m. peak hour scenario, which is the one single highest
traffic volume hour during the day. He said during the p.m. peak hours there will be about 5, 700
vehicle trips per hour that will access the site. Mr. Hales discussed some of the access points.
He pointed out that there will not be many accesses that cross the railroad tracks. Mr. Hales
stated that most of the intersections will bet-intersections or three-legged intersections He said
that they have met with Doug Bassett ofUDOT Region III and talked with him about the
different access locations along State Street.
Mr. Hales stated that the intersection that came in right on the border of the Lehi Property and the
American Fork Property will be eliminated.
Mr. Hales briefly talked about different levels of service.
Chairman Hansen asked if there would be changes made on State Street so that people can 't make
left turns.
Mr. Hales explained that UDOT is uncomfortable with putting in raised medians. He pointed out
that Doug Bassett ofUDOT Region III has suggested using pork chop islands so that cars can' t
make left turns on State Street.
Mr. Woodbury pointed out that the level of services are based on when the project is fully
completed.

Mr. Hales said the overall site will generate a daily traffic of 5,500 when the project is fully
completed.
Mr. Ventura stated that he has an original copy ofthe peak hour estimates, which do not show
anything over a Level of Service C for any of the intersections. He expressed concern about the
level of service that have been presented tonight as compared to the level of service that were
presented in the original copy ofthe peak hour estimates. He said he was not sure what had
changed to make the level of service at the various intersections different from what was earlier
presented.

Mr. Hales pointed out that now it is being proposed that there will be three lanes in each
direction. He said with the added third lane the level of service will increase.
It was discussed that Mr. Hales is still working on the traffic study. Mr. Ventura stated that he
had some other concerns, but that if the traffic study is still being worked on then it would not be
worth the time to express his concerns at this time because the locations of some of the roads may
change depending on what comes out of the final study.
Mr. Hadfield expressed some frustration because he has tried to evaluate the number of accesses
that will be otfUS-89, but the plan keeps changing. He said the plan that is being presented
tonight is different from the plan that was presented at the Technical Review Meeting. He said
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there are still some things on the plan that need to be cleaned up.

Mr. Woodbury said they recognize that there are still some techillcal things to work out.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Woodbury if they have considered moving Pacific Drive further to
the north so that traffic coming into Pacific Drive does not have to go down through Pedestrian
Plaza.

Mr. Woodbury said they have a reason for wanting Pacific Drive to go down through Pedestrian
Plaza. He said they purposefully want to bring traffic into the center of the project.
Chairman Hansen said that it seems like a lot of traffic is going to be funneled through the
development and it seems like that makes the area not a very walkable area because of the heavy
volumes of traffic.
Mr. Woodbury said businesses will not be attracted if there is not a lot oftraffic.
Chairman Hansen expressed concern
Road .

~bout

the traffic that will be backing out onto Meadow

In response to Chairman Hansen 's statement about traffic backing out onto Meadow R oad, Mr.
Woodbury said "that is part ofthe lifestyle's experience."
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the street s will be dedicated public streets. He pointed out
that they do not have dedicated public streets in the City where backing is allowed on both travel
ways . He pointed out that what is being discussed tonight is just a concept plan. He said there
are issues that need to be discussed so that there w ill be a standard that is acceptable to the City.
Mr. Woodbury said they have always indicated that the public streets can't be treated as other
public streets because of the special nature of what they are doing. He said he does not think it
is right to compare the public streets in their pro posed project to other public streets in the City.
He said he believes what they are doing justifies special consideration and deviation from the
normal standard.

Mr. Ventura asked if the public streets in the proposed project will be street signed.
Mr. Woodbury said that the public streets will be street signed.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about servicing t hose streets. He said the City will have to plow
the street s because they are public streets. He expressed concern about where the snow will be
pushed to.
Mr. Nielsen asked how the south part ofthe proposed project compares in size to Riverwoods.

Mr. Woodbury said he does not really know what the size ofRiverwoods is. He said " based on
his gut impression, Meadow Lane is about 1/3 longer than the kind of internal road that is located
in Riverwoods." He pointed out that the theater complex that is proposed in their development
will be a 16-screen and the theater complex at Riverwoods is only a 12-screen.
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J'vlr. Hadfield said there are still some engineering issues that need to be addressed. He stated
that the engineering department is concerned that some ofthe historic drains that come across the
north side of the road and the tracks and under the highway have not been maintained and have
been closed so that water has been stopped from coming to the site. He said there needs to be
some serious review of the existing drains.

Mr. Hadfield said the ability for traffic to access the proposed site and the adjoining sites is a
concern of the E ngineering Department. He said there has to be a road put in that is big enough
to accommodate two sewer systems because Lehi wants to tie into the sewer line.
Mr. Hadfield said that there is a Jot of work for the Planning Commission to consider as it looks
at some ofthe road nets and what impact the proposed project will have on the existing road nets.
Mr. Ventura stated that the intersections need to be designed to a level service that will not fail
once every 24 hours because they are dedicated roadways.

Mr. Ventura said that there still are a lot of things missing on the proposed plan, but he does not
think at this point it would be necessary to discuss those minor details.
fv1r. Woodbury asked Mr. Ventura what details are missing from the proposed plan.

Mr. Ventura stated that the oil skimmer is lacking some detail. He said there is no elevation view
for the oil skimmer shown on the proposed plan. He stated that there are also a couple of
springs not accounted for in the pipes that will bring the water out.
Mr. Woodbury asked what the difference is between a preliminary plan and a final plan.

Mr. Hadfield explained that a preliminary plan has all of the details on it, i.e., the drainage detail,
utility ties, etc. . He said the final plat deals more with the subdivision issues and shows the state
plane coordinates.
Mr. Woodbury said they really would like to get going on the north development very soon. He
said there are a lot of concerns that relate to the area on the south, but they have a lot of time to
address those concerns. He asked if they could just proceed with the north development at this
time and kind of"forget" the south for now. He said that he hates to delay development on the
north because they have not worked out every detail on the south. He said it will be a period of
time before they develop the south part.
Mr. Despain ~aid that he understands the need to want to move forward . He said the concern
that he has is that the SID deals with all of the utilities for both the north and the south
development. He said the level of detail on the south has to be at least sufficient for the title in
the roads and easements to pass. He said the precise placement of the buildings on the south
would not need to be fully addressed right now.
There was some discussion that it would be necessary for all left turn accesses to have a
semaphore in order to work properly. Mr. Despain said that it should be anticipated that west of
900 West will have a signal light.
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Mr. Despain discussed some of his concerns about the proposed roads. He said that he does not
buy into the theory that people can drive along the parking lanes. He said there are many issues
with the road system that need to be addressed . He said the Green P arcel, the Kmart Parcel, and
the Pruitt Parcel need to be considered w hen designing the road system. M r. Despain said the
focus needs to be on gaining comfort with the traffic and the accesses.
There was some discussion about the sewer line. It was discussed that some of the sewer line
will be changed. Mr. Woodbury pointed out that they have been working with Lehi on the sewer
line.

1
2
3

Mr. Despain said with some slight changes they are getting near the point where Meadows north
could start to move forward.

4

5
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Mr. Hadfield suggested that the developer work on the road dedication plat and a phasing
scheme. He said that there are a lot of issues that need to be resolved . He suggested that the
developer take one phase at a time.
Mr. Despain explained that because of the SID a pure phasing scheme would not be possible.
He said that he will talk to Carl Wanlass about the limitations of the SID.

Mr. Hadfield suggested that possibly the SID could be done in two phases.
Mr. Despain said he will talk to Carl Wanlass to see ift he SID could be d one in two phases.

15
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Mr. Richan expressed concern about whether there is enough parking proposed. He said that in
reviewing the data on parking it looks like there is 25% less parking spaces proposed than the
ordinance requires.

19
20
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Mr. Woodbury stated that the overall project exceeds the amount of parking that is required .
Chairman Hansen expressed concern about w hether there will be enough parking for the
restaurants because at this point they do not know what restaurants w ill be located in the project
and so they do not know exactly how many parking spaces will be needed.
Mr. Woodbury explained that right now they have assumed that there will be 8 'h parking spaces
per 1, 000 square feet of restaurant.

28
29
. 30
31
32
33
34
35

Mr. Ventura said that legal counsel was concerned that Phase I would happen quickly and Phase
II would not happen quickly so there will be an undeveloped dirt area between the parking lot and
the landscaping.
Mr. Woodbury said they hope Phase II will develop quickly and that there will be no problems
with an undeveloped dirt area between the parking lot and the landscaping. He said there will
have to be some type of maintenance agreement worked out.

36
37
8
39

Mr. Despain said a lot of the focus tonight has been on the traffic and access issues. He asked the
Planning Commission if there are other elements of the concept plan that they have concern
about.
(Plmming Commission Minutes - November 7, 200 I)
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Mr. Baldwin said he has concerns about landscaping and lighting. He said the landscaping needs
to be done in a way so that there are smooth transitions so that everything ties together nicely.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there are any problems regarding the sewer.
should not be any problems in regards to the sewer.

It was discussed that there

Chairman Hansen told Mr. Woodbury to work on some of the traffic issues and then bring it back
to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Woodbury said that he would try to be prepared to bring a preliminary plan back to the
Planning Commission on December 5, 2001 .
Mr. Richan talked about the proposed project being a sizeable project with a lot of technical
issues. He said that he has a great deal of confidence in the staff and that a lot of his decisions for
the proposed project will be based upon staff's recommendations because there are many
technical issues associated with the proposed project.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED FENCE ON A DOUBLE FRONT AGE LOT AT
993 EAST 220 NORTH
Steven Bule, the applicant, said he has a corner lot on a cul-de-sac and desires t o build a
swimming pool in the rear yard. He said that he is trying to meet the requirement of a 5-foot
fence around a proposed swimming pool. He said that he has talked t o Mr. Despain and he
believes that his lot is a three-sided lot. H e said that he is trying to obtain permission to put a
vinyl fence around his proposed pool that meets the requirements .
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Mr. Hadfield pointed out that it is the Uniform Building Code that requires a 5-foot fence to be
put around a swimming pool.
Mr. Despain explained that under normal conditions on a comer lot a fence higher than 42 inches
can' t be placed closer than 30 feet to the fro nt lot line or 20 feet to the side lot line adj acent to a
street. He said the question that needs to be addressed here is whether the lot is a corner lot or a
double frontage lot or a three sided lot, which allows a higher fence to be constructed adjacent to
the rear lot line.
Chairman Hansen suggested that the back portion of the lot parallel to the front line from the
point of departure with the apex point to the street be considered the break point between the side
lot line and the rear lot line.
Mr. Georgeson said "I do not understand the whole thing. I thought you could bring it (the
fence) out on the property line at 4 feet or whatever point where the 45-degree angle is." He
asked w hat is t he 3-foot issue.
Mr. Despain explained that if an owner is required to meet the full setback requirements when
they have a double frontage lot, then they are deprived the use oftheir rear property.
Mr. N ielsen stated that Mr. Bule needs to go to the Board of Adjustments to get a variance from
the breakpoint down.
(Piamung Commission Minutes - November 7, 200 I)
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Mr. Georgeson said he does not know if a variance is what is needed .

Mr. Baldwin said that what he has usually seen around a pool is a fence that is 4 or 5 feet off of
the pool so that the apron of the pool is protected by the fence. He said ifthe fence is placed
around the entire backyard, then any kid has access to the pool.
Mr. Bule said that in Cedar Hills, people with pools usually have their entire backyard fenced .
Mr. Nielsen said that in California, people with pools also usually have their entire backyard
fenced.
Mr. Georgeson said that he does not have any problem with the way that Chairman Hansen has
defined the rear lot line.
Mr. Nielsen said that Mr. Bule would like to bring the fence three feet in all the way down the
back of the building.

Mr. Georgeson said he understands what Mr. Bule would like to do, but he does not know how
that can be done under the ordinance.
Mr. Nielsen said the Planning Commission could grant Mr. Bule to bring his five foot fence along
the rear property to a certain point where the City determines the "break point" between the rear
and side property line.
Mr. Despain said he did not know if sending Mr. Bule to the Board of Adjustment would be the
answer because they have refused to act on this type of situation in the past. He said "to suggest
that all Mr. Bule has to do is to go to the Board of Adjustment and they will approve it is an
overstatement."
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Mr. Nielsen said he would suggest that the applicant go to the Board of Adjustment to see if they
would be willing to grant the variance along the side property line and then the applicant can
come back and the Planning Commission can grant the whole thing.

It was discussed that Mr. Bule could actually inst all a six-foot high fence on the north side (rear
property line.
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Mr. Despain said there are two issues. He said the Planning Commission would need to make a
finding that the lot is a double frontage lot and that the fence alignment that has been discussed
tonight would not result in the establishment of a hazardous or unsafe condition.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve to (1) approve that portion of the lot boundary lying north
of a line running east from the apex point between the west side lot line and rear lot line to
the point of intersection with the east side lot line adjacent to the street as qualifying as a
double frontage lot (See Attachment #1) (2) that the Planning Commission makes a findin g
that a fence up to 6' in height may be placed along the portion of the lot defined as double
frontage in accordance with the terms of the ordinance and (3) placement of the fence in
that position will not r·esult in a hazardous or unsafe condition.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
(Plmming Commission Minutes - November 7, 200 I)
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Georgeson and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion car-ried.
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Mr. Baldwin told Mr. Bule if he follows the line that has been discu ssed tonight to the back
corner of the house and if he reorients the pool, he may get what he wants. He told Mr. Bule that
he does not think he will need to go to the Board of Adjustment.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A BUSINESS
PARKZONE
Mr. Despain explained that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, has recommended some changes to the
proposed ordinance. He said that Mr. Bennett expressed concern about requiring that the primary
structure have at least 30,000 square feet offloor area. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Bennett
recommended that on Page 3, Paragraph C, Item #2 where it states "No primary structure upon
any lot within the zone shall contain less than 30,000 square feet of floor area" be eliminated.

Mr. Despain.said that Mr. Bennett also had some question on Page 3, Paragraph C, Item # 8
where it discusses facia and free standing signs. He said that Mr. Bennett suggested that the
proposed ordinance should also address project identification signs. Mr. Despain said that he
agrees with Mr. Bennett that there should be some opportunity for project identification signs and
suggested that project identification signs be addressed in the proposed ordinance.
Mr. D espain said that Mr. Bennett also expressed concern about Item #9 on Page 4, under
Paragraph C. He said that Mr. Bennett was concerned with the statement in Item #9 where it
states that no outside trash would be permitted because he questioned what would happen if
people had a trash bin outside of their building. Mr. Despain said that he would suggest just
deleting the word "trash" from Item #9.
Mr. Despain discussed the four areas that would be included in the BP-1 Zone (1) the Ivana
R obinson Property (2)the Boyd Williams Property (3) a portion of the Business Park Zone and
(4) the existing Planned Industrial Zone that is south of 400 South.
There was some discussion about the minimum 30,000 square feet requirement for the primary
structure. Mr. Despain pointed out that there is not a minimum square footage requirement in the
PI-1 Zone. Mr. Richan and Mr. N ielsen both recommended that the minimum 30,000 square
feet requirement be eliminated from the proposed BP-1 Zone. Mr. Nielsen said that the size of
the structure does not matter. He said the uses that are outlined in the ordinance will dictate what
will be developed.
Mr. Despain asked if the ordinance should still require a minimum lot size.
Mr. Baldwin said that the lot size has some value, especially if the goal is to maintain a campus
li ke atmosphere.
Mr. Despain stated that some of the uses in the PI- I Zone would not be permitted in the BP-1
Zone. One use that would not be allowed is storage sheds.
(Plarming Commission Minutes - November 7, 200 I)
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Mr. Richan expressed concern about how the areas that are going to be designated as the BP-1
Zone were chosen over other areas.
Mr. Despain stated that the Ivona Robinson Property, which is adjacent to 1500 South was
chosen because that is the property that started the discussion regarding creating the BP-1 Zone.
He said the purpose of wanting to place the property adjacent to 1500 South in the BP-1 Zone is
to preserve the 1500 South Corridor. He pointed out that it is being proposed to develop a
corporate center on the Boyd Williams Property. He said the reason for including the small
piece of property in the Planned Industrial Zone is because it is anticipated that the BP-1 Zone
could be extended to the north up to the retail commercial zone.
Mr. Despain explained that he looked at other places in the City that are in the Industrial Zone or
Planned Industrial Zone to see if they would fit in the BP-1 Zone, but determined that some of the
other properties located in the Planned Industrial and Industrial Zone would not fit within the BP1 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin moved to forward to the City Council for approval the ordinance establishing
a Business Park Zone based on the revisions that have been discussed tonight.

Mr. Richan asked if the Business Park Ordinance includes the identification of the four areas that
have been identified tonight.

It was discussed that the map that identifies the four areas that would be included in the BP-1
Zone would be included as part ofthe ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.

Chairman Hansen noted that some of the changes to the ordinance would be relative to
eliminating the minimum size required for the buildings, eliminating the word "trash" from Item
#9 on Page 4 and addressing the other suggestions made by Mr. Bennett, City Attorney.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion .
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and
Chairman Hansen. Those voting nay: Mr. Richan. The motion car·ried .

*Mr. Nielsen was excused.
Mr. Richan stated that the reason he voted no is because he is concerned about where the
Business Park Zones will be placed in the City.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the City Council will have the opportunity to evaluate where the Business
Park Zones will be located. Mr. Richan said that he does not count on the City Council to make
as good of a decision as himself It was discussed that Mr. Richan could attend the City Council
Meeting and express his feelings about what areas are going to be designated as the Business Park
Zone or to express his ideas regarding what areas he thinks should be designated as the Business
Park Zone.

48
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
T here was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Proposed Scope of Work from Bear West

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that each member ofthe Planning Commission should have a fax from
Bear West at their desk. He said that the fax from Bear West is their proposed scope of work.
He briefly read through the t asks that Bear West has identified they will do to help update the
City's open space and trails plan. After he read through the task identified by Bear West , he
asked if the Planning Commission wanted Bear West to do anything else that is not identified in
their scope ofwork proposal. He stated that he would like to get a purchase request submitted so
that it can be approved at the Finance Committee Meeting next Tuesday.
The Planning Commission felt the proposed scope of work looked good and it did not have any
other areas that it wanted Bear West to look relative to the open space and trails plan.
Drainage Plan

Mr. Hadfield reported that the Engineering Department is working on a request for proposals in
order to go out for bids for an update of the drainage plan.
November 21. 2001. Planning Commission Meeting
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Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the next scheduled Planning Commission Meeting is the night
before Thanksgiving. He asked if the Planning Commission wanted to hold the meeting on
November 21, 2001 (the night before Thanksgiving) or whether it would like to move the meeting
back to November 28, 2001.

Mr. Richan stated that he has 40 people coming to his home for Thanksgiving Dinner and said
that it would not be good for him to hold the meeting on November 21 , 2001.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he may be in Idaho on November 21 , 200 1.
Councilman Hunter, Mr. B aldwin and Chairman Hansen said they could all come to the meeting if
it was held on November 21 , 2001.

Mr. Hadfield said that he would contact Mr. N ielsen and Mr. Christensen to see if they could
attend the meeting if it were to be held on November 2 1 and then he would get back with Mr.
Hansen to let him know if there will be a quorum so that the meeting can be held on November
2 1, 2001.
General Plan

Mr. D espain said that Mayor Barratt would like to know when the General Plan update is going
to be finished. H e said that the General Plan update is nearing completion. He said that after
(Plmming Commission Minutes - November 7, 200 I)
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Bear West's completes their work on the trails and open space element, hopefully they will be
even closer to being finished with the update. He said they need to seriously start thinking about
the hearing process.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission should wait for the drainage element before it
sends the other elements ofthe General Plan forward .
Mr. Despain said that there is still a lot of work that needs to be done on the drainage element.
He said if they wait for the drainage element to be completed, the rest of the General Plan will be
obsolete.
Mr. Hadfield said "the secondary irrigation and drainage element can dovetail nicely and be
adopted as a separate element from the rest ofthe General Plan." He suggested that the trails and
open space element and the land use element could go together for one public hearing and another
public hearing could be held on the public facilities element and the transportation element. He
said the General Plan update could probably be handled with two public hearings.

Mr. Hadfield explained the Rulon Dutson ofBear West could probably complete his work on the
trails and open space element in 90 days. He said that he thinks Mayor Barratt will buy off on
90 days, if he knows that the General Plan update is really nearing completion.
Mr. Hadfield stated that Mr. Sowby has many clients on the south side that want to revisit the
densities that are proposed for the south si·d e of American Fork. He said that Mr. Sowby would
like to be on the next Planning Commission Agenda to discuss the densities that are proposed for
the south side.
Business Park Zone

Mr. Richan said that the reason that he voted no on the Business Park Zone is because to him that
seems like spot zoning on 1500 South because the zone is only on one side of the road . He said
that designating the property adjacent to 1500 South as the BP-1 Zone does not seem like good
planning.
In response to Mr. Richan's comments about the BP-1 Zone and spot zoning, Mr. Despain said
that he is not sure that he would concur with Mr. Richan ' s conclusions, but he understands the
apprehension.
Mr. Richan asked why the BP-1 Zone is being established on one side of 1500 South and not the
other side.
In response to Mr. Richan's question about why the BP-1 Zone is not being established on both
sides of 1500 South, Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the property on the one side of 1500 South is
not in the City. He said the City can't physically zone property that is not in the City.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 17. 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

7

48

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the October 17, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
(Planning Commission Minutes - November 7 , 200 I)
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On Page 2, Line 5 "plant being in order to be in accor·dance" should be changed to " plant
in order to be in compliance." On Page 2, Line 35 "of residual" should be changed to "of
a residual." On Page 5, Line 41 "not in perpetuity with the maintenance and common
access" should be changed to "not saddled in perpetuity with the maintenance of the
common access." On Page 8, Line "serve" should be changed to "served." On Page 8, Line
9 "shift" should be changed to "ship." On Page 8, Line 25 "be truck" should be change to
"be a truck." On Page 9, Line 42 "1500 South also" should be changed to "1500 South is
also." On Page 37, Line "appropriate" should be changed to "appropriately." On Page
13, Line 14 " being to" should be changed to "being able to." On Page 14, Line 47 "on
west" should be changed to "on the west." On Page 17, Line 26 "below grade" should be
changed to " below grade of the sewer line." On Page 17, Line 44 "feed" should be changed
"fed." On Page 17, Line 46 "feed" should be changed "fed." On Page 18, Line 4 "like if
the" should be changed to " like the." On Page 18, Line 16" does not work" should be
changed to "works."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and
Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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ADJOURNMENT
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Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
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The meeting adjourned at 11 :17 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 21, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 21, 2001 , in
the City Hall , 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Review and action on the preliminary plat of the American Fork
Industrial Park located at 1300 South 500 East consisting of
6 lots .
Review and action on a site plan for an LDS Chapel at 396
North 1100 East.
Review and action on the final plat of Pennylane Townhomes
Phase 4 consisting of 17 units at 290 South 460 East.
Review and action on the DaBell-King Subdivision at 173 West
300 North consisting of 2 lots.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams Annexation consisting of 77 . 25 acres at approximately
300 East South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Vacher
Annexation consisting of 7 . 99 acres at approximately 745 East
50 South.
Consideration of a request to pipe the open ditches in the
North Pointe Business Park at approximately 1180 South 630
East.
Presentation by Stephen Sowby on land use.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the November 7, 2001, Planning Commission
minutes .
Adjournment.

Dated this 13 day of November, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman
Published in New Utah! November 14, 2001.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 21, 2001
ATTACHMENTS (1)

The Ameri can Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on Wednesday, November 21, 2001, in the City Hall, commencing at
7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen,
Counci l man Tom Hunter, Commissioners Alan Christensen, Keith
Richan, and Ken Bal dwin.
Excuse d were Commission ers Michael
Georgeson , and Steve Ni elsen as out of town . Staff present
included Rod Despain, J . H. Hadfield, and Lisa Bright. Others
present included Kent Barney, Lynne Phelps, Jim Phelps, Glenn
Williams, Boyde G. Wi lliams , Matt Dopp, Brent Dopp, Stephen
Sowby, J ohn He iner, and Barbara Ch rist i ansen , a member of the
press .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE AMERICAN FORK
INDUSTRIAL PARK LOCATED AT 1300 SOUTH 500 EAST CONSISTING OF 6
LQTS

Chairman Hansen stated that it was his understanding that the
text of the annexation agreement has been changed and i t would
need to return to City Council for their approval.
Mr. Despain responded that the a t torney recommendation was that
there were fa i r l y substantial text changes and it would merit a
return to City Council . The changes were made at the petitioners
request due to the changing conditions in the area . Mr. Despain
ment i oned that the scenario for annexations is now such that the
Council wi ll not review anne xations until there is an annexation
agreement signed.
Chairman Hanse n asked Councilman Hunter if ECDC is scheduled for
next Tuesday.
Mr . Hadfi e ld stated that ECDC has made a presentation to Council
previously and that they are on the agenda for next Tuesday as an
action item .
Mr . Despain responded that the result of that action item will
have a significant impact on this annexation .
No Action Was Taken on This Item.
REVIEW AND ACTI ON ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS CHAPEL AT 396 NORTH
1100 EAST
Annexation has not been complete because the Church has not yet
provided water shares .
This item was removed at the petitioners request.
(Plan ning Commission Mi nutes -- November ~ 1. ~001)
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No Action Was Taken on This Item .
REVIEW AND ACT I ON ON THE FINAL PLAT OF PENNYLANE TOWNHOMES PHASE
4 CONSISTING OF 17 UNITS AT 290 SOUTH 460 EAST
The City Council has not yet approved the preliminary plan. The
item was placed on the agenda anticipat ing Council approval.
No Action Was Taken on This Item .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DABELL-KING SUBDIVISION AT 173 WEST 300
NORTH CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS
Mr. Hadfield stated that this was in two forms, both the
preliminary plan and the final plan. Mr . King owns a large lot
on 300 north which has an existing home and is desirous t o build
a new home on the same lot. The city is in receipt of bond to
tear the old home down at the time the new home is ready to be
occupied . There is also a bond for the improvements across the
frontage of that parcel.
It leaves a residual lot which is
suffic i ent in size to sell off as its own lot. Mr. Hadfield
stated that it is the desire of Mr . King to sell that lot in
order to complete the new home . Engineering has reviewed it, and
gives recommendation for approval.
Mr . Despain stated that the lot fits under the zoning of t h e
R-2 zone. He assured the comm issioners of the bond for
demolition of the old house when the new one is completed.
Mr . Baldwin asked Mr. Despain about water shares.
Mr. Despain stated that it would typically be looked at during
the final plat stages.
Mr . Richan moved for approval of the preliminary plat . Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion. All were in fav or . The moti on
passed .

Chairman Hansen then moved on to the final p l at .
Mr. Hadfield stated that everything seemed to be in order with
one exception . When the Nash property was improved, a large
masonry wall was put up between the then Bell and Nash property
but wasn't surveyed.
He was under the understanding that a
signed fence line agreement exists, but the city isn't in receipt
of that.
Mr . Pate has a driveway which accesses the i nner - bloc k,
and it is believed that there may be some discrepancy as to the
boundary line there as well. Mr. Hadfield recommended that any
approval of the final plat should be subject to the necessary
boundary line agreement to accommodate those needs .
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain about water.
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Mr. Despain expressed concern on water rights and suggested any
approval be subject to t he resolution of wa ter rights .
He went o n to clari fy that this is a division with an existing
house on a lot that is 94 feet wide which is a family dwell i ng
and a second L-shaped lot wi th 78 feet of frontage and i s
undeveloped at the present time . There is the potent i al of a
duplex once they get 85 feet of frontage and 1 0,000 square feet.
This is actually a subdivision which could be modified .
Mr. Richan moved to approve the final plat subject to: 1) fence
line agreement between point C and A, 2) a boundary line
agreement and right of way, 3) resolution of water rights, 4) and
the existing home will be demolished upon completion of the new
home. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion. All were in favor.
The motion passed .

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATI ON AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE G .
WILLI AMS ANNEXAT ION CONSISTING OF 77 . 25 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY
300 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hansen introduced the item and asked if the petitioner
wan ted to make a presentation .
Kyle Spencer from Hubble Engineer ing corrected that the area is
48.5 acre s for the Wil liams parcel. The area is west and south
of the I- 1 5 corridor . They proposed that the land be put into
the P-1 zone. He stated that a major benef it of this annexa tion
is that it wou l d connect 5 th East to the road just west of the
Ellsworth - Paulsen buildi ng.
It would a ls o give the city the
infrastructure , mainly a water line to that section of town . He
stated t hat this annexation would have a p osi tive impact .
Mr. Hadfield was asked to sta te eng ineeri ng concerns . He stated
that the acreage is correct because Mr . Williams is only owner of
a portion of the annexation. He h a s reviewed the annexation
agreement and has no concerns a t t his time .
Mr . De spain then spoke stating that this annexat i on dra ft was
created from an earlier annexation agreement from two years ago,
and the c it y has seen a number of plans for the development of
this p roperty . He stated that b ecaus e of the passage o f time,
that there have been a number of condit ions that need to be added
to the agreement as we l l as a plan . He continued by emphasiz i ng
that t h e Christensen and the Ke l s h a w p roperties are not proposed
in the annexation .
He stated that a key element in this annexation is the need for a
r oad alignment through the area . On e feature of the annexat i on
agreement is t h e re quirement that the road would be deeded to the
c ity concurrently with the a nnexat ion including t h e portion t hat
crosses the Christensen pro p e rty. Among the dilemmas that they
have had in defining where the road should go is the relationship
(f'lanning Commi ssion Minutes -- November ~ 1 , ~00 1 )
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between Kelshaw and the Ford properties.
It has been said from
the beginning that the plan for the road needs to make adequate
provision for access to the Kelshaw and Ford properties, because
the Kelshaw property doesn't have a ccess to s th East. Any road
system will need to make provisions for that. One dilemma in the
process of putti ng the alignment together is the negotiations
with Mr. Ford relat ive to whe re, adjacent to his property or on
his property, the road should go. The wes tern portion of the
Ford property is not in the city, but eastern sect ion is in the
city. There has been negotiations with Mr . Ford trying to come to
an agreement that the road might intercept his property with an
acceptable alignment.
There is a need to get all affected
players involved in the road agreement at one time.
He continued that something of the nature of Attachment 1 is
intended to replace the concept plan.
It gives a clear
understanding of what the proposal is and shows the possible
building locations. There are no concrete plans at this time.
The Commission will likely see subsequent plans. The city has
taken a look at the Planned Industrial zone, and concluded that
they would like to have a separate zone, perhaps a business park .
That should be headed to Council within the nex t couple of weeks.
The City Attorney has reviewed the revised annexation agreement
and made many suggestions to revise it and also to attach the
plans, as well as c l earing up the water rights.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain about drainage channels.
Mr . Despain responded that there is a major dra i nage that exists
along I-15 between the Kelshaw and the Willliams property. There
is also a fairly significant drain on the western side.
In the
middle of the area is a wet area which is a drain area . That is
the source of the water rights. There is some concern because
they are up against the railroad tracks and there is a limited
number of places that drainage could go to that side . He
believes it will be essential to get together with Mr . Spencer
and resolve some of thos e issues.
Mr . Despain said that in one of the earlier plans they e ncouraged
the incorporation of the ditch in landscaping . He raised one
other issue which has surfaced through discussion with
applicants: the idea that the zone would be a corporate
headquarters. There has always been the suggestion that the city
would maintain some portion of the property . There are two
elements of discussion. One that t he Christensen and Kelshaw
properties could have a commercial element. Access to this is on
5th East and 1 st East, but the city doesn't want to encourage
large volumes of traffic to use 1st east because it is s o
limited.
There has been the question if any kind of commercial
use would be possible particularly an auto dealership . Because
auto dealerships have a large area and small volume of traffic,
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the city would be more like ly to allow it . Anything that would
cause a large amount of traffic would not be likely.
Mr. Richan stated a concern that once the zoning was in place
that there may be traffic in the area.
Mr . Despain responded that it wasn't only the zoning that could
control the traffic.
Mr . Williams stated that their question was what the feel of the
commission toward the commercial zone was and what would be
acceptable.
Mr . Hadfield stated that in the general plan for transportation
that this is one leg of three legs of collector class roads tha t
would tie the 5th East Interchange to the Ma i n Street
Interchange.
It was important because it will tie the underpass
under 300 west 200 south back to West Main street where PCP is .
Chairman Hansen asked about the alignment in the area .
Mr . Hadfield responded that this alignment is better because this
alignment puts the road on 620 South, which keeps it north on the
west side of their development, it then makes a left hand turn
and line s up with the Frontage road.
Mr. Despain stated that there would have to be temporary access
until something could be worked out between the parties.
Mr . Hadfield responded that 620 South is in and is adequate .
Mr. Christensen stated a question about the wetlands . He thought
the plan looks like a sea of buildings and asphalt with b i ts and
pieces of landscaping .
Mr. Williams explained that there wasn't much they could do about
the road .
Mr. Christensen responded that he doesn't have a prob l em with the
road. He thought that the plan has bits and pieces of
landscaping that wasn't overall an aesthetically p l easing plan as
they had described it .
Mr. Spencer stated that on the initial site evaluation about a
year ago , there was a water problem, but between 1 st east and the
annexation boundary line there is a definite high potential for
wetland . At this time, the wetland boundary hasn't been
delineated . To delineate jurisdictional wet l ands on private
property is a touchy subject .
Mr . Christensen expressed that now is the time to look a t the
wetland issues .
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Mr. Despai n stated that the agreement does not state that there
are jurisdictional wetlands in the area. There are enough in the
area that it will be an issue to look at before approval.
Mr . Baldwin moved to table the item. Mr. Christensen sec onded
it. All were in fav or . The motion passed.

REVIEW AND ACT I ON ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE VACHER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 7.99 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 74 5 EAST 50
SOUTH
Chairman Hansen introduced the item and exp lained that there is
no annexation agreement , only a discussion outline. He stated
that they would not take action the item . He then t urned the
time to Mr . Despain .
Mr . Despa i n stated that the applicant was not in attendance .
saw five items that needed to be addressed in the annexati on
agreement.
1) Consis t ency with the General plan
2) Zoning Classification
3) Deve l opment Plan
4) Water Rights
5) Road Dedication

He

The current general plan does not designat e the area f or zoning.
The areas west and south of the proposed annexation are high
density family residential category . Vacher annexat ion area is
on 50 South, north of Timpanogos Height d evelopment, which is the
R-3 zone. Woodridge Condominiums are west of the Vacher parcel
and that is in the R-3 zone as well . North of that area is a
single family subdivision . Mr . Despain explain that part of the
question is what wi ll be the General Plan category and will it be
multiple family, as proposed by the developer, or what other use
wil l it have . With the area being surrounded by the R-3 zone it
would be possible for the Vacher Annexation parcel to be placed
in a high density zone as well .
The applicant has proposed development of the property as a
townhouse PUD similar to the Pennylane project with about 10
units . per acre.
They would be in the same style as the Pennylane
development and it was also t he same developer as Pennylane .
Mr . Hadfield suggested that the annexation agre ement should
contain the two e xisting homes.
Mr . Despain stated that the request the d eveloper has put in
states that they would like the parcel to be put in the R-4 zone
to allow up to six units per structure . He continued that the
app li cant would be willing to submit to the densit i es of the R-3
Zone, but have the pro vision for units per building under the R-4
Zone .
(Planning Commission Ninutes -- November 21, 2 001)
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Chairman Hansen suggested that should be part of t he annexation
agreement.
Mr. Despain stated the city has done it before with varying
degrees of success. He doe sn' t think that it will be a problem
with this developer.
A development plan should be required. Because of the intended
development, an annexation concept plan should be required .
The water rights would be part of the annexation agreement .
The site sits on 50 South. An additional road right of way is
needed in order to allow the widening of the road, but the a mount
is uncertain at this time.
Councilman Hunter stated this area of the city is high density .
He thinks this parcel would be the perfect opportunity to open up
the area and limit it to the R1-9000.
Mr . Baldwin stated his reluctance to zone it as R4-7500.
He
would prefer to go with more open zoning of the area.
He also
suggested to the developer look at what is a l lowed i n the zone
and not the other way around.
Mr. Despain stated that the commission would decide which zone to
place the parcel in based on the annexation concept plan .
Mr . Christensen stated the R3-7500 would allow more open space in
the project also.
Mr. Christensen asked if the Commission could
just give the R-3 zone more density.
Mr. Despain responded that it was unlikely and difficult, but it
could be possible.
Mr . Phelps, resident in the area, commented that the road now is
a major collector, with a lot of kids from the two high schools
using it, but the road can't handle it. There are 11 5 units in a
mile with one access in and out. Mr. Denney had to ld him that a
bond will be coming in five years to improve that road, but it
needs to be looked at now . Many people speed through the area
and it's not safe .
Mr . Hadfield stated that currently the road is to the county
standar d, and if the city were to annex t he area the roads would
be improved to city standards. He continued that it is a bypass
of three signals of highway 89 and at has no stops the entire
way.
Mr . Despain stated that it is a highly concentrated area, but
that it has not reached its capacity yet .
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Mr. Hadfield asked if this request was consistent with the
Gen eral Plan .
Mr . Despain stated he couldn ' t make that j udgement yet .
Chairman Hansen stated it is the density issue that he was
concerned with . He suggested that perhaps the PR-9000 zone would
wor k well there .
Mr. Ba l d wi n stated that he is leaning toward a single family
re sid ential zon e and is re l uctan t to add more high density in the
area. He wou ld l ike something that preserves open space .
Mr. Despain stated that he will report back with Mr . Dester . He
continued that with or with out this development, 50 South will
be a major collector , and h e questions if the city would want
s ing l e f ami l y h ouses in this location .
No action was t a ken
CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO PIPE THE OPEN DITCHES IN THE NORTH
POINTE BUSINESS PARK AT APPROXIMATELY 1180 SOUTH 630 EAST
Ch airman Hansen introduced the item and asked Mr. Hadfield about
any engineerin g concerns .
Mr. Hadfield stated he meet with Mr. Mark Robinson, who is
representing the owners of North Pointe Business Park.
It is
t heir desire to pipe the d i tches in the area because they aren ' t
working as they are . They have tried to contol the weeds at
great cost . He stated that there are several issues because
there are p l aces where subsurface water surfaces and places where
the surface wa t er goes subsurface .
Mr . Baldwin asked if the ditch may be considered as wetland and
would need to be preserved .
Mr . Hadfield responded in that he did not think so.
Mr . Baldwin stat ed that it i s a possibil i ty that s h ould be looked
in to .
PRESENTATION BY STEPHEN SOWBY ON LAND USE
Chairman Hansen introduced that item and stated that the prope rty
in question S ch Eas t and 860 East. He continued that the La nd
Use element of the general plan is mostly complete in that a rea .
He then turned the time to Mr . Sowby.
Mr . Sowby began by stating that the area he wanted to discuss was
the south-east quadrant of the city which is marked to become
part of the p l anned industrial zone. On the east side of that is
(Pl anning Commissi on Minu t es -- Novembe~ ~1 . ~001)
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Mira Vista which is already in the city.
that is in Pleasant Grove.

Everything else east of

He stated that there are 727 acres is likely to be annexed into
the city as planned industrial. 164 acres is planned to be
commercial, and only 73 acres are expected to be residential .
When that is added to what is already in the city, only 200 acres
is residential.
Mr. Sowby would like to see the Commission consider multifami ly
residential zoning in that area of the city. He stated that
there is n ot hing in the General Plan for that type of zoning in
the area.
Developers have zero demand for commercial or industrial, but a
high demand for residential with 12 units pe r acre.
I n Draper
this type of residential area has recently gone in and was sold
very quickly.
In the Gateway zone in Pleasant Grove, where the
interchange will be, they are allowing up to 12 units per acre
with commercial mixed with res idential called a mixed use zone .
John Heiner owns property in the southeast corner o f t he city and
can't sell commercial property, but residential zoning is in high
demand.
Mr . Sowby stated that the zoning ordinance is a liv ing document
and needs to change with the needs and demands of the city .
Currently there is no ne ed for planned industrial or commercial,
but the need is for the multifamily residential areas, and it can
sell.
Chairman Hansen reminded the commissioners that if they would
like to revisit the land use element to let h i m know and they can
get it on a future agenda .
Mr . Despain stated that one of the dilemmas with the a rea is that
while it has good access, it is not a very large area . There is
a real ques t ion in Multiple Family Residential because it is an
isolated area . It would not become a residential neighborhood.
It will become an apartment zone not a community area .
Mr. Baldwin made mention of the city services, such as the f ire
and police, and that those services would have a harder time
accessing that area .
Mr . Despain stated that the road pattern is extensive and well
serviced .
Mr. Christensen asked about a mixed use zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the question is how do you make sure that
the area does become a mixed use.
If a zone is created that
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allows mixed usage, would it be up to thos e who choose t o develop
the area what is put in? He stated tha t it is his concern that
if a mixed us e zone was created that it wou ld most likely be come
a high density residential area, unless there was s ome type of
p ercentage built int o the zone .
Mr. Christensen s tated that there are advantages to mixed use.
Mr. Despain stated that the option of mixed use has been in the
ordinances, within the Professional Of fice Zone, but it 's only
been used for elderly housing.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield stated that the Woodbury project and adjoining
pieces are being looked at for utilities.
Mr . Baldwin questioned if they are still saying they will be
designing city streets tha t the ci ty will h ave to maintain.
Mr . Hadfield responde d that sta ff has met with Woodbury, the
Mayor , and the Administrator, and they are working through the
issues . He stated that it was staff's be lief that because tax
payers money is b e ing used, that it takes on the princ iple of a
city street. They still n eed to a ccommodat e for the number of
vehicles, and the number of travel l anes cannot be altered .
OTHER BUSINESS
Land Use
Mr . Hadfield suggested tha t t he commissioners make sure t hat they
look at the trade o ff for the l and use as presented earlier in
the night. He asked if t here is r oom for churches , parks, etc .
He agrees that there isn't a s trong need for commercial office
buildings, b u t to b e wel l infor med as to the trad e off b efore
deciding to make the area multi-family residential.
Mr. Despain stated that we have to look at the general plan on
the long perspective and n ot what is s elling today . American
Fork probably ha s a lower percent of a ttached housing than ot h er
local communi ties. He questioned if American Fork wants t o
fo llow the other local communities in their planning
philosophies . The city has held that area of the city for
planned industrial for many years.
There has been a h istory in
the g e neral plan for the planned industrial.
Mr . Hadfie ld reminded the commission that the Provo/Orem area is
skewed as to the housing because o f the two universities and the
ne ed for attached housing .
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Mr. Despain stated that CPC has a large stockpile of cement on
the south-east side of town . CPC has asked to be allowed to
crush t h e cement and turn it into some sor t of aggregate to sell.
He suggested for this be done administratively, rather than try
to put it in a zone.
Chairman Hansen stated that as long as it was temporary it would
be ok and suggested a five week period.
Mr . Despain stated that it was his judgement that it wou l d take
longer than that amount of time to complete the p roce ss for such
a large amount of cement.
Mr . Baldwin stated that they don ' t address the noise issue .
Chairman Hansen added that their desire to remove the pile may be
to start a different project on the property .
Mr. Baldwin stated that if they are going to get r id of the
property then it will be a temporary project .
Mr. Hadfield s t ated there are no close neighbors and that the
engine makes as much noise as the actual rock crushing . He
suggested trying it, under the close supervision of staff, and if
there is a problem to correct it.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NOVEMBER 7 , 2001. PLANN ING COMM ISSION
MINUTES
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the November 7, 2 00 1, Planning
Commission Minutes subject to the following c o rrecti ons: page 2 ,
line 17 "a" should be changed to "of"; page 2, line 25 "as"
should be changed to "has"; page 2, line 25 " into" should be
changed to "in to"; page 6, line 19 "expressed that" should be
changed to "expressed concern that"; page 6, line 3 0
"substantially deeding" should be changed to "substantial
deeding"; page 7, line 19 "controlled" should be changed to
"considered"; page 10, line 48 "then" should be changed t o "the";
page 12, line 6 "He said the daily trip generation rate would be
5,500 trips a day and nearing the p.m. peak hour the number o f
trips that would accessing the site would be about 5,70 0 " should
be changed to "He said during the p.m. peak hours there will be
about 5,700 vehicle trips per hour that will access the site";
page 12 line 43 "be worked" should be changed to "being worked" .
Mr . Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion .
favor.
The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
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Al l were in

(

Mr . Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Christensen seconded to
motion. All voted in favor.
The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 9 : 06 p.m .

(Jt1-v- ~·
Lisa M. Bright
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 5, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 5, 2001, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7 : 00 p.m .
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Review and action on the final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat G
revising lots 14, 15, & 16 of Virginia Ridge Plat B at 534
West 1200 North.
Review and action on a one lot subdivision for Forest Garden
Plat B at 689 North 900 East.
Review and action on the American Fork Place Subdivision Pl at
A consisting of 1 lot at 142 North Wes t State Road.
Review and action a commercial site plan for Nova Source at
142 North West State Road .
Review and action on the prelimi nary plat of the American Fork
Industrial Park located at 1300 South 500 East consisting of
6 lots.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams Annexation consisting of 77 . 25 acres at approximately
300 Eas t South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the preliminary approval of a commercial
site plan for the American Fork Commercial Center (WoodburyWestfi e ld -Meadows) located at 875 Wes t State Road .
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the November 21,
2001,
Planning
Commission minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of November, 2001 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 5, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, December
5, 2001 , in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Michael Georgeson, Alan
Christensen, and Steve N ielsen. Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod D espain, Melanie
Marsh, and Arthur Miller, Shane D . Smoot, Brandon Zollinger, Bill Peperone, Brent Dopp,
Matthew J. Wells, Kyle Spencer. Richard Mendenhall, Ned Stephenson, Lynn Woodbury, Ryan
Hales, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Mr. Richan because he was out of town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT G REVISING
LOTS 14. 15. & 16 OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT BAT 534 WEST 1200 NORTH
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the outside boundary line would not change, but that the two internal
lots have changed. He further explained that no preliminary plat was required because the utilities
and improvements are in.
Mr. Hadfield said the verbiage on the plat is not sufficient to vacate the existing lots. He stated
that any lot owner in Plat B must be signatory to the owner's dedication relative to the vacation
to make the three new lots.
Mr. Despain agreed with Mr. Hadfield in that there needs to be some slight change in the
wording on the final plat relative to the vacation of the existing lots. He said the consent forms
from all the property owners in Plat B and utility company relative to the proposed amendment
need to be submitted to the City.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat B revising Lots 14,
15 and 16 of Virginia Ridge Plat Bat 534 West 1200 North subject to: the appropriate
language being added to the plat calling for the vacation of the Virginia Ridge Plat B, Lots
14, 15, and 16 and that the required signatures be obtained approving the vacation.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hunter, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion canied.
(Planning Commission Minutes - December 5. 200 I )

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ONE LOT SUBDIVISION FOR FOREST GARDEN PLAT B
689 NORTH 900 EAST

Mr. Hadfield stated that the proposed subdivision is a one-lot subdivision with a large residual
piece in the vicinity of 700 North and 900 East. He said the proposed subdivision has no bearing
on the Hill Ridge Subdivision that has previously been approved by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Hadfield said the legal description needs to be corrected. He said because ofthe slope ofthe
hill there needs to be some type of a drainage agreement with the adjacent property owner.
Mr. Hadfield said the petitioner also needs to obtain approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
It was also discussed that the water rights need to be provided.

Mr. Baldwin asked ifthere will be problems getting in and out ofthe driveway. He said that there
will not be any problem sewering the property.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the one lot subdivision for Forest Garden Plat B at 689
North 900 East subject to: (1) a drainage agreement with the adjacent property owners to
the south (2) approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company (3) water rights being
provided and (4) the boundary description being corrected.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hunter, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMERICAN FORK PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 142 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission has already approved one version of the
American Fork Place Subdivision Plat, but the petitioners have now made some revisions to it so
that why the proposed plat if before the Planning Commission.

Mr. Zollinger pointed out that they have increased the road dedication.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the owners ofthe property proposed for development can' t deed
outside of what is their property. He explained that the access to Sunwest Plaza is going to have
to come on a separate document. Mr. Hadfield said the Engineering Department recommends
approval of the plat and also recommends that the plat and necessary easements be recorded
together. He pointed out that the previous plat that the Planning Commission approved showed
the improvements all the way across the front of State Street. He said that Arthur Miller has
talked to him and indicated that Mr. Fischer and the owners of the proposed project have had
(Planning Commission M inutes- December 5. 20 0 I)
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some problems coming to agreement on some ofthe issues so the present plan only shows the
improvements across the front of the individual lot.

Mr. Nielsen asked how the proposed project will be accessed.
Mr. Zollinger pointed out that there is a 24-foot access off of State Street.
It was discussed that the access has been shifted back.

There was some discussion about the improvements that will be put in. It was discussed that the
asphalt will not be put in the easement going north up to the Sunwest Plaza.

Mr. N ielsen asked if the City needs some documentation from UDOT that shows there is an
access.
Mr. Despain said t hat because of the change in the location for the access UDOT will need to
issue a different permit. He said that any approval should be subject to receipt ofthe permit from
UDOT. He said that he sees no reason why the permit will not be approved.
Mr. Zollinger stat ed that they have met with Doug Bassett ofUDOT to discuss the proposed
entrance and they did not have a problem with it, but they wanted to wait to see if the City would
approve it before they issue another permit. H e pointed out that the width of the entrance has
increased.
Mr. Hadfield reported that today he and Mr. Despain were informed that Mr. Fischer, t he owner
of the property known as State Road LLC, has some concerns w ith the proposed development.
H e said that there are some issues that need to be resolved between the property owner of the
proposed project and Mr. Fischer before the proposed subdivision is recorded.
Chairman Hansen recommended that if the Planning Commission approves the subdivision plat
t hat it not go unt il the access easement comes so that all the outstanding items are taken care of
before it goes t o t he City Council.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the American Fork Place Subdivision Plat A consisting of 1
lot at 142 North West State Road subject to: (1) documentation from the adjacent prope•·ty
owner being properly prepared and agreed upon (2) the plat and easements being
submitted for recording together (3) the access permit being obtained from UDOT before
any further development is done.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Christensen suggested that some 4 to 6 foot shrubs be placed between the trash area and t he
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wall to make it more aesthetically pleasing. He expressed some concern that it may be hard to
mow the grass right up to the building.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the commercial site plan at for Nova Source at 142 North
West State Road subject to: (1) the door that will be located on the south side of the
property meeting the fire code (2) bonding of the improvements along the street side (3) the
subdivision plat being recorded.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
There was some question about whether the motion should include subject to the water rights
being provided.
Mr. Despain suggested that the motion include subject to verification of the water rights.

Mr. Nielsen amended the motion to include subject to verification of the water rights.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion .
. Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE AMERICAN FORK
INDUSTRIAL PARK LOCATED AT 1300 SOUTH 500 EAST CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS
Chairman Hansen said this item has been pulled at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE G.
WilLIAMS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 77.25 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 300
EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD

Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation was submitted approximately two years ago and a draft
annexation agreement was prepared at that time. He said the draft annexation that was prepared
has now been revised.
Mr. Despain stated that one ofthe primary differences in the proposed revised annexation
agreement is relative to the road alignment. He said the proposed road plan shows the road gong
through the middle of the property and exiting the property on the north. The early road plan
showed the road corning up onto 620 South within the confines of the property. He said the
proposed road plan shows the access to 620 South off of this property. Mr. Despain said he
believes the proposed road alignment is a better alignment than was earlier proposed. Mr.
Despain pointed out that the proposed site plan is not as detailed a site plan as the one Mr. Hatch
presented some time ago. He said Mr. Hatch ' s proposed site plan showed "a bunch ofbuildings."
He said the proposed site plan is primarily focusing on the road. He asked the Planning
Commission to realize that each new building that is requested to be built will come with a site
plan to the City. He said right now the critical issue if the alignment of the road .
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Mr. Despain said that the proposed annexation agreement states that the property will be placed
in the BP-1 Zone. He said the representatives for the purchaser ofthe property have indicated
some reservations about some elements of the BP-1 Zone. He pointed out that the hearing for the
BP-1 Zone will be held on D ecember 11 , 2001, then the rules would have to be applied to the
proposed development if it is placed in the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the water rights issue has already been addressed and that has not changed since
that was addressed in the earlier proposed annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen reported that in the staff meeting today it was discussed that Mr. Despain
would need to add some additional paragraphs to the proposed annexation agreement. One
paragraph that needs to be added is regarding the temporary road. Another paragraph that needs
to be added is relative to the improvements on the road on the Ford and Christensen Property.
He asked Mr. Despain if he was still planning on adding the additional paragraphs to the proposed
annexation agreement.

Mr. Despain stated that he was still planning on adding some paragraphs to the proposed
annexation agreement regarding the temporary road and improvements on the Ford and
Christensen Property. He stated that they need to set the rules with regard to the width of the
temporary road and the time limit for when the temporary road will be eliminated.
It was discussed that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, has also suggested some grammatical
corrections. It was discussed that where it talks about the placement of buildings that needs to be
deleted from the proposed agreement because there are not any buildings shown on the concept
plan.

Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about placing the property in the BP-1 Zone before the BP-1
Zone is approved by the City Council. He asked if the Planning Commission should wait to act
on the proposed annexation agreement until the BP-1 Zone is approved by the City Council. He
expressed concern that the City Council may make changes to the proposed BP-1 Zone that may
impact the property proposed for annexation.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed annexation agreement is based on the assumption that the
BP-1 Zone will be passed as it. He said that if the City Council is not content with the proposed
BP-1 Zone, then he assumes that they would just refer it back to the Planning Commission for
revision. He said that the proposed annexation will not be placed on the City Council agenda until
they know the outcome of the proposed BP-1 Zone.
Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed annexation is on the December 11 , 2001, City Council
Agenda.
Bill Peperone of Hubble Engineering said that they did not intend for the proposed annexation to
be placed on the December 11 , 2001 , City Council Agenda. He said they just want to talk to the
City Council about the proposed BP-1 Zone.

Mr. Despain said that if the proposed annexation is on the December 11 , 2001, City Council
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Agenda it was just put there by mistake and should not be there.
Mr. Peperone said his company would like to purchase 2 acres of the property in the proposed
annexation in order to build a 20,000 square foot office building for their company. He said some
of the requirements in the proposed BP-1 Zone would make it difficult for them to build a 20,000
square foot building. He said the minimum size requirement in the proposed BP-1 Zone is high.
He said they would like to discuss some of the requirements in the proposed BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin said he thought that it was discussed by the Planning Commission that the minimum
size requirement would be eliminated from the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Nielsen said a 30,000 square foot building is a big building.
Mr. Despain said "I don't recall changing it, (the ordinance to eliminate the minimum building size
requirement) but I do remember the discussion ." He said he remembers that they wanted the size
of the buildings in the BP-1 Zone to be similar in size to the Label Express Building.
Mr. Hadfield read from Page 18 of the November 7, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes where
it states "There was discussion about the minimum 30,000 square feet requirement for the primary
structure. Mr. Despain pointed out that there is not a minimum square footage requirement in the
PI-1 Zone. Mr. Richan and Mr. Nielsen both recommended that the minimum 30,000 square feet
structure requirement be eliminated from the proposed BP-1 Zone. Mr. Nielsen said that the size
of the structure does not matter. He said"the uses that are outlined in the ordinance will dictate
what will be developed. " Mr. Hadfield continued to read from the November 7, 2001 , Planning
Commission Minutes and read the motion that recommended approval ofthe BP-1 Zone.

After Mr. Hadfield read from the November 7, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes, Mr. Despain
asked the Planning Commission what changes that they would like to see made to the proposed
BP-1 Zone because he needs to let the City Council know what changes are being requested .
Chairman Hansen said that he thought that the Planning Commission had talked about the size of
the building being eliminated from the BP-1 Zone, but he was not sure what had been decided
relative to the size of the lot.
Mr. Nielsen said the building requirement needs to be taken out of the BP-1 Zone. He said they
need to determine a lot size. He said the minimum lot size will dictate the building size.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the individual plans would still have to come back to the Planning
Commission and then the Planning Commission would determine if the proposed plans were
suitable.
Mr. Nielsen the minimum lot size should be at least one acre.

It was discussed that the proposed BP -1 Zone currently requires a minimum of 2 lh acres.
Mr. Hadfield said "the determining factor is not so much the size of the lot or the size of the
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building, but it is the parking stall s that are the issue."

Mr. Baldwin said parking and the campus type appearance are both issues that need to be
considered.
Mr. Despain explained that the idea of the BP-1 Zone was to increase the open space features and
the landscaping aspect and limit the uses that would be detrimental to creating a high quality
entrance or vista.
Mr. Despain said the initial thought was that the larger lots and larger buildings would help in
creating a high quality entrance or vista. He raised the question of whether the Planning
Commission now feels that a "good looking development" can be developed on a smaller lot.
Mr. Nielsen said that Guy Hatch has built 18,000 square foot buildings in the Broadstone
Development, which he thinks are good size buildings. He again stated that a one-acre minimum
lot size would be sufficient. He said that a 15,000 square foot building could be built on one acre.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the minimum square footage requirement be eliminated and the
minimum lot size be decreased to one acre in the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain asked for other comments from other members of the Planning Commission.

Mr. Georgeson was a little hesitant to recommend that the minimum lot size be reduced to one
acre. He asked how many parking stalls there would be.

It was discussed that there would be 5 parking stalls per 1,000 square feet.
Mr. Nielsen stated that he has appraised a lot of office buildings and the typical building to land
ratio is somewhere between 25% and 35%, which means that usually a 15,000 square foot
building is built on one acre.
It was discussed that when talking about a 15,000 square foot building on one acre that is not the
footprint. It was discussed that most people build on two levels so the footprint would be 7,500
square feet, which means there would be more property left for landscaping.
After discussing what size of a building could be built on a one-acre lot and how many parking
stalls would be required and what land could be left for landscaping, Mr. Georgeson said he was
comfortable reducing the minimum lot size requirement to one acre.
Councilman Hunter said that he was fine with reducing the minimum lot size to one acre as long
as the building would be a two-story building. Mr. Georgeson agreed that the building would
need to be a two-story building.

Mr. Baldwin said "in my motion one thing I said that did not get put in the minutes (November 7,
2001 , Planning Commission Minutes) was that this would require more work for the Planning
Commission, but that the Planning Commission was willing to allow some flexibility of not having
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a minimum building size." He said that a minimum of one acre sounds like a reasonable
requirement.
Mr. Christensen said a one-acre minimum will cut up the landscaping. He said that the minimum
requirement should not be less than one acre.

Mr. Baldwin said with eliminating the building size requirement and reducing the minimum lot
size the Planning Commission is going to have to do more work on projects that are proposed in
the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson said there would be something in the ordinance that states that the landscaping
should be as contiguous as possible.
Mr. Nielsen stated that there will be landscaping on the street frontage. He suggested that it
might be good to include a depth of landscaping.
Mr. Hadfield said "everything is with good intent because we all have good intentions, but in the
back of my mind I am always concerned about that one person that can find the loop hole in the
system and give them a black eye because they lowered the standard." He expressed concern
about just having a one-acre minimum and no minimum building sizes.
Mr. Nielsen said they need to require a certain depth of landscaping along the street frontage.

Chairman Hansen said that he thought the BP-1 Zone already included a setback requirement.
It was discussed that there are setback requirements in the proposed BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the BP-1 Zone is headed to hearing and so he needs to let the City
Council know that the Planning Commission is recommending that some changes be made to the
ordinance. He said the fewer the changes that need to be made the more likely the City Council
will approve it. He said if there are too many changes, then the City Council will send it back to
the Planning Commission.
After much discussion about the changes that need to be made to the proposed BP-1 Zone,
Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed annexation agreement has some changes that need to
be made to it. He asked if the Planning Commission was comfortable moving the proposed
annexation agreement forward based subject to the changes being made to it.

Mr. Georgeson moved to forward to the City Council with a favorable recommendation the
Boyde G. Williams Annexation consisting of 77.25 acres at approximately 300 East South
Frontage Road subject to: (1) a paragraph being added discussing the requirements
associated with the temporary road (2) the improvements being made on the Christensen
Property to 500 East (3) the language changes being made to the agreement as outlined by
the City Attorney and (4) the BP-1 Zone being approved by the City Council.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson, Chair·man
Hansen and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain asked that the record show that he has been instructed to modify the BP-I Zone to
eliminate the building size and reduce the minimum lot size to one acre and to discuss these
changes with the City Council at the hearing for the BP-1 Zone.

Mr. Georgeson moved to instruct Mr. Despain to modify the BP-1 Zone to eliminate the
building size and reduce the minimum lot size to one acre and to discuss these changes with
the City Council at the hearing for the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion .

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen, Chairman
Hansen, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF A COMMERCIAL SITE
PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER (WOODBURYWESTFIELD-MEADOWS) LOCATED AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated that the primary focus at the November 7, 2001 , Planning Commission
regarding the proposed project was regarding the road system. He said that as a result ofthe
November 7, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting some changes have been made to the
commercial site plan for American Fork Commercial Center. He said the question that needs to
be addressed tonight is whether the proposed plan adequately accommodates the concerns that
were discussed at the November 7, 2001 , Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Despain said that Mayor Barratt would like to see the proposed project move as quickly as
possible. He said that some ofthe primary clients ofWoodbury are anxious to move quickly. HE
said that it is the desire of the applicants to have the open space conveyed to the City prior to the
end of the year. He said that it is his understanding that the City will receive approximately 42
acres of open space.
Mr. Despain said the City has met with the engineering representatives for Woodbury and Mr.
Pruitt, the developer who wants to develop the Harris-Salisbury Parcels in order to work out
some of the utility and drainage issues.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed project is defined in two segments (1) the upper
segment, which is the area north ofthe wetlands and (2) the lower segment, which is the area
south of the wetland area.
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Mr. Despain said the City is primarily concerned with the adequacy ofthe proposed accesses. He
said that the City has seen a "diverse number of accesses." He stated that American Fork City
StaffMembers have discussed the proposed plan with UDOT. He said that the proposed plan
indicates that there will be six accesses, but UDOT has indicated that there should only be five
access points and that indiscriminate access has not been approved and should not be approved.
Mr. Despain pointed out that UDOT said the proposed fifth access will not be a signaled
intersection.
Mr. Despain pointed out that one feature some of the other plans showed were a heavy use of
roundabouts. He stated that the proposed plan only shows one roundabout in the main
intersection ofthe northern portion ofthe proposed plan.
Mr. Despain said one thing that needs to be discussed is what roads will be public.
Mr. Despain discussed the northern portion first. He expressed some concern about the two-lane
road that has angular parking off of it. He said there has been some discussion that the two-lane
road in the northern portion should be wider than two lanes.
After Mr. Despain discussed the northern portion of the proposed project, he then discussed the
southern portion. He stated that the primary access routes to the southern portion are over the
bridge from the north and the extension of Pacific Drive. He said there will also be a third access
route from the Pruitt Project.
Mr. Despain talked about the need for a roundabout in the southern portion of the proposed
project.

Mr. Despain stated that the traffic analysis that has been done by Ryan Hales ofFehr and Peers
does not take into consideration any of the extraneous areas near the proposed project. He said
the traffic analysis has been mainly geared to the proposed project.
Mr. Hales stated that the traffic analysis does not take into account the Pruitt Property. He stated
that the Kmart Property was considered in the traffic analysis.
Mr. Woodbury stated that they did include some of the property to the north ofthe proposed
project in the traffic analysis.
Mr. Despain stated that the City staff is concerned that some of the proposed accesses will not
work. He said there has been a lot of discu ssion regarding the access points. He stated that Doug
Bassett has suggested that it might be good for the City to do a "more comprehensive" traffic
analysis than has been done by Mr. Hales.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Bassett suggested that the City do a traffic study that includes
the area from Exit 281 to Exit 282 to see what impact that will have on the property proposed for
development.
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Mr. Despain said one reason for the traffic study is because there is some question about whether
the intersection by the Pruitt Property should be signalized.
Mr. Hales explained that they use a national standard for the trip generation rates when they
conduct a traffic analysis. He said the study has taken into consideration all the commercial areas
and the out parcel pads. He explained that the trip generation rates are assigned to the roadway
network.

Mr. Hales explained that there will be some trade off back and forth between the Pruitt Parcel and
the Woodbury Parcel. He said there will be more trips coming into the Woodbury Parcel than
trips leaving the Woodbury Parcel and going down to the south. Mr. Hales said that they want to
make sure that State Street does not clog up because if it clogs up non one will want to travel up
and down the road. He again stated that he has not analyzed the Woodbury Parcel.
Mr. Woodbury said that Mr. Hales explained to him that the road that connects to the Pruitt
Parcel may have some effect of reducing some ofthe traffic on the other intersections in the
Woodbury Parcel. He said some people may choose to take the road from the Pruitt Parcel to
enter the Woodbury Project rather than to go all the way up to Pacific Avenue.
Mr. Hales said that after the last Planning Commission Meeting, he talked to Doug Bassett of
UDOT to find a scope of work that would account for all the traffic. He said that Mr. Bassett
suggested that they need to look from American Fork's Main Street to Lehi's Main Street. He
said the traffic analysis also needs to take into account the realignment of 1200 East in Lehi,
which will go out to the Alpine Highway. He said they are actually in the process of doing some
modeling work to update the overall area. He pointed out that they have been working with the
Mountainland Association of Government Model.

Mr. Despain expressed concern that some of the access points may not be able to handle the
traffic. He said the desire ofthe applicants is to move more quickly than the City can have an
overall traffic study done. He asked what kind of comfort level the Planning Commission has
with the proposed project realizing that they have less than a complete study to evaluate things.
Mr. Hales said he has proposed to the owners of the Woodbury Parcel that they consider the
Pruitt Property in the traffic analysis and redistribute the trips between the two developments in
order to have a better idea of what will happen at the intersections.
Mr. Christensen said that he would like to compare the proposed against the University Mall
Project in Orem. He asked how many accesses the U niversity Mall Project has.
Mr. Nielsen stated that there are two accesses off of 13 00 South, two off of State Street and two
off of 800 East.
Mr. Christensen said the parking lot for the proposed project is smaller than the one at the
University Mall Project and the proposed project has more accesses than the U niversity Mall
Project.
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Mr. Woodbury said he believes there is excess capacity and than a full comprehensive study is
really not needed. He said there should be a comfort level that the proposed project will work.
Mr. Despain raised the issue several times about what kind of comfort level the Planning
Commission has with the proposed plan. He said that the developers of the proposed project
have indicated that they need to have something approved at the December 19, 2001, Planning
Commission Meeting so that they can meet the demands of their tenant contracts.

Chairman Hansen asked for discussion regarding what roads will be public and in the proposed
project. He raised the question ofwhether the most northerly northwest intersection should have
a better connection.
Mr. Nielsen said if the most northerly northwest intersection is going to be a public road, then it
should be continuous.
Mr. Nielsen asked "is there just so much money that they (the City) is borrowing to put in the
public road and does not the money dictate how much the City will be responsible for?''

In response to Mr. Nielsen ' s question, Mr. Woodbury said "to some extent the answer to your
question is yes." Mr. Woodbury explained that there is a maximum limit. He said if they were to
reduce the extent of the public involvement it is conceivable that the maximum amount would not
be spent. He said ifthe scope of the public roadways was enlarged, it is likely that the maximum
amount would be exceeded and they (Woodbury) would have to come up with the additional
money to build the roadways.
Mr. Mendenhall said that it seems that Mr. Despain has some aversion to the middle access being
a public road.
Mr. Despain said that he is not sure that he has an aversion to the middle access being a public
road. He said that it just makes more sense to him that the more dominate accesses should be the
ones that qualify better as a public road.
Mr. Mendenhall stated from a structure concept it is a lot simpler to maintain the public corridors
in the exterior area.

Chairman Hansen suggested that the public road be ended at 900 West.
There was some discussion about private roads verses public roads. Mr. Hadfield stated that
public means more than just being able to drive on the asphalt. He said there will be significant
improvements that will need to be made underground. He stated that sewer, water and other
utilities will need to be placed in a public right-of-way and not in a private right-of-way. He said
there are several utility type issues that have not been resolved at this point in time that are not
"war stoppers," but they need to be addressed .
Mr. Despain said the roads that are going to be public need to be logical.
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Mr. Nielsen said that another issue that needs to be considered is in regards to how much the
bond is for the public roads. He said that if they find out that too many roads have been allocated
as public roads for the money, then he suggested that the whole west leg be abandoned .
Mr. Despain said the question relative to what the City takes as a public road and the cost of the
public roads should not be the driving force. He said what ought to drive the issue is what makes
sense in terms of public verses private interests.
Mr. Nielsen said that the petitioner would want to have as many public roads possible.
In reaction to Mr. Nielsen's comment about the petitioner wanting to have as many public roads
as possible, Chairman Hansen and Mr. Despain said they are not sure that is a true fact.

Mr. Woodbury stated that they would prefer that the first four-way intersection on the west side
not be a public road.
After much discussion about what roads should be public and which should be private, Mr.
Hadfield said they can talk public verses private all night long, but until they know the size and
placement of the utilities, then they are making decisions without adequate information.

Mr. Woodbury said he thought they had done a good job addressing the utility distribution
network.
Mr. Hadfield said City staff has met with Darin Smith and discussed some of the issues relative to
the utilities and that is the first time they had opened the General Plan to discuss what is planned
for utilities in the area proposed for development. He said that Mr. Smith is still reviewing the
placement ofthe utilities so they cannot proceed too much further until he has completed his
review.

Mr. Baldwin asked the applicants what action they would like from the Planning Commission
tonight.
Mr. Woodbury said they would like to know what issues they have not addressed adequately.
Chairman Hansen stated that there is not direct access to the northwest intersection.

Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Hadfield if his concern about where the utilities would go in a public or
private road has any significant impact on the proposed plan.

\

In response to Mr. Baldwin' s question, Mr. Hadfield said that at this point the Planning
Commission does not really have the authority to approve the proposed plan. He explained that
the sewer line needs to be relocated and that needs to be approved by TSSD . He said that he is
not sure that the applicants can do what they expect to do until they receive approval from TSSD .
He said that he does not believe that the no11hern portion of the property can be sewered without
a lift station.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that he also does not like the traffic islands. He also expressed concern about
the status of the Green Parcel. He asked why there are streets and parking lots shown on the
Green Parcel.

Mr. Stephenson said the Green Parcel will be incorporated into their proposed development.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the sewer locations and the grades for the south side have been resolved.
He said that the looping ofthe water line is significantly different. He said that he thinks they
have resolved the issues with Mr. Smith. Mr. Hadfield said that some of the drainage issues still
need to be resolved .

Mr. Hadfield said "there are not war stoppers." He said that every time they receive a plan thjngs
have changed significantly. He asked if the proposed plan is the "latest and greatest." He said
that the landscape plan shows more roundabouts than are shown in the proposed preliminary plan.
Mr. Woodbury stated that they did not have enough time to change the landscape plan.
Chairman Hansen stated that there are still some issues relative to the water and sewer that need
to be resolved . He expressed concern about Meadow Lane Drive. He suggested that the angle
parking be eliminated off of Meadow Lane Drive. He also suggested that if the angle parking is
not eliminated then, Meadow Lane Drive should be four lanes instead of two so that people not
interested in pulling into a parking space would not have to wait for those people who are backing
in and out of a parking space.

Mr. Woodbury stated that the bridge is 60 feet wide so they could have 48 feet oftravel way. He
stated that they are proposing 10-foot sidewalks and 40 feet of asphalt.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about whether there will be sufficient room to safely maneuver a
snowplow on Meadow Lane Drive with cars parked at angle.
Chairman Hansen again stated that Meadow Lane Drive should be widened .
Mr. Baldwin agreed that Meadow Lane Drive need s to be widened for safety reasons so that
people can back in and out of the parking spaces and so the road can be serviced .
Mr. Woodbury stated that ifthe road is made wider, then there will be problems like currently
exist on State Street. He explained that in a lifestyles center the idea is to create more intimacy.
Chairman Hansen said Meadow Lane Drive has to be a public street and they have to worry about
traffic accidents on a public street because the City will be the one that will be held responsible.
He said if the Meadow Lane Drive were a private road, then there would not be an issue because
the owner of the development would be held responsible. He said that Meadow Lane Drive has
to be a public road because it is one ofthe main utilities areas.
Mr. Mendenhall pointed out that in Old Town Scottsdale there are streets that have two lanes of
traffic with 45 degree parking and the rates of speed are low and there are not problems. He said
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there has to be a certain level of intimacy in order to create the ambience and the pedestrian
oriented environment that allows people to get out of their car to engage in business activities .

Mr. N ielsen said with 10-foot sidewalks it seems that there is room for two travel ways and a
center median.
Mr. Christensen said that they also have to be concerned about problems that could be created
between pedestrian and cars.
Mr. Mendenhall said that ifthe road is made wider, then the speed will increase and there will be
an increased rate of risk for accidents.
Mr. Woodbury said what he is hearing is that the Planning Commission would like to see Meadow
Lane Drive wider and would like to see the diagonal parking eliminated. He asked Mr. Hales
what the best option would be.
Mr. Hales stated that angle parking will increase the accident rate. He said that when they talk
about crash statistics they talk about the severity of accidents. H e said t hat they severity goes
down the speed is lower withing a corridor. He said that four lanes may increase the safety
factor. He said the real issue that needs to be looked at is the flow perspective.
Mr. Woodbury stated that if Meadow Lane Drive is widened to four lanes vehicular safety would
be increased, but pedestrian safety would decrease.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that there be three lanes on Meadow Lane Drive so that there would be
more room fo r cars to back out. He said it looks like there is about 6 feet of space behind the
angle parking right now. He said that now much more space would be needed to help make it
safer for cars backing out and of the angle parking spaces.
Mr. Nielsen said that is why he suggest ed a center median because that would allow more room
to move around .
Chairman Hansen said that he does not know if a center median would be a good idea because
then it might encourage people to make that left turn into the angle parking.

Mr. Mendenhall suggested that six feet extra could be left on each lane to make things better.
Chairman Hansen said he likes the idea of widening Meadow Lane Drive so that the cars backing
out of the angle parking spaces are not back into the traffic.
After much discussion about the proposed accesses, Mr. Baldwin said that he does not see that
the Planning Commission can take any action tonight because of the technical problems.
Mr. Woodbury said another issue that needs to be discussed is the number of openings on
Grassland Drive. H e stated that they have tried to limit the number of openings on Grassland
Drive. He said it may not be customarily to have as many openings on a public street, but they
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think Grassland Drive is an internal road within a shopping area that functions well .

Mr. Christensen said there are some islands proposed on either side of Grassland Lane where it
looks like pedestrians will be able to easily cross the lanes. He suggested that there be a median
put in the middle ofthe landscaping to help protect pedestrians.
Mr. Christensen also suggested that the access should line up across from each other so that cars
can go straight across from each other.
Mr. Hadfield said there are still a lot ofthings that still need to be cleaned up on the proposed
plat. He said the proposed size of the parking stalls does not meet the City standards. He pointed
out that the City requires 20 foot parking stalls with 24-foot travel ways . He stated that one can 't
park an extended cab truck in an 18-foot parking stall.

Mr. Woodbury expressed some concern about having to change the size of the parking stalls.
Mr. Despain told the applicants if they were proposing to do anything different from the parking
standard, then the standard would have to be modified .
Mr. Stephenson asked if they could get a variance, if they do not wish to use the parking standard
of the City.
Mr. Despain suggested that the applicants should not try to get a variance. He explained that the
standard would have to be changed by resolution.
Mr. Despain asked ifthe issue with the Green Parcel has been resolved yet.
Mr. Mendenhall said that the issue with the Green Parcel has not been resolved yet. He said they
have not closed on the Green Property yet, but hope to be able to close by the end of the year.
Mr. Woodbury stated that they are proposing to develop the Green Parcel at this point in time.
Mr. Despain encouraged the applicants to be as detailed as they can on their proposed plan.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the last plan they saw showed four buildings in front of the
entertainment center and now the proposed plan shows that there will be six buildings.
Mr. Woodbury stated that they are not asking for preliminary approval on the bottom part of the
proposed development at this time. He stated that they may end up with eight buildings in front
of the entertainment center. He said the bottom portion of the proposed plan is more conceptual
in nature.
There was some discussion about the sewer. Mr. Despain stated that the sewage has to flow out
ofthe north into the south. Mr. Stephenson stated that they have met with TSSD to discuss the
sewer Issues.
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Mr. Baldwin said he agrees with the general concept, but there are still some technical issues that
need to be resolved .
There was a brief discussion about the proposed signs. Mr. Woodbury explained that it is
proposed that each pad will have a low monument sign along the front. He said it is also
proposed that there be three main project identification signs along State Street.
Mr. Despain said to the extent that the parcels are separately defined parcels and have frontage on
public streets would entitle the parcels to a monument sign. He said that at this time he is not
prepared to respond to how many project identification signs would be allowed . He said that
three project identification signs may be too many. He said at this point it wou ld be inappropriate
to talk about the proposed signs. He would like more time to review the proposed signs.

Mr. Despain said there also needs to be some discussion about phasing, which he hopes to discuss
on December 19, 2001.
It was discussed that Woodbury has discussed with UDOT the possibility of having six accesses,
but that UDOT has not approved all six accesses.
After much discussion on the proposed project, Mr. Nielsen moved to table this item until the

technical requirements have been met.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Hadfield said things continue to move. He said they spent many hours this last week with
many engineering firms concerning properties on the west side.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield reported that on the City Council Agenda for next Tuesday an action to see ifthe
City Council will allow staff to do an RFP for tl1e Drainage Element of the General Plan is
included.
Mr. Despain reported that many of the uncertainties associated with the land use element of the
General Plan have been eliminated. He said that he is content to make whatever adjustments need
to be made to the text of the land use element. He said that they are getting closer to finishing the
General Plan. He said that Horrocks is working on modifYing the street plan.

Mr. Hadfield repo11ed that he has spoken to Lee Cabell of Horrocks and he has indicated that he
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can be done with the street plan by the end of the month.
Mr. Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission that they made a motion to have Rulon Dutson
ofBear West update the parks, trails and open space element of the General Plan. He said the
proposal to have Bear West update the parks, trails and open space element of the General Plan
has been sent forward to Carl Wanlass, City Administrator. He asked Councilman Hunter to
express to the City Council the need for the parks, trails and open space element update.
Mr. Hadfield said that he can have Mr. Cabell make a report to the Planning Commission on
December 19, 2001 , regarding the street plan.
Chairman Hansen suggested that they look at how heavy the agenda will be on December 19,
2001 , and then they can determine whether they would like to have Mr. Cabell make a report that
night.

Mr. Despain stated that they should not wait until the drainage element is complete to start the
hearing process on the rest of the elements of the General Plan. He suggested that they should
start the hearing process soon for the other elements ofthe General Plan.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the drainage element has never been adopted. He said there will
not be a problem with leaving the drainage element out right now. He stated that the drainage
element and secondary irrigation can be adopted as a separate element ofthe General Plan.
Vacher Annexation

Mr. Despain said that one issue that has been discussed relative to the Vacher Annexation is
whether the requirements in the R-3 Zone that limit the design to four plexes is an undue
requirement. He said that many developers keep telling him that it would be nice if they could get
the densities of the R-3 Zone with some design flexibility of the R-4 Zone. He said that the
Planning Commission may want to look at the design criteria in the R-3 and R-4 Zones to see if
any adjustments need to be made.
Chairman Hansen asked ifthe Vacher Annexation will be on the next agenda.

Mr. Despain said that he has talked some with Jo hn Dester about the Vacher Annexation, but he
is not sure if it will be back on the agenda for December 19, 2001.
Chairman Hansen asked that if Mr. Dester requests to have the Vacher Annexation put on the
agenda, then they need to have a discussion item relative to the design criteria in the R-3 and R-4
Zones.
Large Scale Assisted Housing Facilities
Mr. Despain reported that he receives many calls about assisted living facilities and many people
he talks to about assisted living facilities are of the opinion that large scale assisted living facilities
ought to be allowed in any zone.
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Christmas Party
Councilman Hunter asked if the Planning Commission will be having a Christmas Party.
Mr. Hadfield reported that the Planning Commission will have a party after January when the new
appointments to the Planning Commission have been made.
Drainage Plan
Mr. Christensen asked ifHorrocks is putting together the drainage plan.
Mr. Hadfield said that the City will be going out for proposal s for the drainage plan. He explained
that there will be a selection committee put together to choose the best proposal.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Christensen if he would be willing to serve on the selection
committee that will chose the proposal.
Mr. Christensen said he would be interested in serving on the selection committee. He said the
City needs to look at an innovative drainage plan.
Michael Georgeson's Resignation
Mr. Georgeson stated that he has submitted his letter of resignation to Mayor Barratt and that his
resignation will be effective January 3, 2002. Mr. Georgeson' s letter of resignation is attached as
ATTACHMENT #1. He stated that he has completed 14 years of service on the Planning
Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NOVEMBER 21. 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the November 21, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 33 "drafted" should be changed "signed." On Page 2, Line 16 "lot is fit"
should be changed to "lot fits." On Page 3, Line 24 "ara" should be changed to "area."
On Page 3, Line 26 "ofl-15" should be changed to "of the 1-15." On Page 3, Line 26
"proposed P-1 zone for the land to be put into" should be changed to "that the land be put
into the P-1 Zone. On Page 3, Line 40 "plan" should be changed to "plans." On Page 3,
Line 41 "state" should be change to "stated." On Page 3, Line 49 "to city" should be
changed to "to the city." On Page 4, Line 12 "property and an" should be changed to
"property with an." On Page 4, Line 37 "the side" should be changed to "that side." On
Page 4, Line 48 "have commercial" should be changed to "have a commercial." On Page 4,
Line 49 "5th east and 1st east" should be changed to "5th East and 1st East." On Page 4,
Line 40 "1st east" should be changed to "1st East." On Page 5, Line 35 "like sea" should
be changed to "like a sea." On Page 5, Line 47 "water, but between 1st east" should be
changed to "water problem, but between 1st East." On Page 6, Line 20 "applicant not"
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should be changed to "applicant was not." On Page 6, Line 38 "are" should be changed to
"area." On Page 7, Line 1 "applicant would be willing to submit to the requirements of the
R-3 Zone, but to have the density of the R-4" should be changed to " applicant would be
willing to submit to the densities of the R-3 Zone, but have the provisions for unit per·
building under the R-4 Zone. On Page 7, Line 26 " developer to look" should be changed to
"developer look." On Page 7, Line 36 "but could" should be changed to "but it could." On
Page 8, Line 1 "but has not it reached" should be changed to " but that it has not reached."
On Page 8, Line 19 "be major" sho uld be changed to " be a major." On P age 8, Line 33
"maintain" should be changed to "control." On Page 9, Line 7 "is 727 acres is likely"
should be changed to "are 727 acres likely." On Page 9, Line 41 "it is a" should be changed
to "it is an." On Page 10, Line 21 "street" should be changed to "streets." On Page 10,
Line 34 "commissioners to make" should be changed to "commissioners make."
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter and Chairman
Hansen. Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote because they were not
present at the November 21, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The motion carried.
Thee meeting adjourned at 10:30 p.m.

·tl(l ~M.L ?ff,V{~
Melanie Marsh

(
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE DECEMBER 5, 2001 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

141 East Parkside Circle
American Fork, Utah 84003
December 3, 200 I

The Honorable Ted Barratt, Mayor
American Fork City
35 North Church Street
American Fork, Utah 84003
Dear Mayor Barratt:
Subject: Resignation from City Planning and Zoning Commission
As you may be aware I have completed two six year terms as a member of the City's Planning
and Zoning Commission and have now served two years of a third term. I did not intend to serve
a third term but was persuaded to accept an appointment to help complete the extensive revisions
to the City's General Plan now underway. I feel that those revisions, although taking much
longer than expected, are now basically complete and will provide for the future growth of
American Fork City in an orderly, fair and equitable manner.
Accordingly, I hereby tender my resignation from American Fork City's Planning and Zoning
Commission effective January 3, 2002, and wish yourself, the City Council, and the Planning
and Zoning Commission godspeed in your governance of the City.
I thank you for the opportunity to serve American Fork City and its residents over the past
fourteen years and greatly value the experience of serving with others, both appointed and
professional staff, who have also cared deeply for the welfare of our community. I will miss my
association with them, but it is time to give others an opportunity to serve.
Sincerely,

~04_r-Michael B. Georgeson

.

~

·'

cc:

James Hansen, Planning and Zoning Commission Chairman
Richard Colborn, Zoning Administrator
Rodney Despain, City Planner

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 19, 2001
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 19, 2001, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Review and action on a request by Arrowstar Construction for
a zone change at 35 North 300 East from the existing CC-1 to
the R-4, Multiple Family Residential zone.
Review and action on a request by Ray Shepherd for a zone
change at 172 East 500 North from the existing R1-7500 to the
R2-7500, Multiple Family Residential zone.
Review and action on a request by Equiwest for a zone change
at approximately 800 West 25 North from the existing I-1 zone
to the SC-1, Shopping Center zone .
Review and action on a request by Woodbury Corp for a zone
change at 680 West 200 North from the existing I-1 zone to the
SC-1, Shopping Center zone.
Review and action on an amended fencing plan for Timpanogos
Heights PUD at 750 East 50 South.
Review and action on a preliminary site plan for Alpine Valley
Center at 608 West Main Street.
Review and action on the preliminary approval of a commercial
site plan for the American Fork Commercial Center (WoodburyWestfield-Meadows) located at 875 West State Road.
Continued discussion on the Land Use Element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the December 5, 2001, Planning Commission
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of December, 2001.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 19, 2001

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, December 19,
2001, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen,
Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Michael Georgeson, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, and Steve
Nielsen. Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Brent Ventura,
William Nash, George B. Curtis, Ray Shepherd, Wayne Ross, Jody Ross, Dan Ross, Steve Tobias,
Ted Didas, Steve Pruitt, Tere Pruitt, Greg Nash, Bill Young, Lynn Woodbury, Richard Mendenhall,
Robin Salvagio, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Councilman Tom Hunter.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY ARROWSTAR CONSTRUCTION FOR A ZONE
CHANGE AT 35 NORTH 300 EAST FROM THE EXISTING CC-1 TO THE R-4 MULTIPLE
FAMILY RESIDEN TIAL ZONE
Chairman Hansen stated that on April 5, 2000, the Planning Commission moved to recommend denial
ofthe zone change request for the property located at 35 North 300 East from the existing CC-1 to
the R-4 Zone and recommended upholding the scheme of the General Plan. H e stated that all of the
Planning Commission members voted in favor of the motion on April 5, 2000, to deny the zone
change request. He then asked the applicant to explain what has changed since April 5, 2000, since
the proposed zone change request is the same request that was made at that time.
Wayne Ross, the owner of the property proposed for the zone change, explained that two years ago
he purchased the property to build an office building, but the market changed and there was not high
demand for office buildings. He stated that Bill Young has been talking to the residents in the
neighborhood where the property is located about the proposed zone change.

Mr. Ross said they feel like rezoning the property to the R-4 Zone would be the natural break from
the commercial zoning. He stated that they have about one acre of property that would allow them
to build a 12-plex. He said that they have talked to Mr. Despain about the proposed zone change
request and he felt the proposed zone change would be consistent with the General Plan. Mr. Ross
said they think a 12-plex would work better than some of the uses that are allowed in the commercial
zone. He said that they have not felt any resistance to the proposed project from the neighbors who
live near the proposed development.
Mr. Hadfield showed a map of the property proposed for the zone change along with the surrounding
zones. Mr. Hadfield said the question that needs to be addressed is how will the proposed zone
change comply with the General Plan.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed General Plan proposed to extend the residential designation
to the back lot lines. He said there are two issues that need to be addressed (1) the appropriateness
of the remaining commercial (2) if the property is to be rezoned as residential, then what would be

the appropriate density. He stated that the proposed General Plan does indicate that the prope11y will
be taken out of the commercial zone and put into a residential zone, but it does not show the density
as high density. Mr. Despain said the proposed zone change would be partially consistent with the
General Plan.

Mr. Baldwin said he has heard the commercial reasons for changing the zone, but he has not heard
anything that answers question four of the Zone Change Application, which asks how the zone
change will promote the health, safety, morals and general welfare of the public. He said the closest
thing that he has heard to answer Question #4 on the zone change application is Mr. Despain ' s
reference to the intent ofthe General Plan, which he said he is not familiar with.
Mr. Despain explained that in the area near the property proposed for the zone change there is
commercially zoned property that is primarily used as a residence, which has caused the City grief in
the past because there are people that want to occupy the residence in a commercial way.

Mr. Despain pointed out that when the Planning Commission discussed the proposed zone change
request on April 5, 2000, the public that was present at the meeting stated that they would rather see
a commercial use than have a residential project with increased density. He said because there are
no neighbors present tonight he does not know if they are now comfortable with the proposed zone
change request and proposed project or whether they just did not know about the meeting tonight.
Bill Young stated that when they first bought the property they were going to put office buildings on
it and they had doctors that they were working with to locate their offices in this area. He said that
when they were ready to move forward with the project the doctors they were working with had
heard about the development of offices near the American Fork Hospital and so they opted to locate
their offices by the American Fork Hospital. Mr. Young said at the time they were working to move
forward with their project there was a 35% vacancy in office buildings for all of Utah County. He
said the bank they were working with decided it would not lend them the money for the project
because they did not have any tenants lined up.

Mr. Young stated that office buildings in this location would not have a lot of high visibility or high
traffic. He said that they could not find anyone that wanted to locate their office in this location so
that is why they decided to propose a residential development.
Mr. Young said that a 1 Yz years ago they were looking at putting a 12-plex rental project in, but now
they are looking at developing condos. He said that he met with Mr. Hadfield and Mr. Despain a few
months ago regarding their proposed project and they indicated to him that the proposed use may be
a good use and they felt that it would conform with the General Plan. He said that Mr. Despain and
Mr. Hadfield suggested that before he come to the Planning Commission with his proposal that he
make some effort to talk to the residents who live in the area near the proposed project.
Mr. Young stated that many of the people that showed up on April 5, 2000, in opposition to the
proposed project were not people that lived near the property proposed for development. He said
many of the people that showed up to the meeting on April 5, 2000, were people who lived in
various places throughout the community. Mr. Young stated that he has been going door-to-door
talking to the residents who live near the property proposed for development and he has not met
anyone that is against their proposal to build condos.
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Mr. Young said the proposed project will help the residents who live near the property proposed for
development because the proposed development will provide a buffer and protect the other properties
that are located near the property proposed for development. He said the proposed project will have
less traffic than a commercial use would . Mr. Young said that Mr. Despain has said to him that the
proposed project would be a good buffer. He said the proposed zone change request protects the
residents who live near the property proposed for the zone change request because it helps to
maintain the value oftheir properties.
Mr. Young stated that they could make more money doing a commercial project, but they would
really like to make the proposed condo project work. He said the proposed zone naturally fits in the
area because it conforms to the General Plan. He said the General Plan calls for higher density to be
around the core of the commerciaL He said they are asking to be allowed to put the higher density
around the core of the commerciaL
Mr. Young stated that they have done a similar project in Springville. He showed a rendering of the
project that they have done in Springville.
Mr. Despain stated that proposed project is more consistent with the proposed General Plan than the
commercial zone is. He said as a general rule you try not to break the zone boundary lines on streets,
particularly commercial vs. residential because then there are residential areas facing the commercial.
Mr. Despain suggested that if the Planning Commission wants to change the zone, then it shou ld
look at the entire side of the block in terms of the General Plan. He said maybe the residential zone
should be expanded to include other territory in the area proposed for the zone change request. H e
said the proposed zone change would be a more sellable type of thing if the property to the north of
the property proposed for the zone change were also going to be rezoned.
Mr. Nielsen asked what density is allowed in the R-4 Zone.
Mr. Young and Mr. Ross stated that they could develop 16 units on the property proposed for
development.

Mr. Nielsen said that he is not opposed to rezoning the property. He said there are plenty of other
areas in the City where office buildings could go. He said he believes that it would be good to have
a new development in the area proposed for development because many of the existing homes are old
and not very attractive. He said the proposed development may promote new development in the
neighborhood. He said he is not opposed to the proposed residential use. He said that he does not
mind t he higher density development because he thinks it promotes open space, which the City is
constantly being t old that there is not enough of
Mr. Young stated that the proposed project goes along with Envision Utah' s ideas.
Mr. Nielsen said he likes the proposed project, especially if they can keep the parking in the back and
put the landscaping in the front. He expressed some concern about the R-4 Zone, but said he would
not be opposed to the R-3 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin said he would feel more comfortable with the zone change if they were asking for a zone
change in conjunction with the General Plan placing the zone boundary on the back lot line.
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Mr. Georgeson said he would also feel more comfortable if they were asking for a zone change in
conjunction with the General Plan placing the zone boundary on the back lot line. He asked what the
current proposal is for the General Plan.

Mr. Despain stated that the proposed General Plan places the property proposed for development in
the medium density residential zone. He said the important thing to realize is that the proposed
General Plan shows the zone shifting from commercial to residential. He said a residential use on
the west side of the street is compatible with the other kinds of uses in the area.
There was a lot of discussion that the zone change would be more favorable from an ordinance and
General Plan standpoint, if there were more than one piece of property being rezoned. It was
discussed that the whole piece of property back to the lot line should be rezoned as residential.
Mr. Baldwin said he would not mind making a recommendation to the City Council to make the
whole section conform to the General Plan, but he said he is not sure how the Planning Commission
can make that recommendation.

Mr. Despain told Mr. Baldwin that the Planning Commission could express a feeling like he has just
stated. He asked the Planning Commission if they feel inclined to support the notion of higher
density being allowed on the west side of the street. He said if the Planning Commission is
comfortable with the notion of higher density, then the applicants could go back and talk to the other
property owners to see if they are interested in joining them in their zone change request.
Mr. Baldwin said it makes sense to change the zone to the back lot line on the whole block.
Mr. Despain said that if the zone were to be changed to the back lot line on the whole block there
would have to be a General Plan change as well.
Mr. Richan asked ifthe proposed project appeals to a certain age group.

Mr. Young stated that the proposed project will probably appeal to you nger families . He pointed out
that the condos will have three bedrooms and two baths and some storage. He said the price range
for the condos will be from $99,000 to $103,000. He stated that the condos will not have basements.
Mr. Georgeson asked what the time frame is for adopting the land use portion of the General Plan.
Mr. Despain said the land use portion of the General Plan will probably be adopted sometime in
January 2002.

Mr. Georgeson said that he did not feel comfortable approving a specific zone change request tonight.
He said they need to wait until the revised General Plan is adopted before they consider
recommending approval of the proposed zone change request. He said that the hearings on the
General Plan need to be held in order for the public to be given the opportunity to express their
concerns.
Mr. Georgeson also expressed concern that there would not be much o pen space and so there would
not be very many amenities for the little children that will live in the condos.
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Mr. Young pointed out that the property proposed for the zone change is about one acre. He stated
that the parking takes a large portion of the back of the pro perty.
Mr. Hansen cautioned the Planning Commission that if the Planning Commission approves the zone
change, tonight there is a possibility that the property could be sold and then what has been presented
tonight may never be develo ped on the property.
Mr. Young explained that the properties that are t o the south of the property proposed for the zone
change have all sold in the last while for commercial prices. He said anything less than high density
for the residential use would not economically meet the criteria for what has been paid for the
properties to the south. He said that the density allowed must be high density or the other property
ow ners will probably not be willing to join them in the zone change request.
Mr. Nielsen said he struggles with changing the zones of people's property without their permission,
especially when they are down zoning because that opens things up for a potential lawsuit. He said
that any time a piece of pro perty is down zoned there is the risk of decreasing the property value.
Mr . N ielsen said he would not be in favor of rezoning the whole corridor. He said t hat he is not
o pposed to overlaying a zone and changing the zone on a demand basis. He said he would like to
hear some input from the property owners to see what their feelings are regarding changing the zone
of their properties.
Mr. Baldwin asked the applicants how they will be impacted if the Planning Commission does not
recommend approval of the zone change request tonight.
Mr. Young said that they have already held the property for three years and it is paid fo r. He did not
seem too concerned about the Planning Commission not recommending approval of the zone change
request tonight.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until they get some additional feedback regarding the
proposed General Plan.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked if there will be any provisions made to provide amenit ies for the young children.

Mr. Young pointed out that in the similar development that they have done in Springville there is a
playground .
M r. Ross said they have found that the more units they can build on a particular piece of property,
the more they can afford to provide amenities. H e said they will probably have a small playground
area.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan ,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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Mr. Nielsen asked the applicants to come back to the next meeting with information on what the
adjacent property owners would like to do.

Mr. Ross asked if they should work from the premise that the properties will be zoned R-4.
The Planning Commission told Mr. Ross that he would be safe to work from the premise that the
properties would probably be rezoned to the R-4 Zone.
REV1EW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY RAY SHEPHERD FOR A ZONE CHANGE AT
172 EAST 500 NORTH FROM THE EXISTING Rl-7500 TO THE R2-7500. MULTIPLE
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hansen said that he has a conflict of interest with the proposed zone change request
because his father-in-law lives adjacent to the property proposed for the zone change and so he will
continue to conduct the meeting, but he will offer no comments.

Mr. Hadfield showed a map of the surrounding zones. He said the property to the east and to the
south of the property proposed for the zone change is in the R-2 Zone.
Ray Shepherd, the petitioner, said he has a big yard and his health is getting bad so it is hard for him
to maintain his big yard. He said he would like to build a new house on the property that hooks onto
his existing home.

Mr. Despain said both the Rl-7500 and R2-7500 Zones are consistent with the General Plan.
Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council a change in zone from the Rl-7500
to the R2-7500 for 172 East 500 North. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further comment.
George Curtis asked ifthe new addition will have a basement.

Mr. Shepherd said he would like to put in a basement if he can, but right now he is just thinking that
the addition will be one level.
Mr. Curtis asked what will happen to the flowing wells.
Mr. Georgeson explained that the normal depth of a basement should not have any impact on the flow
of the well. He said water rights do not include the right to have flowing water. He said water rights
only allow the diversion of water. He said there is no vested right in a flowing well.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the density for the area will stay the same as it is in the R 1-7500 Zone.

In response to Mr. Baldwin' s question, Mr. Despain said the density may increase, but it is within the
threshold.
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Mr. Baldwin asked if water rights would be required .

Mr. Despain said that water rights would be required at the time of development. He said right now
they are only addressing the zone change.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen Mr. Baldwin, Mr·. Christensen, Mr. Richan, and Mr.
Georgeson. Chairman Hansen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY EQUIWEST FOR A ZONE CH ANGE AT
APPROXIMATELY 800 WEST 25 NORTH FROM THE EXISTING I-1 ZONE TO THE SC-1
ZONE. SHOPPING CENTER ZONE

Mr. Hadfield said the proposed zone change is a housekeeping item in order fo r the City to consider
development of a commercial nature at approximat ely 800 West 25 N orth the I-1 Zone has to be
zoned commercial.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed zone change request is compatible with the General Plan.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of a zone change at
approximately 800 West 25 North from the existing 1-1 Zone to the SC-1 Zone, Shopping
Center Zone.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr·. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY WOODBURY CORP. FOR A ZONE CHANGE
AT 680 WEST 200 NORTH FROM THE E XISTING I- 1 ZONE TO THE SC-1. SHOPPING
CENTER ZONE

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the zone change at 680
West 200 North from the existing 1-1 Zone to the SC-1, Shopping Center Zone.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
l\tlr. Despain asked iftitle to the property has changed.

Richard Mendenhall said S & L Landscaping still owns the parcel. He said they have legal title by way
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of option agreement.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, M r. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN A1v1ENDED FENCING PLAN FOR TIMP ANOGOS HEIGHTS
PUP AT 750 EAST 50 SOUTH
Steve Tobias, representative for the Timpanogos Heights PUP, stated that the amendment to the
fencing plan is not regarding the perimeter fencing . He said they were just going to offer a partial
fence that would extend past the shed, but now they want to offer a full fence . He said they now
want to give full landscaping and a full sprinkling system to the whole area of the residence. He said
they are now proposing to put a sprinkling system in both the front and backyard. He said they as
the developer will landscape the backyard and provide fencing into the common area. He explained
that there will be a gate at the end of each building so that the person responsible for maintaining the
yards can easily mow the lawn.

Mr. Tobias explained that they are just proposing to extend the limited common area. He said the
common area now becomes part of the Limited common area, but it is still designated as common area
because they have access through the gates so the maintenance people can maintain the yards.
He said the residents will also be getting a bigger backyard. He explained that the area highlighted
was not counted for their open space requirement with the exception ofUnits 34-37.
Mr. Tobias explained that on Units 11 through 14 and Units 7 through 10 it was not feasible to line
up the backyards so they just put the fence right against their limited common area and put a gate that
accesses the tot lot.
Mr. Tobias said the benefit to the proposed plan is that they are providing full fencing and full
landscaping.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the project is currently in violation of the City's sign ordinance regarding
advertising for their project. He said the developers have been notified several times that they are in
violation of the sign ordinance and have been told that the signs need to be removed, yet the signs
have not been removed. He asked Mr. Tobias to see that the signs are removed.

Mr. Despain said that they are in compliance with the required common space with the exception of
Units 34-37. He said the project meets the 25% common open space requirements barely. He said
the question that needs to be addressed relative to the common space is whether it is better to have
those narrow areas adjacent to the perimeter included with the individual unit or is it better left as the
common area.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Tobias if the homeowner' s association will maintain the limited common
space adjacent to each unit.

Mr. Tobias said the homeowners association will maintain the limited common space adjacent to each
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unit. He said that most of the limited common space will be comprised of a patio and a cement pad
with a shed o n it. He said there will o nly be 8 or 9 feet of grass that they will take care of for the
limited common area.

Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission buys the argument that the added space will be better
utilized in the form that is presented . He said if the open space is truly limited space, the plat will
need to be amended to show the increased limited open space.
Mr. Hansen asked if a public hearing would be needed fo r the amendment.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission buys the proposal that they are going to shift the limited
open space area, then his belief is that the proposed plan could go the City Council as a minor
amendment. He said if they require the limited common space to be expanded, then the plat would
have to be vacated .
Mr. Tobias explained that the reason they would like to keep it designated as common area is so that
the homeowner' s association has control and authority to go in the backyard area to maintain it. He
said they want the project t o be a project that looks nice years from now. He said if the area in the
backyards was made limited common area, then they would not have the right t"o maintain that
property.
There was some discussion that the proposed project is not technically a condo project. It was
discussed that the project is really a town home project and so the ownership ofthe pad goes with
the building whereas in a condo project the pad is not owned by the owner of the condo. Mr.
Nielsen explained that the units are town homes and the land associated with the building is owned
by the person who owns the town home.

Mr. Nielsen stated that he has always struggled with this project because he did not feel that there
was enough open space. He pointed out that this is the second time the developer has came back to
the Planning Commission to ask for a reduction in the open space. He said he would like to see the
open space recalculated to see if they still meet the o pen space requirements and if they do not meet
the open space requirements he would like to see the density reduced so that they do meet the open
space requirements.
Mr. Tobias said that they do not have to have units 34 through 37 extended . H e said the gates for
U nits 34 and 37 could be put right on the limited commo n area.
Mr. Hadfield said that what Mr. N ielsen is referring to when he talks about the o pen space
requirements is that previously there was some concern about ADA accessibility in the restrooms and
doorways so the footprint of the lot was modified to accommodate wider overhangs and wider
accesses. When the footprint was changed, the open space was impacted and reduced. He said t his
is the second time the open space is being impacted. He said Mr. Nielsen would just like some
guarantee t hat the proposed project still has 25% open space.

Mr. Despain said with what is being proposed there is very little shift in the land that was counted to
meet the open space requirements. He said the o pen space is right at 25%.
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Mr. Richan said he would like to know if the person who owns the building also owns the land.

Mr. Tobias explained that the proposed project is set up as a condominjum so the person who owns
the condo owns the air space, but the lirruted common area is still owned by the association. He said
the people who own the condo get to use the carport and the lirruted common area in the backyard,
but they do not own the limjted common area. He further explained that the project is a town home
PUD, but it is set up as a condo where the people own from paint inside.
Mr. Richan began to move approval of the amended fencing plan for Timpanogos Heights PUD at
750 East 50 South, then he stopped and expressed concern about the proposed project being a PUD
because he said in a PUD the owners of the units own the land.

In response to Mr. Richan's concern and statements regarding the project being a PUD, Mr. Despain
said that is not germane to what the applicants want to do.

Mr. Richan said if the project is a PUD, then the individual who owns the unit also owns the land.
Mr. Despain said the people do not own the land where they are proposing to extend the fenci ng area.

After Mr. Despain's explanation, Mr. Richan again moved to approve the amended fencing
plan for Timpanogos Heights PUD at 750 East 50 South subject to the sign ordinance being
complied with and being signed off from the person who is in charge of monitoring the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that the motion include that the Planillng Commission views the proposed
change as a rrunor change to the site plan so a public hearing does not need to be held .

Mr. Richan amended the motion to include that the proposed change is a minor change and
recommends to the City Council that a public hearing is not needed.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Georgeson,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend that the proposed amended fencing plan not appear on
the City Council Agenda until the signs are removed from the site. Mr. Nielsen seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion .

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
(Planning Commission Minutes - December 19.200 I)

10

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMlNARY SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE VALLEY CEl'HER
AT 608 WEST MAIN STREET
Steve Pruitt, the petitioner, stated that they have acquired a commitment from Target Stores to
develop a 126,000 square foot non-super Target Store on some of the property proposed for
development. He said they are also planning on having other retail stores developed on the other
125,000 square feet of property.

Mr. Hadfield said there are still some wetland issues that need to be resolved. Mr. Pruitt stated that
the delineation of the wetlands is still in process.
Mr. Hadfield said there is some pass through drainage that comes off of the Kawakami Property, the
Kmart Property and the property to the east ofUS-89. He said the plat needs to identify how the
pass through drainage will be handled.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the applicant needs to make sure that he has obtained approval from UDOT
regarding the access points. He said that there are some other technical issues that need to be
corrected .
Mr. Despain stated that he did not know if the prope1iy was going to be subdivided at some point in
time. He said they have looked at the proposed plan based on a single ownership arrangement. He
said ifthere is going to be a division of property, then the subdivision proposal needs to be provided
to the City.
Mr. Despain said the approval of the proposed project by the City Council will be contingent upon
deeding the property to the City. He stated that there will need to be a number of easements
conveyed to the City. He pointed out that the applicant has recently submitted a request to the City
regarding some reimbursement participation fro m the City, which will need to be factored into the
proposed plan.
Mr. Despain said there will be water rights that need to be conveyed to the City, but the amount that
will need to be conveyed has not yet been determined.
Mr. Despain said that the Mayor and City Administrator would like to hold the public hearing on this
item on January 22, 2002, and also put this item on the City Council Agenda fo r action . He stated
that there is still time between now and January 22, 2002, to resolve some ofthe issues associated
with the proposed project.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the wetland 's determination has the capacity to require that the project
be redesigned in some major ways. He said that the downstream water users still need to sign off
on the proposed project.
Mr. D espain said that the City has talked to UDOT about the proposed accesses and UDOT has
indicated to them that they feel fai rly comfortable with the proposed accesses.

Mr. Despain said the proposed signage is consistent with the current zoning ordinance.
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Mr. Hadfield said there are a lot of issues relative to drainage that need to be resolved . He said the
City, Mr. Pruitt and Mr. Woodbury are all going to have to work together to try to solve the drainage
Issues.
Mr. Hansen asked if the plan for Main Street has been taken to UDOT.

Mr. Pruitt said they have shown UDOT the plan for Main Street. He said they have made application
to UDOT to abandon the four existing access points on Main Street in exchange for the accesses
shown on the proposed sit e plan.
Mr. Hansen expressed some concern about the design of Main Street in front of the proposed project.
He said that it looks like the road still narrows back to one lane. Mr. Pruitt explained that the State
of Utah would like to have an 82-foot wide road lip to lip. It was discussed that there is a
deceleration lane. It was also discussed that there are five lanes. Mr. Hansen stated that he has
also envisioned that the right lane would continue onto the on ramp and that the left lane would
continue and go up over the overpass.
Mr. Hadfield said that he is not sure the drawing is rendered accurately to show the width of the road .
Mr. Hansen said he would like the plan to show the right lane continuing onto the on ramp and the
left lane continuing over the overpass. He said he does not think the bridge is going to remain a twolane bridge.
Mr. Nielsen said the far west ing ress and egress needs to be removed.
Mr. Despain said there are still some details that need to be shown on the plan. He said the
dedications are not shown on the plan.
Mr . Nielsen expressed concern about the traffic flow. He said he would like to see a connector
corridor down the middle of the parking area. He said with the current plan one has to go a long way
north and south along the parking corridors in order to be able to go east and west.

Mr. Despain said the issue of people having to go a long way to the north and south before they can
travel east and west is an issue that has been raised.
Mr. Pruitt said the theory behind making the people travel along the north and south parking
corridors is because they want people to be far into the site before they are able to make a left hand
turn.

Mr. Nielsen again said he did not feel like the traffic flows very well through and around the site.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern that there may be problems with the wetland s that may alter the
proposed project.
Mr. Pruitt said there are no problems with the wetlands .
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed parking complies with the City's parking ordinance.
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It was

discussed that 40 parking spaces are proposed. It was also discussed that the parking spaces will be
9' X 20' with a 24-foot drive.

Mr. Christensen asked w hat the landscaping will be like in the detentio n area. He said it looks like
the g rass will not be irrigated.
Mr. Didas said the grass in the detention area is just native grass and there will not be an irrigation
system put in that area.
Mr. Christensen said if the grass is not maintained it will turn into weeds. He asked how the grass
will be maintained.
Mr. Pruitt said the grass in the detention area will have to be maintained.
Mr . Christensen expressed concern about there not being any landscaping in the islands that are
located out toward the end of Main Street.
Mr. Pruitt pointed out that landscaping is about 18% of the site.

It was discussed that it has been determined that 600 West will be a private street. Mr. D espain
pointed out that 130 North Street will be a public street.

Mr. Nielsen asked ifKmart still meets the parking requirements with the proposed road going through
their parking lot.
In response to Mr. N ielsen's question about whether Kmart still meets the parking requirements, Mr.
Despain said he can't answer that conclusively, but his recollection is that Kmart originally had more
parking than they needed.

Mr. Georgeson asked if the sewer lift station with Kmart causes any complications.

Mr. Hadfield explained that there will be sufficient grades with the W oodbury Parcel and the P ruitt
Parcel that Kmart will be able to be taken off the lift station and put onto a gravity fed sewer system.
Mr. .Richan had some questions relative to the Don Green Parcel. He said that it has been discussed
in some previous meetings that Mr. Green was not cooperating very well. H e asked if they are
moving forward with the assumption that the road, w hich will be located o n the Green Parcel, is
going to be put in.
Mr. Mendenhall stated that Woodbury has a contract to purchase the Don Green Parcel. H e said
the road will be able to go through the Green Parcel.

Mr. Christensen said that he does not see how the proposed plan accommodates pedestrian traffic.
Mr. Ventura said in the Technical Review Meeting they talked about the need for putting a sidewalk
along the street. He said there will be a sidewalk on the north or south side.
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Mr. Baldwin asked ifthe safety response groups have evaluated the paths into the proposed project.
Mr. Despain said that the safety response groups have not specifically evaluated the routes into the
proposed project.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the layout of the fire hydrants will be. He asked if there will be any
problems accessing the fire hydrants
Mr. Hadfield said the layout of the fire hydrants has been worked out sufficiently. He said all the
proposed utilities are suitable.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary site plan for Alpine Valley Center at 608 West
Main Street subject to: (1) the wetlands delineation being provided (2) the pass through
drainage being resolved including sign off from downstream water users (3) the UDOT access
plan being provided (4) the assumption that the property will be under a single ownership and
that it is related to subdivision approval (5) deeding of the land for 130 North Street, which
is to be a City street and the widening of Main Street (6) easements being provided to the City
as required by the City Engineering Department (7) water rights are recognized and are to be
determined and provided as required.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Baldwin if he wanted to include in his motion subject to affirmative action
on the zone change request.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that the approval is also subject to affirmative
action on the zone change request to make the parcel whole within the required zone.
Mr. Hansen asked if the motion should also include subject to the engineering concerns that Mr.
Hadfield mentioned earlier.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion again to include that the technical engineering concerns
need to be resolved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
Mr. Hadfield also asked that the motion be amended to include the agreement with Kmart
regarding the access road to the north.

Mr. Baldwin again amended the motion to include subject to the agreement with Kmart
regarding the access road to the north.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Nielsen said that he thinks they are premature in approving the proposed plan and he will not
vote for in favor of the motion. He said that he would like to look at the UDOT issue and the parking
issue in further detail before they recommend approval ofthe proposed plan.

Mr. Christensen said that he is concerned about pedestrian safety from Main Street to the stores. He
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said there should be a way for pedestrians to access the store without having to walk through the
parking lot.
Lynn Woodbury said the same standards ought to be used for the proposed project as are being used
for their proposed project. He said that he has not heard M r. Pruitt mention any traffic studies. He
asked what kind of trip generation studies have been done to determine the adequacy of the
intersections. He said there are some sig nificant traffic issues that require some study and analysis.
H e said they have been required to do significant traffic studies for their proposed proj ect.
Mr. Woodbury said there are some issues relative to the utility systems that need to be discussed.
He said there are some assumptions that have been made about connecting into sewer lines and other
lines that are provided by others so there needs to be some discussion regarding cross participation.

Mr. Woodbury said the proposed plan does not have dimensions on it, which is something that they
were asked to include on their plans. He said the landscape standards should be consistent with the
standard that is set for the surrounding developments. He said they were required to put land scaping
in the islands in the parking lot to break up the massive parking at the ends ofthe various isles. He
said that he is not saying that he is opposed to the proposed development, but he thinks that the
proposed development should be held to the same standards that they are being held to.
He said
it seems that they (Mr. Pruitt and his associates) should be held to the same standard of due diligence
that they have been held to, which includes a mitigation plan fo r a specific sign off by the Army Corp.
ofEngineers. He said it is premature to give preliminary approval o n the proposed project. M r.
Woodbury said they were told that they could not get preliminary approval on their proposed plan
when they had things developed much further than the proposed plan.
Mr. N ielsen said he did not feel that preliminary approval should be given on the proposed plan. He
said the proposed project is a big project that requires mo re than "just a quick look at it. " H e
recommended that Mr. Baldwin withdraw his motion .
Mr. Baldwin withdrew his motion.

Mr. Pruitt said that he has not asked to have anything skii1ed. He said that he has not asked for any
undue favo rs from the City. H e said Mr. Baldwin's motion listed several cond itio ns that they can
resolve. He said that they have tried to meet the City's landscaping requirements. He said that
UDOT has not required traffic studies to be done.
Mr. Georgeson said the things on the list just need to be accomplished .

Mr. Baldwin said that the Planning Commission needs to treat people fairly. H e suggest ed that the
applicant go back and resolve some of the subject to items that were discussed earlier and meet with
staff o n some of the issues and then come back at the next meeting with a corrected plan.
Mr. Pruitt said they just want a list of thjngs so that they know what they need to do .
Mr. Niel sen expressed concern about cars backing up 10 or 12 deep at some of the intersectio ns.
He said he would like to see the parking divided up. He said he would also like to see better east and
west access through the project.
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Mr. Despain explained that UDOT has suggested that "a full blown" traffic study be done which takes
into consideration both the proposed project and Woodbury's project. He stated that the City will
need to take an active role in regards to ~he traffic study.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until some of the outstanding issues have been resolved.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there has been some discussion about this project possibly being part
of an RDA or ED A. He said if this project is to be part of an RDA or EDA, there will need to be
some discussion soon regarding that.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain explained that it is the intent of the Mayor, if at all possible, to place this project and the
Woodbury project on the January 22, 2002, City Council Meeting as an action item. He said that
there is a desire by the applicants to move forward, but it will require both staff and the applicants
to work together to address all the unresolved i ~sues.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF A COMJ\.1ERCIAL SITE
PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER (WOODBURY-WESTFIELDMEADOWS) LOCATED AT 875 WEST STATE R OAD
Chairman Hansen stated that this was on the last agenda, but there were still some things t hat needed
to be changed. He stated that the applicant has made some changes t o the proposed plan as
requested. He then turned the time over to Lynn Woodbury to discuss the changes that have been
made to the proposed plan.
Mr. Woodbury discussed the changes that were made to the proposed plan. Attached to the minutes
as ATTACHMENT #1 is a copy that lists the proposed changes that were made to the preliminary
plan. When Mr. Woodbury began discuc;sing th~ changes that Wal-mart, requested he introduced
Robin Salvagio ofCLC Associates. Ms. Salvagio staLed that she is present t onight to represent Walmart ' s interests.
Mr. Woodbury explained that the expanded traffic study that they were requested to do will not be
completed for another four weeks . He said the expanded traffi c study will includ e an evaluation of
the traffic from the intersection of State Street and Main Street all the way to the Lehi Interchange.
Be pointed out that the traffic study being done is a level three traffic study that UDOT requires for
projects similar to the one that they are proposing.

Mr. Woodbury said that 600 West may help reduce some of the traffic at the various intersections,
particularly at Pacific Avenue.
After Mr. Woodbury' s explanation of the changes that have been made to the preliminary plan,
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. H adfi eld said that a number of the suggestions that have been made by City staff have been
incorporated into the proposed plan. He said the proposed relocation of the sewer is a good thing
to do, but the sewer will now cross wetlands so an additional permit will need to be obtained.

Mr. Woodbury said relocating the sewer will not require an additional permit because they can bore
underneath .

Mr. Hadfield said they have reviewed the proposed sewer plans and they think the new proposed
sewer plans ·make a better connection on the north end. He said the sewer plan does need to be
tweaked some in order to meet the 4/10 foot dro p through the manholes.

Mr. Hadfield said there are some fallacies in the water distribution model that need to be corrected.
He said in regards to the drainage issues there are some prevailing issues that need to be di scussed
relative to the 401 Permit. He said the plan shows that in the 100-year event, the existing water level
will be raised nearly two feet throughout the wetlands area. He said that UDOT has reviewed the
drainage plan and said that there is no way that 1-15 should be used as a dam . He said if there is a
100-year event, there can't be the amount ofwater proposed to be up against 1-1 5 because it will take
away the integrity of the structure.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicant still needs to obtain approval from all the downstream water users.
He stated that City Engineer is still concerned about the drainage calculations.
Mr. Hadfield said an overall subdivision plat is also something that needs to be looked at. He said
the dedication of roads and easements needs to be identified.

Mr. N ielsen asked how the problem of the water rising two feet in the 100-year event can be solved.
Mr. Hadfield explained that there is some confusion in regards to the size of pipe that is in place. He
said there is only a 48-inch pipe in place, but the proposed plan shows the pipe being 68 X 72. He
said the City and the applicant need to spend some time discussing the storm drainage issues.
There was a lot of discussion that the storm drain water should not be detained in an area that abuts
I-15 . Mr. Woodbury stated that there are solutions to the problem relative to the detention pond.

Mr. D espain said that sooner or later the City needs to get some sort of a document that coneys the
roads and easements to the City. He said if there is not going to be a subdivision plat, then there will
need to be an easement and dedication plat submitted concurrently with the preliminary plan.

Mr. Despain said even though the primary interest-right now is in the north part of the property, there
are issues in the south that cannot be ignored . He talked about the need for a phasing plan to be
submitted.
Chairman Hansen asked how important P acific Drive and the water line into Pacific D rive are.
In response to Chairman Hansen' s question, Mr. Hadfield said if the water line is not able to connect
ac; it is shown on the proposed plan where the 12-inch lines goes on the south side of US -89 around
the UDOT right-of-way and ties into Pacific Drive that is not fatal right now. He stated that the
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water line in Pacific Drive wi!J need to be in place when they start building on the south side in order
to get the necessary fire flows .

(
There was some discussion that the 8-inch water line will be sufficient to take care of the construction
fire flows for Wal-mart and Lowe's, but that it will not be adequate to handle the actual operations
of these two stores. Mr. Hadfield stated that when all the out parcels are developed, the other water
lines will need to be activated.

It was discussed that access to the Green Parcel and crossing the Green Parcel are not important
issues at this time.
There was some discussion that the Woodburys have been working with the owners of America First
Credit Union regarding obtaining easements for the road that will go from Pacific Avenue through
to Meadow Way. Mr. Woodbury explained that the owners of America First Credit Union have
always assumed that the road would go through from Pacific Avenue to Meadow Way.

Mr. Woodbury said they are prepared to present an easement and dedication plat to the City. He said
they had the easement and dedication plat prepared three months ago, but they did not want to submit
too many things at the same time.
There was some discussion about the number of accesses on US-89 from the Green Parcel. Mr.
Mendenhall explained that there is only a portion of the Green Parcel that will be utilized from US-89
because the rest of the parcel is considered wetlands. He pointed out that the conservation corridor
will continue.

Mr. Mendenhall asked if the roadways need to be conveyed at the time of preliminary plat approval.
Mr. Despain said that the roadways do need to be conveyed at the time of preliminary plat approval
unless there is going to be a subdivision plat. Mr. Despain asked if they are prepared with their
preliminary plat to identifY separate lots.
Mr. Woodbury said they are prepared to identifY separate lots in a subdivision.
There was some discussion about whether there should be a roundabout in the south end of the
proposed project. Mr. Woodbury stated that they do not want to have a roundabout in the south
end because they do not think it serves a significant purpose for improving safety in the roadway.
Mr. N ielsen said he does not think a roundabout is needed in the south p011ion of the proposed
project either.

Mr. Ventura said there needs to be consideration given to having an access route off of Pacific Drive
up to the roundabout north into Phase I so that cars do not have to drive through an unsafe condition
where cars are backing into a single lane of traffic.
Chairman Hansen said that he feels a roundabout in the southern portion is necessary.
Mr. Mendenhall said he does not believe a roundabout is needed in the southern portion.
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Mr . Despain discussed the proposed signage for the project. He said they are proposing to have
three pylon signs at the three major intersections. Mr. Despain explained that the proposed project
is actually divided by the sign overlay zone. He pointed out that part of the property is in the freeway
overlay zone and the other part is in the general commercial zone. He explained that the freeway
overlay zone does not allow individual pylon signs for the users, but it does permit large community
entrance or project identification signs. He also explained that in order to be entitled to a pylon sign
in the general commercial zone, the lot has to have frontage on a public street. He said Lot 4 does
have the necessary frontage, but it is limited.

Mr. Despain explained that ifthe parcels are going to be held in separat e ownership and if they front
on a road, then the individual parcels could have an independent monument sign . He stated that
there are still some issues with regards to the proposed signs that will need to be addressed.

Mr. Despain said they still need to address the amount of water rights that will be required . He said
that he has had some discussions with Mr. Mendenhall about the water rights. He pointed out that
the property proposed for development is part of the ZCMI Annexation that was annexed into the
City many years ago. He stated that water rights were not taken when the property involved with
the ZCMI Annexation was annexed into the City and so the amount of water rights that will need to
be conveyed to the City will need to be determined.
Mr. Hansen asked if all the water rights need to be provided at this time.
Mr. Mendenhall stated that they are prepared to provide all ofthe required water rights.
After much discussion about the issues that still need to be addressed, Mr. Woodbury said they would
respectfully ask that the Planning Commission consider recommending approval of the proposed
preliminary plan. He said that they can't wait until January 22, 2002 , to receive approval. He said
it is critical to their development that they get beyond discussion stages. He stated that without a
motion to approve the proposed plan, "Lowes has the right to walk (In other words, Lowes will not
be locked into the contract)."

Mr. N ielsen said that he is not opposed to making a motion to approve the proposed preliminary plan.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that when preliminary approval is given, then they are 95% vested. He said
the Planning Commission has been pushed to give concept approval, but that is not a process that is
done in American Fork City. He asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind that once the
petitioners are given approval, the City and the applicants are locked into something. He said they
still do not have a traffic report and there are other issues that need to be cleaned up . He told the
Planning Commission that it can list all of the subject to items that it wants to, but the petitioner will
still be 95% vested with preliminary plan approval.
Mr. Baldwin asked is there are any subject to items that are of major concern to the staff and that
would cause staff to not recommend preliminary approval.

Mr. Hadfield said he is uncomfortable with the sign off from the downstream water users. He said
he is also concerned about the wetlands being used as a detention pond. He said the downstream
water users sign off and the wetlands being used a detention pond are two issues that could
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significantly impact the proposed project.

(

Mr. Nielsen stated that the Planning Commission has approved many projects in the past subject to
sign off from the downstream water users.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council will not take action on the proposed project until
January 22, 2002. He said that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed project tonight
it will be in the form of a recommendation to the City Council, which may be sufficient to the
petitioners show that they can show their clients a minute book entry that shows they have a
recommendation for approval.
Mr. Baldwin said this is one of the first times that he has seen an applicant actually list the specific
issues that they were asked to address, which shows more good faith on the applicant' s part than he
has ever seen before.

Mr. Woodbury pointed out that they have had extensive meetings with neighborhood groups in order
to develop architectural concepts and landscape concepts. He said they have tried to come up with
a project that will be complimentary to the citizenry of American Fork.
Mr. Hadfield said there are still a number of issues that can 't be answered yet because the traffic
report is not complete. One issue that can' t be addressed is relative to what the cross section of the
road will accommodate.
Mr. Ventura pointed out that the traffic report could change almost everything in regard to the
proposed roads.

Mr. Nielsen said that at one of the last Planning Commission Meetings they spent almost one whole
evening discussing traffic issues. He said even in the worst case scenarios there was a two or three
car wait at any given ingress or egress point. He said he feels that the traffic issues have been 90%
addressed . Mr. Nielsen said that he is comfortable with the traffic studies that have already been
performed.
Mr . Baldwin told the applicants that if the Planning Commission recommends approval of the
proposed project, then they must understand that ifthe completed traffic study shows that changes
would need to be made to the proposed plan then they will expect a response to those items.
Mr. Mendenhall said they are fairly confident that the completed traffic study will not require them
to make significant changes to the proposed plan.
Mr. Hansen asked if anyone has talked to the property owners who will be affected by the changes
to 900 West north of State Street.
Greg Nash, one of the property owners that will be affected by changes that will be made to 900
West, said he has approached Mr. Woodbury about the proposed changes that will be made to 900
West. He said the proposed development will impact his property.

Mr. Hansen said that 900 West has to be realigned.
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There was a lot of discussion about the need to realign 900 West. Mr. Despain said part of the burden
for realigning 900 West will be the responsibility of the City.

Mr. Richan expressed some concern about the wetlands and who has responsibility for the wetlands.
It was discussed that the Woodburys will assume responsibility of the wetlands. Mr. Despain stated
that he believes that the City has accepted title to the wetlands property.
Mr. Mendenhall stated that the deeds have been prepared, but they have not been delivered to the
City. He st ated that the reason the property is being deeded to the City is because the City wanted
the open space.

Mr. Woodbury stated that even thoug h the wetlands property is being deeded to the City, they will
still have some obligations to the property as far as minor improvements and re-vegetation is
concerned.
Mr. Richan asked ift he 8-inch line water line that comes across Mitchell Hollow to 900 West will
have to be increased. Mr. Hadfield said that the 8-inch water line that comes across Mitchell H ollow
at 700 North to 900 West will not need to be increased, but a future 18" water line will have to cross
Mitchell Hollow at 1120 North and tie into. the water line at on 900 West.

Mr. Baldwin moved that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council
preliminary approval of the commercial site plan for American Fork Commercial Center
located at 875 West State Road subject to the following:
(

1.

The traffic report being provided and that associated impact will be addressed in the
development.

2.

A review of the sewer systems and adjustments by engineering to ass ure appropriate
sewering of the project.

3.

The water distribution flows being verified.

4.

Drainage permits being obtained.

5.

The 100-year event storm not being brought to abut the 1-15 roadway.

6.

Road dedications, easements and a subdivision plat being provided as required.

7.

The phasing scheme be presented for review and approval.

8.

There being a resolution regarding the first traffic circle coming from Pacific Drive to
the satisfaction of the City with respect to the traffic report mentioned above.

9.

The signage question being resolved.

10.

The water rights being resolved to the satisfaction of the City.
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11.

The downstream water users sign off.

12.

There being a resolution of engineering details between the documentation and
drawings to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Mr. Richan seconded the motion.

Mr. Richan asked if all the conditions have to be met before this preliminary plan can be taken to the
City Council for action.
Mr. Baldwin said the City Council will require that either the Planning Commission ' s list of subject
to items be completed before they approve the preliminary plan or they will have their own subject
to items.
Mr. Richan asked if the motion could include that the above-stated subject to items have to be
completed prior to the preliminary plan being submitted to the City Council.

Mr. Hadfield explained that it is very common that the day of the City Council Meeting Mr. Despain
prepares a memo for the City Council that lists the subject to items that are still outstanding based
on the Planning Commission's list of subject to items and he recommends to the City Council w hat
action would be appropriate with regards to the outstanding items.
Mr. Hadfield stated that it is not uncommon for the water rig hts to be conveyed or roads to be deeded
just prior to the City Council Meeting.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the traffic study will not be done by the time this preliminary plan is
presented to the City Council.

Mr. Hadfield said that hopefully a number ofthe outstanding issues can be resolved before the time
the preliminary plat goes to the City Council.
Mr. Baldwin said one reason for making the motion is because it gives him some confidence that they
will account for the subject to items as they go through the process.
Mr. Despain said he thinks the Planning Commission will see the preliminary plan two more times
before it is presented to the City Council. He said that there are still some issues that need to be
resolved.
Mr. Woodbury asked what the technical procedure is on a subdivision plat.
subdivision plat requires all the meets and bounds.

He asked if the

Mr. Despain said that a subdivision plat does require all the meets and bounds.
Chainnan Hansen asked Mr. Baldwin if he was recommending approval of the w hole site plan or just
Phase I of the site plan.

Mr. Baldwin said that he is just recommending Phase I.
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Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to clarify that the approval is only for Phase I, which is the
northern portion.

(
Mr·. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Pruitt asked for an explanation of what is the difference between tabling with conditions and
approving with conditions.
Mr. Baldwin explained that the proposed item was tabled the first time that it came before the
Planning Commission. He said the applicants of the proposed project showed good faith because it
listened to the changes that Planning Commission recommended and went back and made the
changes. He said that when he made the motion for the Alpine Valley Center Preliminary Plan his
intent was the same as for the Woodbury Project, but then he realized that the Planning Commission
has to treat each applicant the same.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Mr. Despain discussed the property located at 35 North 300 East. He asked ifthe land use for
the property located at 35 North 300 East should be changed to something other than medium
density residential.
Chairman Hansen said that ifthe property located at 35 North 300 East is going to be changed to
the R-4 Zone, then all of the properties located on Pacific Drive should be changed to the R-4
Zone.

Mr. Georgeson said that the reason

h~

did not feel comfortable approving the zone change
request at 35 North 300 East is because he feels that the public needs to have an opportunity to
express their concerns .

Mr. Despain said he feels that it would be appropriate to place the property located at 35 North
300 East in the residential zone instead of the commercial zone.
Mr. Baldwin said he believes the property located at 35 North 300 East should be zoned R-4 .
Mr. Despain asked what the land use should be for the area on the east side by the Vacher
Annexation.
Mr. Georgeson said that he hates to see all the propet1y against 1100 East be zoned as
Professional Office. He said some of the property in the area of 1 100 East should be zoned
commercial.
The Planning Commission suggested that the commercial zone should be moved not1h on 11 00
(Planning Commission Minutes - December 19, 200 I )

23

East and the professional office zone should be moved south in the area of 1100 East Street on
the land use map .
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council passed the Business Park Zone. He said that the
petitioners withdrew their request to annex the property involved with the Boyde Williams
Annexation because they were not comfortable with the property being placed in the BP-1 Zone.
He asked if the Planning Commission feel s comfortable changing the proposed General Plan so
that the Boyde Williams Property would be located in a commercial zone instead of the BP-1
Zone. He said the people that want to purchase the Boyde Williams Property want to be able to
build some office warehouses.

Chairman Hansen asked if office warehouses would be allowed in the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said that office warehouses would be allowed in the BP-1 Zone, but it would depend
on what the proposal is.
Mr. Georgeson said he is not inclined to change the General Plan so that the Boyde Williams
Property could be located in the commercial zone.
Mr. Hansen said that he would not be in favor of putting the Boyde Williams Property in the
commercial zone.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Hadfield if he was upset because they recommended approval of the
Woodbury Project. Mr. Hadfield said that he was not upset. He said that there are still some
things that need to be resolved on the proposed plan.
Mr. Nielsen said action on the preliminary plan for the American Fork Commercial Center should
not be put on the City Council Agenda until the subject to items are completed.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DECEMBER 5. 2001. PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTFS
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the December 5, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following conditions:
On Page 1, Line 39 "signature" should be changed to "signatm·es." On Page 1 Line 46
"Mr. Christensen" should be added as voting. On Page 2, Line 26 the following should be
added: "Mr. Geor·geson seconded the motion." On Page 6, Line 4 "indicate" should be
changed to "indicated." On Page 7, Line 36 "Mr. Hansen" should be changed to
"Chairman Hansen." On Page 8, Line 5 "Chairman Hadfield" should be changed to "Mr.
Hadfield." On Page 9, Line 39 "Mr. Hansen" should be change to "Chairman Hansen."
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On Page 11, Line 12 '"'access and that discriminate" should be changed to "access points
and that indiscriminate." On Page 12, Line 30 "take account" should be change to "take
into account." On Page 13, Line 23 "borrowing for to" should be changed to "borrowing
to." On Page 13, Line 43 "Mr. Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman Hansen." On
Page 14, Line 4 "taken care" should be changed to " addressed." On Page 14, Line 14
"private" should be changed to "private interests." On Page 14, Line 19 "Mr. Hansen"
should be changed to "Chairman Hansen." On Page 14, Line 34 "too much until he is
completed with his •·eview" should be changed to "too much further until he has completed
his review." On Page 15, Line 26 "Mr. Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman
Hansen." On Page 15, Line 39 "Mr. Hansen" should be changed to " Chairman Hansen."
On Page 16, Line 1 "Mt·. Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman Hansen." On Page 16,
Line 41 "Mr. Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman Hansen." On Page 16, Line 46
"Mr. Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman Hansen." On Page 17, Line 11 "p•·oposes"
should be changed to "proposed." On Page 17, Line 25 " anything other different" should
be changed to "anything different." On Page 18, Line 6 "sewage flow has to flow" should
be changed to "sewage has to flow." On Page 18, Line 46 " is action" should be changed to
"an action." On Page 19, Line 1 "General Plan" should be changed to"General Plan is
included."
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and
Chairman Hansen. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote because he was not present at the
December 5, 2001, Planning Commission Meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :15 p.m.

1pt~"lU /(1t~tJ--.
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE 12-19-01 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 3

The Meadows, American Fork, Utah
Changes to Site Plan

1.

Changed dimensions between aisles of parking to match City standard of20'-0" long spaces with
24'-0" wide drives. Length of parking spaces against landscape is 18'-0". Note: Width ofparking
spaces at Wal-Mart remains 9'-6"; 9'-0" elsewhere.

2.

In order to achieve the aisle spacing required in parking areas, the pedestrian walkway that
formerly ran from 480 West to the center ofWal-Mart building was eliminated. Dimensions at a
couple of other landscape islands were narrowed.

3.

Aligned the access points on the north side of Grassland Drive so that they are directly across from
aisles on the south side of the drive.

4.

Added an intermediate island in Grassland Drive and extended landscaping across the drive aisles
where the pedestrian access walkway extends between Wal-Mart and Lowe's.

5.

Made Meadow Drive 4'-0" wider adjacent to diagonal parking. This makes the travel lane in each
direction 18'-0" wide.

6.

Have shown lines representing the edge ofPhase 1 landscape improvements where property is to
remain undeveloped.

7.

Have changed the backgrmmd drawings on the civi I engineering sheets and sign drawing to match
the site plan.

8.

Water lines have been increased to allow for the 18-inch crossingat900 West Street with the 18inch line extending into the site as requeste9 by the City Engineer. Other water lines have been
increased in size as requested. Also corrected the c01mection point in Main Street so that it lines
up with Hart's.

9.

Sewer lines have been modified. We are now connecting the sewer mains on the north (Phase 1)
parcel to the Timp outfall line by crossing the Wetlands from the southeast comer ofWal-Mart.
This allows for a depth of approximately 10'-0" at the comer of Wal-Mart.

10.

Other sewer lines have been modified as required to accommodate the new c01mection point. A
sewer main has been run along the east side ofLowe's extending to Grassland Drive. This is
anticipated to be a public line. The necessary easement will be created on the plat to accommodate
this sewer line that is not in a public street.
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11.

Sewer line sizes have been checked and calculated to accommodate the Pruitt parcels. Sewer line
extending from proposed street on north side ofPruitt property to the sewer main in Pacific Avenue
has been added.

12.

Storm drain grease interceptor detail has been provided. The proposed detail allows the system
to collect greases, etc., at low flows. During high flow, the water outfall bypasses the collector tank
so that any grease and sediment contained therein is not washed through the system. During high
flows, any contaminants are diluted such that they pose no real environmental threat to the water
quality. This is further mitigated by the fact that the wetlands conservation area is used for all
detention.

13.

Calculations have been provided by the Engineer that show the flows resulting from the 100-year
storm. The detention of these waters will be provided within the conservation area which has
substantial excess capacity to retain not only the water run-offcreated by this project, but also
increased flows resulting from upstream drainage. The normal flow through the 48-inch pipe running
under the freeway uses more than 90% ofthe pipe capacity. To the extent required, a restrictor
plate can be added at the top of this pipe that prevents the flow, even with the increased head
pressure, from exceeding the maximum currently available. This will protect downstream users from
the possibility of flooding.

14.

Previous UDOT drawings have been located showing all drains running below State Street. Drain
lines have been provided to pick up all drains running beneath State Street.

15.

The background plan for the south side development has been slightly modified with respect to the
parking layout. This plan is for information only as we are not seeking approval for any ofthe
buildings in that area. However, the road alignment and road construction for Pacific Avenue and
Meadow Drive are fixed with the intent that these roads will initially be constructed at the same time
as the other Phase 1 improvements.

16.

We have conunissioned the expanded traffic study which takes into account the impact ofPruitt
and other undeveloped properties between Main Street and the Lehi on-ramp. The redistribution
oftraffic does not materially affect the anticipated volumes at the Phase 1 intersections. Required
stacking distances onsite are sufficient to accommodate the anticipated peak hour demands.
Stacking lengths for tum lanes from State Street will be determined in conjunction with the final
study. Final design and striping for State Street will be as detem1ined necessary by the study and
as required by UDOT.

17.

Changes Requested by \'Val-Mai"t:

(a)

The curved drive aisle extending from Grassland Drive to the west has been shifted 18'-0"
north. Parking aisles have been lengthened and adjusted accordingly.
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(b)

Orientation ofparking on the west side ofWal-Mart at the northwest corner ofWal-Mart
has be~n changed.

(c)

Parking at the southeast corner ofthe Wal-Mart building has been modified by eliminating
parking formerly .shown on the south property line ofWal-Mart and adding parking in the
southeast comer.

(
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