AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 2, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 2, 2002, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13 .
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Presentation and discussion of the possible improvements of I15 through the American Fork corridor.
Review and action on a site plan for the John Jacobs Office
complex at 76 North Merchant St.
Review and action on a commercial site plan at 208 West Main
Street.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plat of Meadow
Brook Plat C Subdivision consisting of 6 lots at 730 North 690
West.
Review and action on the final plat of Meadow Brook Plat C
Subdivision consisting of 6 lots at 730 North 690 West.
Review and action on the American Fork Industrial Park
Subdivision consisting of 6 lots at 1400 South 500 East.
Review and action on the Automall Business Center Planned Unit
Development consisting 3 lots, a resubdivision of Site 1
American Fork Automall at 995 South 500 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Automall
Business Center Planned Unit Development, Lot 3 at 995 South
500 East.
Review and action on a zone change request by Patterson
Construction at 615 East Main Street from the existing R2-7500
to the R-4, multiple family residential zone.
Review and action on an Annexation Agreement for the Vacher
Annexation consisting of 6. 4 acres located at 755 East 50
South.
Review and action on a preliminary site plan for Alpine Valley
Center at 608 West Main Street.
Review and action on a road and public utilities easement
dedication plat for the American Fork Commercial Center at
875 West State Road(Woodbury-Westfield-Meadows).
Review and action on a revised annexation agreement for the
Boyde G. Williams Annexation consisting 77.25 acres at
approximately 300 East South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the revised Land Use Element of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the December 19, 2001, minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 21 day of December, 2001.
James S. Hansen, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMM:ISSION MINUTES
JANUARY 2, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (3)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, January 2,
2002, 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, Marty
Wootton, Matt Dopp, Kyle Spencer, Jim Hardy, Dan and Penny Doty, Liz Saenz, Lynne Phelps,
Jim Phelps, Steve Pruitt, Ted Didas, Lee Vacher, Sheri Fraughton, Bill Peperone, Boyde
Williams, Steve Sowby, Reid Swenson, Marilyn Christensen, John Dester, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Councilman Hunter because he had other commitments.
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE POSSIBLE IMPROVEI\1ENTS OF I-15
THROUGH THE AI\1ERICAN FORK CORRIDOR
Mr. Hadfield said that in May 2001 Mountainlands Association of Governments came to each
community in Utah County and asked for some input relative to the reconstruction of I -15
throughout the County. He said Mountainlands Association of Governments hired the
consulting firm, Carter & Burgess to study the traffic patterns, the volumes of traffic, the accident
rates and the delays of getting on and off the freeway in a number of locations. He said now that
Carter & Burgess has completed its study, Mountainlands Association of Governments is now
ready to make some recommendations to the elected officials. He said Mountainlands
Association of Governments is working with the Legislature to try to come up with a plan to
rebuild I-15 throughout Utah County some time between 201 0 and 2015.
Mr. Hadfield discussed some of the possible improvements that could be made to I-15 through
the American Fork Corridor. Attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1 is a copy of some
maps that show the different alternatives. First, he discussed some of the alternatives to improve
the West Main Interchange. He pointed out that Alternative # 1 is to realign the ramps, install
signals on both sides of the street, and to widen the bridge to four lanes. He said Alternative #2 is
to make the West Main Interchange go north on~o the Pruitt Piece and make it more at a 90degree angle to the freeway . He stated that Alternative #2 would be a diamond configuration.
Mr. Hadfield explained that Alternative #3 does about the same thing as Alternative 2, but it is a
single point urban interhcnage (SPUI) configuration instead of a diamond configuration.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that at one of the meetings with Mountainlands Association of
Governments, a City Councilman from Highland suggested that there be an interchange at 100
West.

Mr. Hadfield discussed some of the alternatives for the 500 East Interchange. He said
Alternative # 1, which is the simplest, is to put a light on the north bound off ramp and south
bound off ramp and to widen 500 East to four lanes. Alternative #2 is to realign 500 East to
make the freeway crossing at right angles that would "put the dog leg somewhere through the
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Kelshaw-Ford Properties." He said Alternative #2 would be a diamond configuration. Mr.
Hadfield said Alternative #3 is to realign 500 East over the Kelshaw-Ford Properties and do a
SPUI. He said Alternative #4 is to maintain 500 East, but widen the bridge and put a SPUI in
Mr. Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission not base their recommendations on a cost
factor. He asked what alternatives the Planning Commission would like to recommend to the
City Council.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission should worry about preserving the corridors
so that some of the proposed alternatives can happen.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Hadfield said '"I can't speak for UDOT, but they
do not have a sterling track record of preserving corridors."
Mr. Hadfield said in regards to the alternative on West Main Street that shows the road going into
the Pruitt Parcel he feels that if they are going to spend that much money to go through the Pruitt
Parcel, then they should also take out the gas station on the south side of the street. He said if
they went on the south side also then we would get a railroad crossing as well.

In referring to the maps that Mr. Hadfield showed earlier in the meeting and which are attached to
the minutes as ATTACHMENT # 1, Mr. Georgeson stated that '"the two half moon alternatives
are too short sighted." He then said he does not have enough information on the full moon
alternatives to make a recommendation. The half moons on the map represent a medium benefit
and full moons represent a high benefit .
Mr. Georgeson said another interchange at Center Street or 100 West is a good option, especially
as the south west area begins to develop .
Mr. Hadfield stated that Alternative #2 has the SPUI, but it also has an over grade crossing of the
railroad. He said that as development continues on the south side it is going to be important that
the railroad is unrestricted so that people can easily get to the downtown area.
Mr. Georgeson said that there has to be an over grade crossing.
Mr. Nielsen said they need to look at plans that "take the railroad out of play. "
Mr. Hadfield said he thinks that there is some benefit to the SPUI. One benefit is that the SPUI
will have less impact on the surrounding properties. Another benefit of the SPUI is that it gets
them across the freeway, as well as across the tracks.

In looking at Alternative #2 for the West Main Interchange, Chairman Hansen suggested that it
be changed some so that it is more of a right angle and so that on the south side 100 West would
be hit and so that on the north side Center would be hit .
In response to Chairman Hansen' s suggestion, Mr. Hadfield said that is an interesting concept.
Chairman Hansen said that Center Street is a wider street than 100 West. Mr. Baldwin pointed
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out that Center Street runs into the Cemetery.
Mr. Hadfield said he would recommend Chairman Hansen' s suggestion about making Alternative
#2 more at a right angle to Carter-Burgess.
After discussing the different alternatives the Planning Commission recommended to the City
Council that Alternatives #2 or #3 for the West Main Interchange or an alternative thereof be
looked at, especially moving the street to the south. For the 500 East Corridor, the Planning
Commission recommended that the City Council look at Alternatives #2 and #3 .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE JOHN JACOBS OFFICE COMPLEX
AT 76 NORTH MERCHANT ST.
Marty Wootton said the proposal is to add onto the west of the existing building.
Mr. Hadfield said there has to be some consideration for where the storm water will go . He said
the plans show that there will be a sump in Center Street and in Merchant Street in order to help
keep water off of the sidewalk. He said the storm water drainage from the roofs and streets is
still something that needs to be addressed.
Mr. Hadfield said garbage control is another issue that still needs to be addressed.
another issue that needs to be addressed is the off-street parking.

He said yet

Mr. Despain said that the additional office spaces would require an additional seven or eight
parking spaces. He stated that there has never been a circumstance in the downtown area where
an expansion would use all the existing property and there would be no place to put additional
parking spaces. He raised the question of whether the downtown area should be exempt from
having to comply with the parking requirements . He said that the applicant is requesting a
variance in regards to the parking. He expressed concern about exempting the proposed project
from the parking requirements because there is another project that was recently built in the CC-1
Zone that was not exempt from meeting the parking requirements . He said the dilemma with the
proposed project is that it can't be approved without an amendment to the ordinance relative to
parking requirements in the CC-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether people should be penalized for trying to improve
downtown because they can't meet the parking requirements or whether the parking requirements
should be ignored and then they run the risk of being accused of not giving equal treatment to all.
Mr. Baldwin said if the ordinance requires so much parking, then that is what the Planning
Commission must use to base their approval on. He suggested that a parking garage needs to be
put in and then give him some kind of credit against that because it sounds like there are many
businesses in the downtown area that are in need of parking.
Mr. Despain said that some have suggested that the City be the provider of the parking for the
downtoYvn area.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that in Salt Lake City the developer is required to put the parking
(Planning Commission Minutes - January 2 , 2002)
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garage underneath.
Mr. Despain said putting a parking garage underneath is probably an expense that the applicant
would not like to bear.
Mr. Georgeson said unless the additional parking can be provided, then the proposed project
should not be approved . He said that it would be a policy call by the City Council as to whether
it feels that the City should make available some property to be used for parking for the
downtown businesses.
Mr. Georgeson said it seems that the only way to deal with the parking requirements in the
downtown area is to use the remote parking concept that was used for Alpine Court.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the downtown businesses have a large lobbying organization called
Downtown American Fork Inc. He suggested that the applicant talk to Downtown American
Fork Inc.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City does own property where the old Chipman Warehouse was
located. He said the City does not want to turn down Mr. Jacob's request. He said that it would
be a great improvement to clean up the property on Merchant Street.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not feel comfortable approving the proposed request because of the
current ordinance. He said that if they do not treat all people fairly, then they are setting
themselves up for problems.
Mr. Nielsen said he agrees with Mr. Baldwin in that he does not feel comfortable moving forward
based on the current ordinance. He said that he does not know how the same parking
requirements can be required for development on zero lot line property. He said that the
ordinance needs to be looked at so that there can be some concessions made for certain areas in
the City that have zero lot line development.
Mr. Baldwin said he agrees that it would be advantageous to develop the property, but he does
not see that the Planning Commission can recommend approval of the proposed project contrary
to the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that one option tonight is to table this item unit the City Council can give the
Planning Commission some guidance.
Chairman Hansen said all the businesses between Center Street and Merchant Street are really
faced with the same issue relative to parking . He said there will never be parking available
between Center Street and Merchant Street.
There was some discussion about the possibility of creating a parking overlay district in the
downtown area. Mr. Nielsen said that he would like to see a parking overlay zone.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the City Council can give the Planning
Commission some guidance relative to the parking requirements for the proposed project.
(Planning Commission Min utes - January 2, 2002)
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Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the proper procedure is to seek advice from the City Council.
how the Planning Commission will go about getting advice from the City Council.

He asked

Mr. Despain said that he or Mr. Hadfield will present the request to the City Council. He said
that the topic regarding parking requirements in the downtown area could be the subject of a joint
Planning Commission and City Council Work Session.
Mr. Baldwin said that if he did not make the motion to table it and seek guidance from the City
Council, then he would have to move to deny.
Mr. Hadfield said it is important that Mr. Jacob realize that it is not a denial, but that they are just
tabling it until the parking issues can be resolved .
Jim Hardy said that there is a vacant lot to the north of the Qwest Office Building that could
possibly be used as a parking lot for the downtown businesses.
Chairman Hansen said that parking in the downtown area is not something that can be ignored
because if there is not enough parking provided, then soon people will not want to come to do
business in the downtown area.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 208 WEST MAIN STREET
Penney Doty, the petitioner, said they are proposing to put in a flower shop on the main floor.
She said that they do not intend to change the structure in any way. She said they just want to
restore the building.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the proposed curb cut for parking will be subject to UDOT' s approval.
Mr. Doty said that they have checked with UDOT and they just to have to apply for the curb cut.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the ditch will have to be piped.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is consistent with the provisions of the CC-2 Zone. He
said the proposed use is also consistent with the General Plan. He said that he feels comfortable
recommending approval of the proposed project .
Mr. Georgeson asked if any seismic upgrades to the building would be required.
In response to Mr. Georgeson's question about seismic upgrades, Mr. Despain said that he could
not answer that question.
(Planning Commission Minutes- January 2, 2002)
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Mr. Hadfield said that seismic upgrades would not be required on the building because it is in the
historical zone.
Mr. Despain said the question relative to seismic upgrades is one that should be asked of Ron
Morrill. He said that they were just notified today that there is a new building code that took
effect today.
Mrs. Doty said that she has not talked to Mr. Morrill about seismic upgrades, but she has talked
to Don Hartley of the State Historical Society and he has indicated that seismic upgrades will not
be required. She also pointed out that she has had a building inspector come inspect the structure
of the building and he said that the home is well built and that the foundation is in excellent
condition.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the ADA requirements are.
Mrs. Doty stated that they are not going to be complying with the ADA requirements. She
explained that Mr. Hartley explained to her that sometimes meeting the ADA requirements are
readily achievable and that is one criterion that is used to determine whether one needs to comply
with the ADA requirements. She further explained that meeting the ADA requirements should
not exceed 20% of the upgrade costs. She stated that it would be difficult for them to meet the
ADA requirements. She said they would have to have a 40-foot long ramp if they were going to
comply with the ADA requirements . She said that Mr. Hartley felt that it would be difficult to
install a ramp. She also pointed out that the bathroom is extremely small and it is difficult for her
to get in and out of it.
Mr. Baldwin said he is concerned about access.
Mrs. Doty explained that 60% of their business is done over the telephone. She said that they
are planning on offering free delivery. She stated that anything in the store can be ordered over
the telephone. She said they also have a digital camera that they use to take pictures of the
merchandise so that people can go to the internet and see the merchandise.
Mr. Richan suggested that Mrs. Doty should get everything in writing to show why she does not
need to comply with the ADA requirements so that she is protected in the future in case someone
wants to sue her.
Mr. Despain explained that Mr. Morrill is the ADA compliance officer. He said that the Planning
Commission should not prejudge whether the proposed project will be required to meet the ADA
requirements. He said that if any approval is given tonight it should be subject to a determination
by Ron Morrill, the City Building Inspector, relative to whether the ADA requirements should be
met and whether any seismic upgrades are required.
Mrs. Doty said that she has spoken with Ron Morrill and she does not know if he is that easy of a
person to work with.
Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission has no authority to override Mr. Morrill.
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Chairman Hansen told Mrs. Doty that she may want to talk to Councilmember Juel Belmont
because she has worked to make sure many of the homes on Main Street are preserved.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mrs. Doty what her plans are for lighting the exterior. He asked if the sign
will be lit.
Mrs. Doty said the sign will be lit. She explained that there will not be a lot of exterior lighting.
She said she plans on having a couple of spot lights on the home. She said that she is not planning
on putting a lot of lighting in the parking lot.
Mr. Doty said they do not want to put in so much lighting that it keeps the whole neighborhood
awake.
Mrs. Doty said she is planning on lighting the front of the building and having low lighting along
the walking areas.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that she could get some good parking lot lighting that is 10 feet high,
but is down directed.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about whether there is enough room for a car to back out of
the last parking space to the north. He said it looks like more asphalt is needed for that parking
space.
Mr. Christensen suggested that if the parking lot is going to be screened with landscaping, it
would be a good idea to have some landscaping between the parking lot and Main Street.
Mr. Doty pointed out that there will be low shrubbery along the front of the parking area to soften
things.
Chairman Hansen asked ifUDOT is going to require that the existing drive approach to Main
Street be taken out.
Mr. Doty said that he was not able to talk to the person at UDOT that he needed to regarding the
existing drive approach to Main Street. He said that the existing drive approach to Main Street
will probably be eliminated.
Chairman Hansen said he feels it is important that they only have one entrance on Main Street.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan at 208 West Main Street subject
to: (1) UDOT's approval of the access to Main Street and possible elimination of the
existing access (2) the sign meeting the provisions of the American Fork City Sign
Ordinance and (3) the open ditch on the east part of the property being enclosed per the
City standard.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the motion should include something about lighting design.
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Mr. Hardy said that the applicants have not contacted him or the neighbor to the north of the
proposed project. He suggested that on the western boundary that there be either a sightobscuring fence or some shrubbery. He pointed out that there are a lot of plum trees on the
property that are a nuisance. He said that he would like to know what type of shrubbery will be
put in to replace the existing shrubbery. Mr. Hardy pointed out that the property has no water
shares.
Mr. Hardy said the grade and elevation is an issue because there are two different elevations ( 1)
where the home sits and (2) where the parking will be.

Mr. Hardy stated that he would not like to see a spot light shining in his window. He suggested
that before the applicants go any further with what they are planning to do that they talk to the
neighbors that will be most affected by the proposed development. Mr. Hardy said the home
does need to be restored. He said he would like to see the home restored to be as equally as nice
as the two homes that are to the west of it.
Mr. Hardy stated that the green space will shrink with the future parking area. He said that he
does not want asphalt right to his property.
There was some discussion about the requirement that the ditch will need to be piped. Chairman
Hansen pointed out that the ditch has been piped four lots to the north of the property proposed
for development. He said there has been some piping done on 200 West so the piping that will be
done needs to be done to the same standard that has already been done.

Mr. Georgeson amended the motion to include subject to approval from the American
Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Baldwin said he would also like the motion amended to include subject to staff's approval of
the lighting design for the parking lot.

Mr. Georgeson amended the motion to include subject to staff's approval of the lighting
design for the parking lot.
There was some discussion about the type of hedge or landscaping that will be used to create a
buffer from the existing homes that are near the proposed project. It was discussed that the
hedge would need to be a sight -barrier type hedge. Mrs. Doty explained that whatever
landscaping they put in will be beautiful . She stated that she owns The P /anted Earth in Or em
and is very much into plants.
Mr. Hardy cautioned Mrs. Doty to plant plants that can be easily maintained.
Mrs. Doty asked if she is required to pipe the ditch.
ditch.

She said that she does not want to pipe the

Mr. Georgeson said that the ditch will need to be piped.
Chairman Hansen told Mrs. Doty that she will want to pipe the ditch.
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Mr. Hadfield told Mrs. Doty she could get her bond in place and begin making some of the
improvements and then once she has her business running she could pipe the ditch. He said the
bond is good for two years. He said the City is willing to work with her until she can afford to
pipe the ditch.

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 REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT OF MEADOW BROOK
PLAT C SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS AT 730 NORTH 690 WEST
Mr. Sowby explained that the proposed plan is a revised preliminary plan because the Planning
Commission approved it in a different configuration. He said the zone change that they
requested was not approved so they are back to the original plan that was approved as part of the
annexation agreement. He said the proposed plan is for five lots in the Rl-9000 Zone and for
one lot in the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Sowby explained that there is a slight change in the conservation easement because the
wetland delineation has now been done and they had to tweak things so that the conservation
easement covered all of the wetlands. He stated that the wetlands for the conservation easement
match the deed that they have already given to the City.
Mr. Hadfield stated that most of the utilities and improvements are already in place. He said the
only thing left to do is a little curb and gutter and some ties to the water line.
Mr. Despain said there has been a small amendment to the stream easement. He stated that the
City actually holds the conservation easement in the form of a deed description.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the conservation easement does match the proposed plat.

Chairman Hansen asked if the potential owners of Lot 22 understand where the driveway will
have to be with the conservation easement that exists on Lot 22.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Sowby said "they will."

Mr. Baldwi11 moved to approve the revised preliminary plat of Meadow Brook Plat C
Subdivision consisting of 6 lots at 730 North 690 West.
Mr. Georgeson 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.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MEADOW BROOK PLAT C
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS AT 730 NORTH 690 WEST
Mr. Hadfield said that a note needs to be put on the plat that the driveway for Lot 22 cannot cross
the conservation easement. He said that one additional water share needs to be submitted.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City already owns the streets so the City may have to sign the
plat.
There was some discussion about the amount of water shares that still need to be provided. Mr.
Despain pointed out that 20-acre feet of water was provided at the time of annexation. He said
the reason three additional acre feet of water is necessary is because of the increase in the number
of lots. Mr. Swenson said he thought they had the same number of lots as they are proposing
now when the annexation was approved. He said that he will do some further research regarding
the amount of water rights that are required .
Mr. Christensen said it has been discussed that there should be a note on the plat that states no
driveway can be placed across the conservation easement, but he wandered if there should also be
a note on the plat that says no basketball courts can be placed on the conservation easement.
Mr. Despain said there should be a note on the plat that restricts any pavement from being placed
across the conservation easement.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Meadow Brook Plat C Subdivision
consisting of 6 lots at 730 North 690 West subject to: (1) the requirement that the driveway
for Lot 22 not be on the conservation easement and (2) there being a note added to the plat
that a driveway cannot cross the conservation easement nor can any other type of
pavement (3) the issues relative to the water shares being resolved with City staff.
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, Mr. Richan,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMERICAN FORK INDUSTRIAL PARK SUBDIVISION
CONSISTING OF 6 LOTS AT 1400 SOUTH 500 EAST

Mr. Sowby stated that he is here to request approval of the subdivision in the same configuration
that they have presented several times previously. He stated that the owner is still interested in
preserving the parcel adjacent to the railroad tracks . He said the property will have a split zone.
He noted that part of the property will be in the Planned Industrial Zone and part will be in the
Business Park Zone. He said the only issue that still needs to be resolved is regarding who will
construct the sewer line in 500 East. He stated that Mr. Bromley is working with the LDS
Church regarding the sewer line issue.
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Mr. Hadfield asked if the annexation is recorded.
Mr. Despain said that the annexation is complete and has been recorded.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the sewer on 1500 South going south should be eliminated and the
manhole should be City-owned. He also stated that Note #4 should be corrected to show that the
property is located in both the Planned Industrial Zone and the Business Park Zone. He stated
that the reference to 1300 South should be eliminated .

Mr. Despain expressed concern about whether the storm drain pond that is located in the south
west corner of the property will be sufficient to handle all of the project surface water that will
originate from the site.
Mr. Hadfield said until they see some site plans to see how much impermeable surface there will
be he can't answer the question of whether the storm drain pond will be sufficient.
Mr. Sowby stated that he has presented the storm drain calculations to Mr. Denney. He said that
he has done the best he can to plan for the 100-year storm. It was discussed that the storm drain
calculations are based on 1/3 of the site being impervious.
It was discussed that the site does not have .any natural drainage channels to it. Mr. Despain
pointed out that there is a well on the property, but that there is no other natural drainage.
There was some discussion about Note #9 on the proposed plat. Mr. Sowby explained Note #9.
He stated that the storm drain calculations show that the storm drain pond will handle a lot that is
25% impervious. He said if a lot is more than 25% impervious, then that issue will need to be
addressed with each individual site plan. It was discussed that Note #9 needs to be better
clarified.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the American Fork Industrial Park Subdivision consisting
of 6 lots at 730 North 690 West subject to: (1) the sewer that is going north from 1500
South into the subdivision being eliminated amd that the manhole be a City-owned
manhole for sewer connection (2) Note #4 on the plat being corrected to show both zones
(3) eliminating the 1300 South designation until such time as a street is actually planned
and (4) _Note #9 being clarified.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there should be some reference made to the need for the storm drain pond
to be sufficient capacity to handle the storm water runoff.
Mr. Baldwin said this is just preliminary so he assumes that they can address the issue of the need
for the storm drain pond to be sufficient capacity when they see the final plat.

Mr. Sowby pointed out that the reference to 600 East on the plat also needs to be eliminated.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include subject to elimination of the 600 East
(Planning Commission Mi nutes - January 2, 2002)
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designation.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUTO MALL BUSINESS CENTER PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS: A RESUBDIVISION OF SITE 1 AMERICAN
FORK AUTOMALL AT 995 SOUTH 500 EAST
Kyle Spencer of Hubble Engineering stated that the proposal is to create three lots. He stated
that they have not yet submitted the legal documentation that addresses the reciprocal parking and
cross easements.
Mr. Hadfield said there are no engineering concerns. He said all of the engineering concerns
were taken care of with Buildings 1 and 2. He said all of the improvements are in. He said the
applicant needs to make sure that the cross easements that have been talked about for parking
also accommodate access, egress, drainage, and landscaping.

Mr. Hadfield stated that the previous applicant for this property never addressed the water share
issues. He said now is the time to resolve water share issues.
Mr. Despain said the water shares needs to be resolved concurrent with any recording or approval
of the site plan for Phase 3. He said that (lilY approval needs to be conditioned upon the full
satisfaction of the water rights for Lots 1, 2, and 3.
There was some discussion about the parking. .Mr. Nielsen said they have to make sure that Lots
1 and 2 with the existing buildings on them have adequate parking. Mr. Nielsen expressed
concern that once the subdivision is approved, the applicant could just go ahead and meet the
requirements of Lot 3 independently without addressing Lots 1 and 2.
Mr. Despain said there will have to be conditions attached that Lot 3 can 't go forward
independently ofLots 1 and 2.
Chairman Hansen said that the title block of the proposed plat states that this is a vacation of
American Fork Auto mall Site 1, which it is not a vacation. He said the proposed plat is really a
resubdivision and so the title block needs to be corrected to indicate that.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the. Auto mall Business Center Planned Unit Development
consisting of 3 lots, a resubdivision of Site 1 American Fork Auto mall at 995 South 500
East subject to: (1) cross easements of the City for Buildings Site 1, 2 and 3 for parking,
drainage, ingress and egress (2) there being water shares deeded to the City to meet City
requirements and (3) the title block being modified to show the plat as a resubdivision and
not a vacation.
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Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimQus. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AUTOMALL BlJSINESS
CENTER PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: LOT 3 AT 995 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Spencer stated that he realizes that there has been a lot of discussion relative to the proposed
parking. He explained that Site 3 has very little parking, Site 1 has excess parking, and Site 2
just meets the parking requirements. He talked about the need for the reciprocal parking
agreement so that all sites have adequate parking.
Mr. Hadfield stated that Mr. Spencer has counted every parking stall and he concurs with his
findings relative to the number of parking spaces that will be provided for all three phases. He
said there are no engineering concerns qecause they were taken care of on previous plats.
It was discussed that all three phases meet the overall parking requirements. It was discussed that
Building #3 would have to borrow from the excess parking spaces for Building # 1.
Mr. Christensen stated that there are no specifications as to the size of trees on the landscape
plan. He suggested that there be a requirement that the trees be at least a 2-inch caliper and that
the shrubs be a minimum of 5 gallons. He also suggested that there be some trees placed along
the parking.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the commercial site plan for Automall Business Center
Planned Unit Development, Lot 3 at 995 South 500 East subject to: (1) meeting the
conditions of the subdivision and (2) the trees being a minimum of 2-inch caliper and the
shrubs be a minimum of 5 gallons.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY PATTERSON
CONSTRUCTION AT 615 EAST MAIN STREET FROM THE EXISTING R2-7500 TO THE
R-4: MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Mr. Sowby stated that there are already condos and twin homes on the property proposed for the
zone change. He said that the property owners want to have the zone changed to the R-4 Zone
so that the property will be compatible with the property that is to the west and east of it. He
said the property owner would like to make some smaller units to respond to the demand of the
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market. He said that the property owner is having some trouble renting the larger units . Mr.
Sowby stated that the property owner does not intend to modify the outside structure, but he
would like to make some interior modifications. He said that he would like to make some twoplexes into four-plexes .
Mr. Despain explained that the property proposed for the zone change already has 32 units on it.
He said if the property was rezoned, then 48 units would be allowed. He said the dilemma is that
there is really no way to get more than 32 units based on the open space requirement.
Mr. Despain said most of the units are on a 10,000 square foot lot and some are on a 7,500
square foot lot, which makes it hard to put a four-plex on a lot of that size. He said it is not an
easy thing to convert a twin home into a four-plex and keep it on the same lot.
Mr. Despain suggested that the Planning Commission not approve the zone change request until it
sees what the applicant is proposing to do . He said at a minimum there will have to be a vacation
of a subdivision and possibly some reorganization of the lots in order to accomplish what is being
proposed.
Mr. Despain said changing the zone to the R-4 Zone would be consistent with the General Plan.
He said that he would like to see more detail about how the specific changes would come about
before he would feel comfortable recommending the zone change.
Mr. Baldwin said that he has heard the economic conditions for wanting to change the zone, but
he has not heard how changing the zone will promote the health, safety, morals, convenience, or
general welfare of the public.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about what the practical effect of changing the zone to R-4
would be. He said reorganizing the lots would be difficult. He raised the question of whether
the sewer and water lines would be sufficient to handle additional units. He also expressed
concern about whether there would be enough parking.
Mr. Georgeson said he also wonders why the property was zoned R-2 and not R -4 when the
property was originally developed . He said that he would be interested to see what the discussion
was regarding why the property was zoned R-2 .
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see a concept plan before he is willing to act on the proposed
zone change request.
There was some discussion that more water rights would possibly be required if more units are to
be built.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table this item until the petitioner has the opportunity to
formulate a response to some of the questions that have been raised tonight and until the
petitioner has time to create a concept plan that would meet the provisions of the R-4 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
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It was discussed that if the R-4 Zone were approved, it is possible that Mr. Morrill would have to
look at each unit on an individual basis based on the provisions of the R-4 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that it is not just a matter of dividing the buildings into four units. He said the
lot size limits what can be done. He said each lot would need an additional 5,000 square feet of
property in order to accommodate a four-plex .
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the current project is already very close on meeting the landscaping
requirements. He said there is also the issue that there will be more cars with a four-plex . He
said a site plan is necessary in order to see what the applicant is proposing to do.
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.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE VACHER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 6.4 ACRES LOCATED AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hansen stated that this item is just a discussion item tonight. He then turned the time
over to John Dester, the applicant.
Mr. Dester stated that they are requesting that the property be annexed into the City under the R3 Zone with some of the design provisions that are allowed in the R-4 Zone. He said the R-4
Zone allows more units to be attached in a single building. He said the additional units that can
be attached to a single building is important to them because then the project can have more open
space.
Mr. Dester stated that it has been discussed that 50 South needs to be widened and improved to
the City's standards. He stated that it has been pointed out that 50 South will be a collector class
road.
Mr. Dester stated that town homes that are proposed to built on the property proposed for
annexation are very similar to the town homes that they have already built in the N orthgate
Project and the Pennylane Town home Project in American Fork.
Mr. Dester stated that they are proposing 62 units . He stated that the proposed plan exceeds the
open space requirements. Mr. Dester showed a concept plan. He stated that they are proposing
13 buildings with six pocket parks. He said the proposed plan also shows RV parking. He said
he is very excited about the layout of the proposed project.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission discussed the Vacher Annexation a couple
of months ago . He pointed out that the proposed concept plan now shows 62 units instead of 73
units.
Mr. Despain discussed the Discussion Outline for the Vacher Annexation, which is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
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There was some discussion that the width of 50 South should be 72 feet.

It was discussed that the streets inside the proposed project will be privately maintained by the
homeowner' s association.
Mr. Richan asked if 62 units will be enough to n1aintain the project.

Mr. Dester said that with 62 units the project will be able to be properly maintained, but if there
are any less than about 10 homes per acre and if there were more open space there would be a
problem because they would have to charge the homeowners higher dues. He said 62 units is
just the right balance.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed project will be a PUD or a condo.
Mr. Dester said the proposed project will be PUD.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed project will be fenced in.
Mr. Dester said the project will be fenced, but they are not sure what kind of fence it will be yet.
Jim Phelps expressed concern about the additional traffic that will be generated from the proposed
project.
Mr. Dester said "traffic is a hot button across the nation." He said the proposed project will have
less cars than a traditional subdivision. He said the number of trips generated from the proposed
project will be less than in a traditional subdivision. He said they sell the proposed units to a lot
of singles and to retirees.
Mr. Richan told the citizens in the audience that he did not want to sound contrary to their
concerns, but he has done some research and found that homes that have teenagers usually
generate more vehicle trips a day than homes that do not have teenagers. He stated that teenagers
tend to generate a lot of the vehicle trips a day because they have school activities, church
activities, etc.
Mr. Georgeson asked what is the time frame for widening 50 South.
Mr. Hadfield stated that 50 South will not be widened for at least five years. He pointed out that
most of the property along 50 South is still in the County. He said as the properties along 50
South annex into the City, the City will take the additional right-of-way needed to widen the
street. He pointed out that the City has applied for federal funding to widen 50 South from 700
East to 11 00 East.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about annexing the property into the City under the R-3 Zone and
then allowing the engineering requirements or layout requirements of the R-4 Zone to be used .
He suggested that maybe the R-3 Zone should be modified, if it is appropriate to annex the
property into the City under the R-3 Zone.
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Chairman Hansen pointed out that Mr. Despain has raised the question of whether the R-3 Zone
should be amended so that more buildings can be attached in one single building. He stated that
in a meeting earlier today the City Attorney expressed concern about zoning the property R-3, but
allowing some of the design provisions of the R-4 . He said that the City Attorney suggested that
the Planning Commission not zone the property one thing and give it the design provisions of
another zone. He suggested that the Planning Commission either put the property in the R-4
Zone or put the property in the R-3 Zone and amend the ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin stated that once the zone is established the applicant should have to work with the
requirements of that zone.
Mr. Dester said that in regards to the R-4 Zone they are not asking for more units. He said that if
he was told that he would have to live with the R-3 Zone, then he could do that but things would
have to be shifted and some of the parks would have to be smaller. He explained that there can
be more open space if six units can be attached in one building.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission had any direction that it would like to give to
Mr. Despain.
l\1r. Baldwin said they should stick to the General Plan. He said he felt the property should be
placed in the R-3 Zone.
There was some discussion about what is defined as medium density. It was discussed that
medium density is 6 units per acre. It was also pointed out that the proposed project is 10 units
per acre.
Mr. Georgeson said the property should not be zoned as high density. He said there has to be
some mixed residential otherwise there is the possibility that there will be a critical mass of people
with social problems. He said he has seen problems with high density complexes.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Georgeson what he means when he says high density.
In response to Mr. Richan' s question, Mr. Georgeson said "bunches offour-plexes." Mr.
Georgeson said that he has seen high density complexes where children do not have places to
play.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that if the property is placed in the R-3 Zone that would go beyond
what medium density allows because medium density allows up to 6 units per acre.
Mr. Richan said that he has seen hundreds of developers make presentations on their proposed
projects. He said that he is impressed with Mr. Dester' s approach and feels confident in him.
Mr. Dester said that it is important to him that he leaves a good legacy behind. He said that he is
very excited about the way the proposed project laid out. He said the R-3 Zone is important. He
said that the project can't go forward if the property is annexed into the City under the R-2 Zone.
Mr. Nielsen explained that high density is defined as 14 units per acre and medium density is
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defined as 6 to 14 units per acre in many cities in Utah County.
Mr. Richan said he has a problem consider 6 units to the acre as medium density. He said that
they have to accommodate good planning and good execution.
Mr. Despain said there is a case for and against the proposed project. He said the issue that needs
to be addressed is where the boundary for medium density will be placed. He raised the question
of whether the boundary for medium density should be placed on the east side of the Vacher
Property or on the west side.
Chairman Hansen said that they need to have more discussion about what is really considered
medium density in order to define the boundary between medium and high density.
Mr. Despain pointed out that most people would not want to build a large, expensive home along
50 South Street because it is a busy road . He said that there are various issues that need to be
looked at in regards to the Vacher Property. He pointed out that there needs to be a decision
made about which side of the Vacher Property to draw the line for high density.
Mr. Dester said that he can see that the Planning Commission is struggling with where to put the
exact boundaries. He said the Planning Commission has to weigh the various issues and then
make a decision. He said the Planning Commission also has to sort through the good designs and
the bad designs. Mr. Dester said the proposed project is a good design.
Mr. Dester said that he did not realize that the Vacher Property was identified as R-2 in the
General Plan. He said that he understood that the Vacher Property had not been identified as
being in any particular zone and he also understood that the R-3 Zone would be a reasonable zone
for the property.
There was some discussion about whether the proposed development would be suitable for the
neighborhood. Mr. Despain raised the question of whether one more multiple family project
would "sink" the neighborhood.
Mr. Baldwin said that the proposed multiple family project would not "sink" the neighborhood
because it fronts on a major road.
After much discussion about what zone the Vacher Property should be put in, Mr. Georgeson said
they are not coming to an agreement tonight so he suggested that this item be put on the next
agenda and that Chairman Hansen ask the Commissioners to visit the area and study things out
more so that at the next meeting they can give Mr. Despain some direction so that he can finish
putting the annexation agreement.
Mr. Richan said he does not want people to think that he is "championing Mr. Dester' s cause, but
experience does count."
Chairman Hansen said that Mr. Georgeson's suggestion that this be put on the next agenda and
that the Commissioners should go visit the area is a good suggestion. He said the Planning
Commission needs to be prepared to give Mr. Despain some direction at the next meeting.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to continue this item to the next meeting.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE VALLEY
CENTER AT 608 WEST MAIN STREET
Mr. Pruitt addressed the 10 issues that are outlined in the letter that is dated December 20, 2001 .
The letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3. He stated that in regards to the
United States Supreme Court ruling, there is no jurisdiction of the wetlands so they are pursuing
the paper work on that process. Next, he addressed the issue relative to drainage . He said they
have made the changes to the proposed plan so that any drainage from the Kawakami Parcel can
flow through their property and will not back up .
Mr. Pruitt said he is in the process of trying to get approval from Kmart for the dedication of the
ROW. He stated that the street address for the dedicated ROW along the north property line is
now established.
Mr. Pruitt stated that they will submit their proposal for the driveway access to UDOT once they
know that their proposal is acceptable to the City. He stated that they are requesting that the
existing four access points on Main Street be abandoned and that there be two new access points
on Main Street.

Next, Mr. Pruitt discussed the water rights. He stated that today he faxed Mr. Despain some
information that he received from the State regarding the water rights for the property proposed
for development. He said he needs to know how many water rights he will need to convey to the
City.
Mr. Pruitt said they can attach to the site plan the approved legal description relative to the
dedication of the right-of-ways and easements.
Mr. Pruitt stated that the State has no specific requirements in regards to doing a traffic study, but
he said that we can work with Woodbury and Fehr & Peers on a traffic study. He said that they
have already contacted F ehr & Peers.

Mr. Pruitt stated that Sear-Brown has already provided the additional technical engineering
information to the City.
Lastly, Mr. Pruitt discussed the issue regarding sign off from the downstream water users. He
pointed out that Horrocks has contacted three state agencies but was not able to come up with a
name or a specific agency that made the requirement in regards to the sign off from the
downstream water users. He said that he will still research and find out where he needs to go in
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order to meet the requirement of getting sign off from the downstream water users.
Mr. Despain suggested that Mr. Pruitt talk to Mr. Denney. He stated that it was Robert Morgan,
the State Engineer, that requested that there be sign off from all the downstream water users.
Mr. Pruitt said he would like to get together with Woodbury, Horrocks, and American Fork City
to try to work on resolving the issue with regard to the sign off from the downstream water users .
He said he would like to come up with a global solution so that not every development would
have to go through the process that he is having to go through.
After Mr. Pruitt addressed the 10 issues, Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concerns. Mr.
Hadfield said the City still has some concern over the letter from the Army Corp. of Engineers
regarding the wetlands. He said that the delineation needs to be determined by the engineering
firm that is representing Mr. Pruitt on the proposed project and then approved by the Army Corp.
of Engineers.
Mr. Hadfield said he has talked to UDOT about the proposed access points and UDOT has
indicated that they are not prepared to issue any kind of permit until the traffic study is done.
Mr. Hadfield stated that a lot of progress has been made in regards to where the utilities will be.
He said the two major issues are in regards to the access points and the wetlands, which need to
be seriously looked at before any approvals are granted for the proposed project.
There was some discussion about the 20-foot piece of property that is owned by UDOT . Mr.
Pruitt stated that they have the right to landscape and put parking on the 20-foot piece of
property that is owned by UDOT. Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed plan shows
that there will be a building on the property, which means that they would have to get a deed from
UDOT to be able to put a building on the property. Mr. Pruitt said if they are not supposed to
build on the property then they will not put a building on it.
Chairman Hansen stated that the plans need to be drawn so that Main Street can be widened to
four lanes. He said that there needs to be one lane that goes straight up and over the freeway and
another lane that goes right onto the freeway . He said the whole entrance to the freeway needs
to be redesigned so that one lane will go up and over the freeway and the other lane will go
straight onto the freeway . He said eventually there may be two lanes that go over the freeway .
Mr. Despain stated that the entry to the freeway will need to be approved by UDOT . Chairman
Hansen agreed that UDOT will need to approve the design, but he said the design needs to be
right so that when UDOT approves it they can also approve it.
Chairman Hansen said that UDOT did not widen Main Street to have it narrow back down.
Mr. Didas said there is nothing shown on the plan that would prohibit Main Street from being
widened to four lanes, if that is what UDOT wants.
Chairman Hansen said the issue relative to showing Main Street as four lanes was discussed last
time and the plan did not change. He said the issue relative to Main Street and the freeway
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entrance needs to be resolved with UDOT.
Mr. Despain said that the applicant, UDOT, and the City need to work to resolve the issues with
regard to Main Street.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are more than 200 claimants to water rights. He said that he
agrees with Mr. Pruitt in that the City, Woodbury, and Mr. Pruitt all need to work together to
resolve the issues with regard to sign off from the downstream water users .
Mr. Despain said the concerns about the alignment of the road on the south side are an important
issue that still needs to be resolved. He stated that he does have the water rights information,
but he has not had a chance to evaluate it yet.
Mr. Despain said the landscape plan that was submitted does not show the detail that they are
accustom to having on a landscape plan. He said the City usually receives landscape plans that
are done by landscape architects and that call out the specific species of the landscape.

Mr. Pruitt said that the City should have received a landscape plan that identifies every tree and
bush.

It was discussed that the City did not receive a complete landscape plan. Mr. Pruitt apologized
that they did not receive the complete landscape plan. He stated that they do have a complete
landscape plan that should have been submitted for inclusion in the Planning Commission packets.
Chairman Hansen again expressed concern about Main Street not being shown on the plans as
being four lanes. He said that he has real concern about giving up any right of way on Main
Street.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Despain if the Planning Commission needs to wait to see what they find
out from the courts relative to the issues regarding the downstream water users.
Mr. Despain said he thinks that the City's policy regarding approval from the downstream water
users is being revisited . He pointed out that Woodbury is having the same problems with regard
to obtaining sign off from the downstream water users .
Chairman Hansen expressed concern about how the City would be protected if it no longer
required developers to get approval from the downstream water users.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the joint traffic study will impact their approval.
Mr. Hadfield said that he is not sure that UDOT will approve anything until it has reviewed the
joint traffic study.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the Planning Commission should proceed.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Woodbury' s Project was given approved subject to a list of things.
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Mr. Georgeson said it sounds like in order to be fair to Mr. Pruitt the Planning Commission
should recommend approval of his project subject to a list of things.
Mr. Christensen stated that the project needs to accommodate pedestrian access.
Mr. Christensen suggested that there should be some consideration made for the existing trees on
the site. He suggested that some of the larger trees could be moved to and placed in the islands
that are located in the parking lot. He said that the larger trees should be identified.
Mr. Pruitt said that he does not know if the larger trees can be placed in the parking lot because
he would not want the liability.
Mr. Christensen stated that some of the existing trees along the right-of-way could be used a
buffer between the development and the freeway
Mr. Pruitt said to the extent that they can keep any of the trees they will .
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is a deer herd on the property. He suggested that Mr. Pruitt
should contact the wildlife resource people to help him see that the deer are relocated .
There was some discussion about the westerly access point. Mr. Pruitt stated that the westerly
access point will have to be a pork chop configuration.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary site plan for Alpine Valley Center at 608
West Main Street subject to: (1) the conditions stated in the letter that is addressed to Mr.
Hadfield and is dated December 20, 2001 (See Attachment #3) (2) the landscaping plan
taking into consideration the existing trees on the property (3) resolution of the uses that
are allowed on the UDOT owned property other than parking and landscaping (4) the
details of Main Street being properly accommodated (5) accommodating pedestrian access.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he is aware that some of the issues in the letter dated December 20,
200 1, have already been taken care of
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ROAD AND PUBLIC UTILITIES EASEMENT
DEDICATION PLAT FOR THE AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER AT 875
WEST STATE ROAD (WOODBURY-WESTFIELD MEADOWS)
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner because the proposed plan that they
submitted was incomplete. There was no action taken on this item.
Mr. Despain asked whether the Planning Commission felt that the second roundabout on the road
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coming in from Pacific Drive was needed. He stated that the applicants do not feel the second
roundabout is needed.

Mr. Baldwin said at the last meeting he said that he thought the second roundabout was
necessary.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the traffic engineers feel the second roundabout is necessary.
Mr. Despain said he did not know if the traffic engineers feel the second roundabout is necessary.
He said the traffic engineers have not made any recommendation and he does not think that they
are going to.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the City Engineering Staff feels the second roundabout is necessary.
In response to Mr. Georgeson's above question, Mr. Despain said "I can't answer that."
Mr. Georgeson asked how much more expensive it would be to put in a roundabout instead of a
four-legged intersection.
Mr. Hadfield said a roundabout is safer than at-intersection. He said he would like to see what
Mr. Hales recommends.
Mr. Georgeson said he does not believe that the second roundabout is necessary unless the traffic
coming in and from Target is sufficient to justify it.
Mr. Baldwin said the reason he believes the second roundabout is necessary is because it is an
alternative route around the center of the project.
Mr. Despain asked if he is to tell W oodburys that they need to put the second roundabout back in.

Mr. Baldwin said he would like to see something that shows that the intersection is a full
intersection. He said if a roundabout is needed to show the full intersection, then so be it. He
said the way it currently stands is not adequate.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE
G. WILLIAMS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 77.25 ACRES AT APPROXIMATELY 300
EAST SOUTH FRONT AGE ROAD
Mr. Despain stated that at the last City Council Meeting the City Council adopted the Business
Park Zone. He said that the people looking to purchase the Boyde William's Property did not
want the property to be placed in the Business Park Zone so the request to annex the property
into the City was withdrawn at the last City Council Meeting with the notion that they would
come back to the Planning Commission to discuss a changed zone or development scenario
different from what Mr. Hatch had proposed. He then turned the time over to Bill Peperone to
discuss their proposal.
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Mr. Peperone said the property proposed for annexation is under contract for purchase. He
explained that the purchaser will close on the property as soon as the property is zoned and
annexed . He said the purchaser is concerned about the property being annexed into the City
under the BP-1 Zone because the BP-1 Zone is very restrictive relative to uses. He said the users
that have been most interested in buying some of the property proposed for annexation are
automobile dealers, R V dealers, and office warehouses. He said his company would like to build
a Class A Office on a portion of the property.
Mr. Peperone said the purchaser of the property agrees with the City' s intent to beautify the I -15
corridor and will take the necessary steps to protect the aesthetic value of the corridor. He said
the property that is on the railroad tracks side is very different from the property that is against I15. He said the buildings that are placed on the property that is against the railroad tracks will
face I -15 . He said the property that is against the railroad tracks seems more appropriate for a
light industrial type use rather than the uses listed in the Business Park Zone.
Mr. Peperone said one solution would be to leave the upper area in the Business Park Zone, but
add one "catch all use like there is in the Planned Industrial Zone." He said another option is to
allow the City Council to approve other uses that are not specified in the Business Park Zone.
Yet, another option would be to zone the property against the railroad tracks as Planned
Industrial.
Mr. Despain said one question that needs to be addressed is how far to the north or west along
the freeway would they feel comfortable about having some form of commercial activity. He
pointed out that automobile dealerships really do not fit into the BP-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that one option would be to put the property into the GC-2 Zone, which is the
current zone that the other auto dealerships are in. He said the question is whether the Planning
Commission is willing to say that the property could be placed in a zone other than the BP-1
Zone.
He said the argument for not putting all of the property in the BP-1 Zone is that there is not a
high demand for office buildings right now.
Mr. Peperone said that Mr. Despain has indicated that auto dealerships are low impact as far as
trip generation goes. He said that automobile dealerships are also a tax benefit to the City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that auto dealerships are not noted for their heavy emphasis on
landscaping. He stated that he is uncomfortable adding a commercial component to the BP-1
Zone. He said that he is also nervous about putting the property in a general commercial zone
because then anything could be built.
Mr. Nielsen said the Business Park Zone was primarily supposed to be along the major corridor to
protect the integrity of the major corridors. He said that when they were discussing the Business
Park Zone he mentioned that the parcel against the railroad tracks could be given an industrial
zone designation.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not want to see a commercial component added to the Business Park
Zone. He said that he is not opposed to the property against the railroad tracks being zoned
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industrial.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not have a problem with the property between the road the railroad
tracks being zoned industrial.
Mr. Georgeson said he really does not want to see an automobile dealership on the property next
to the railroad tracks because he is afraid that they will get a bunch of automobile dealerships like
there are on 5300 South State in Salt Lake City. He said the problem with automobile dealerships
is that they do not landscape.
Mr. Richan said it is hard to do adequate planning that protects the people that are here now. He
said that planning is an ongoing thing. He said one can't anticipate all of the circumstances that
may arise. He said sometimes as planners they have to be flexible . He said that he feels a
responsibility to protect himself, his neighbors and the residents of American Fork. He said that
he tries to approve projects that will still be good after the developer is gone.
Mr. Peperone said that it is tough to draw where the different zone boundaries should be. He
raised the question of how the Kelshaw-Ford Property was placed in the general commercial
zone. He said the Kelshaw-Ford Property has poor access and poor visibility.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not opposed to recommending that the west portion of the property be
placed in the PI -1 Zone.
Mr. Christensen said he is also in favor of putting the west portion of the property in the PI -1
Zone, if there can be some kind of landscape standard. He said that auto dealerships can
landscape. He said the landscaping for auto dealerships could be put on the sides of the lots.
Mr. Despain said that based on the discussion that has been held tonight he understands that the
Planning Commission is comfortable with putting the property on the south side of the road in the
PI -1 Zone and is in favor of allowing commercial development to the west of the Kelshaw-Ford
Property.
Mr. Baldwin moved to instruct Mr. Despain to incorporate into the annexation agreement
that the property to the south of the road be ·put in the PI-1 Zone and that the commercial
development be allowed to the west of the Kelshaw-Ford Property.

Mr. Christensen asked that the motion include that there be some provision for landscaping.
Mr. Baldwin amended his motion to include that there be some landscaping on both sides
of Automall Drive.

Mr. Christensen said that he is really not concerned about where the landscaping is, but just that
there is landscaping.
Mr. Despain said his inclination was to try to incorporate the landscape objectives of the BP-1
Zone into the annexation agreement.
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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, Mr. Richan,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN
This item was not discussed . It will be discussed at the next Planning Commission Meeting.
Chairman Hansen stated that he would like to discuss the definition of medium density at the next
Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Rl-7500 and R2-7500 Zones are considered medium density.
He said the R-3 and R-4 Zones are considered to be high density.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Georgeson was wished the best of luck and was thanked for his great service on the Planning
Commission. Mr. Georgeson thanked all that he had the opportunity of serving with on the
Planning Commission. He said that he has really enjoyed serving on the Planning Commission and
said he has learned a lot.
It was discussed that the Winter Planning Commission Dinner would be held on February 1, 2002,
at Ruby River in Provo.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DECEMBER 19: 2001: MINUTES
The December 19, 2001 , Planning Commission Minutes were not finished yet so they will be put
on the January 19, 2002, Planning Commission Agenda for review and action.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor .
The meeting adjourned at 12:00 a.m.

-If~
Melanie Marsh

7P(/WJ)__
{
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Utah County 1-15

Effect/Benefit
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Corridor Management Plan
No.
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Traffic Operations
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- Diamond Configuration
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Preliminary Evaluation of'
Conceptual Alternatives
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DISCUSSION OUTLINE
VASHER ANNEXATION
Following is a list of the several items, unique to the Vasher
Annexation, I believe will need to be addressed as a part of the
annexation agreement:
1.

Consistency with the General Plan - the proposed GP shows
this area without a designation. However, the adjacent
property south and west are in the high density residential
category. these adjacent areas have been developed for that
purpose. The proposed use appears to be compatible with the
proposed GP for the area.

2.

Zone Classification - The applicant has proposed development
of the property as a townhouse PUD project with densities
approximately equal to the Pennylane project (about 10 DU's
per acre). A concept plan will be provided at the meeting.
Our review shows that an R-4-7500 zone will be required in
order to meet the proposed units per structure (6) . The R3-7500 permits up to a 4-plex only. The density of the
draft plan is within the numbers allowed by the R-3 and the
applicant has indicated he is willing to live at that
project and will commit to that as part of the annexation
agreement.

3.

Development Plan - Should be required - because of the
intended development, an annexation concept plan should be
required

4.

Water rights - to be conveyed concurrently with annexation,
in accordance with current ordinace.

5.

Road Dedication - The site sits on 50 South. Additional ROW
will be needed for widening. Amount uncertain.

-~
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SEAR· BROWN

ENGINEEF<ING
PLANNING

CON~'> !RUCTION

2151 south.Regentstreet
Salt lake(lty,UT84111

·801.323.0887 phone
801.323.0770 fax
www.searbrown.com

December 20, 2001

Mr. JH Hadfield
American Fork City
270 East 200 North
American Fork, UT 84003
Via Fax: 763-3005

RE:

Alpine Valley Center- American Fork

Dear Mr. Hadfield:
I have the following list of issues from the Planning Commission meeting last night, and a
discussion of how we propose to resolve the issues:

1. Letter from US Army Corp of Engineers stating no wetlands on site.
Mr. Pruitt will coordinate with the Corp to resolve this issue.
2. Project must convey the drainage from the Kawakami parcel and/or UDOT.
The drawings will include the necessary drainage facilities to adequately convey the
existing drainage across the project site.
3. Approval from K-Mart for dedication of R.O.W.
Mr. Pruitt is currently working to resolve this issue.
4. Street Address for dedicated R.O.W. along north PL.
I will coordinate with American Fork City to get a street number for the public road.
5. UDOT approval for driveway access.
We have had preliminary discussions with UDOT. We will make an official submittal to
UDOT to request consideration for the driveway access(es).
6. Resolve the Water Rights conveyance.
Mr. Pruitt has the necessary certificates and documentation, and he will meet with Rod
Despain to resolve this issue.
7. Dedication of R.O.W. and easements.
We can resolve the dedication of the R.O.W. and utility easements by a Subdivision or
Dedication Plat. However, it does not seem appropriate to proceed with the plat until the
location and alignment of all roads, drives and utilities have been finalized to your
satisfaction.
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8. Joint Traffic Study with Woodbury project.
I spoke with Scott Jones from Fehr & Peers (traffic engineers for Woodbury) today. I
provided him with a copy of the most recent site plan for the Alpine Valley Center. I
discussed the proposed project as well as the future pads. I believe he has enough
information to incorporate the Alpine Valley Center into his study.
9. Additional technical engineering issues.
I will coordinate with American Fork City to resolve outstanding engineering issues.
10. Sign-off from downstream water users.
I saved the big one for last. It seems obvious that we should coordinate our efforts with
American Fork City and Woodbury to resolve the downstream water users issue. It seems
that we probably need to schedule a meeting to discuss this issue.

These are my minutes of the issues raised at the meeting last night, and how we propose
to address the issues. We would like to sufficiently resolve these issues to be considered
for the next available Planning Commission meeting. If you have a different understanding
or additional items, please contact me at 323-0887. Thank you.

Sincerely,

{(j(jfJtiJao
Ted Didas, P.E.
Project Manager

L:/jobs/17 445a/docs/jh had field 12-20-01 .doc

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 16, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a
regular session on January 16, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on the preliminary plan ofHunter Ridge Estates consisting of
two lots at 825 West 700 North.
2. Review and action on the final plat ofHunter Ridge Estates consisting of two lots
at 825 West 700 North.
3. Review and action on a revised site plan for the Doug Smith Autoplex at 523
West Main Street.
4. Continued discussion and action on the Vacher Annexation Agreement consisting
of 6.4 acres at 755 East 50 South.
5. Review and action on a revised annexation agreement for the J. Patterson
Addition Annexation consisting of 5.06 acres at 1200 North 450 West.
*6. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Boyde G. Williams
Annexation consisting of77.25 acres at 300 East South Frontage Road.
7. Discussion of an annexation agreement for the KWR Annexation consisting of
29 .08 acres at 1475 North 100 East.
8. Site Plan Committee Report.
9. Other business.
a. Status of subject to items for :
i. American Fork Commercial Center at 875 West State Road.
ii. Alpine Valley Center at 608 West Main Street.
b.
Election of Planning Commission Officers.
10. Review and action on the December 19, 2001, minutes.
11 . Review and action on the January 2, 2002, minutes.
12. Adjournment.
Dated this 11day of January, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 16, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
-Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a
regular session on January 16, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the preliminary plan of Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of
two lots at 825 West 700 North.
2. Review and action on the final plat of Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of two lots
at 825 West 700 North.
3. Review and action on a revised site plan for the Doug Smith Autoplex at 523
West Main Street.
4. Continued discussion and action on the Vacher Annexation Agreement consisting
of 6.4 acres at 755 East 50 South.
5. Review and action on a revised annexation agreement for the J. Patterson
Addition Annexation consisting of 5.06 acres at 1200 North 450 West.
6. Discussion of an annexation agreement for the KWR Annexation consisting of
29.08 acres at 1475 North 100 East.
7. Site Plan Committee Report.
8. Other business.
a.
Status of subject to items for:
1) American Fork Commercial Center at 875 West State Road.
2) Alpine Valley Center at 608 West Main Street.
b.
Election of Planning Commission Officers.
9. Review and action on the December 19, 2001, minutes.
10. Review and action on the January 2, 2002, minutes .
11 _Adjournment.
Dated this 7 day of January, 2002.

- James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JANUARY 16, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (3)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, January 16,
2002, 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 Steve Nielsen. Staff present included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Merlin Hampton, Kay Chidester, Kathy Gagon, Angie Martin, Jaye
Patterson, Phill Collins, Jeff N . Smith, Marci Welch, Ray Jensen, Paul Stay, Reese Abel, Ron
Kramer, Sherry Kramer, Carol Anderegg, Heather Jensen, Nancy Cox, Corinne Allen, Leslie
Andrus, Robert Williams, Cathy Helman, Cheryl Hays, Brooke Curtis, Janee Roper, Susan
Hendrickson, Douglas Kenny, Boyde Williams, Glen Willams, Gary Rackman, Marianne Corniea,
Robbie Corniea, Sean WhitTen, John Dester, Matt Dopp, Chris Mershon, Kim Welling, Loralle
Zlotnick, Dave Robinson, Kathy Winward, Jill Fraughton, Justin Fraughton, John McFarland, K.
McFarland, Barbara Davidson, Gretchen Wiltbank, Bill Lawman, Scott Rackman, Bryce H.
Barron, Stephen Durrant, Jim Phelps, Lynne Phelps, Karen Schaack, Annette N . Barnes, Paul
Washburn, Bill Peperone, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF HUNTER RIDGE ESTATES
CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 825 WFST 700 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are already improvements in front of the existing home. He
said improvements will need to be made in front of Lot 2. He said there are some discrepancies
in the legal description that need to be corrected.
Mr. Despain said the proposed project conforms with the R1-9000 Zone. He said in regards to
the final plat, one acre foot of water needs to be conveyed to the City for the new lot.

Mr. Rich an moved to approve the preliminary plan of Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of
two lots at 825 West 700 North.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HUNTER RIDGE ESTATES
CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 825 WEST 700 NORTH

1

Mr. Hadfield recommended that any approval of the final plat should be subject to correction of
the legal description.
Mr. Despain suggested that any approval also be subject to conveyance of one acre foot of water
right prior to recording of the plat
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of two lots
at 825 West 700 North subject to: (1) correction of the legal description and (2) one acre
foot of water being transferred to the City prior to recording.
l\1r. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR THE DOUG SMITH
AUTOPLEX AT 523 WEST MAIN STREET
Jeff Smith, the petitioner, said that some extra tool storage space is needed on site. He said that
D.o ug Smith wants to add a shed onto the back of the existing buildings. He said the shed will
match the existing buildings.
Mr. Sn1ith said they are also proposing to put in a new carwash on the site. He explained that the
carwash will just be an extension onto the·used car building. He said they are proposing to
expand some of the office space and to put a new carwash area on the back of the used car
building. He further explained that the car wash_will be a hand carwash where the cars can be
detailed . He said the carwash will not be a full-blown carwash.
Mr. Smith stated that Doug Smith has purchased the property on the corner and he would like to
clean that lot up. He said they would like to get rid of all the old trailers, cars, and barrels that are
on the corner lot.
Chairman Hansen asked if the barrels are empty.
~r.

Smith said a lot of the barrels have dirt in them. He said the property on the corner is a mess.
He said that they are planning on having a demolition company come haul all the junk off. He
said the demolition company will get an asbestos permit so that the junk is removed from the site
in a proper fashion.
Mr. Hadfield said that when the Doug Smith Autoplex was built there was not the requirement
that the sumps had to have oil-water separators; but that is a requirement now. He said oil-
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water separators need to be added to handle the new property drainage.

Mr. Despain said for a long time the City has held onto the idea that the State Street Intersection
will be straightened out and moved to the west. He said it does not appear that the proposed plan
will affect the possibility of straightening out the State Street Intersection.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed changes are in the "gray area" of a minor amendment to the
site plan, but he recommends that the Planning Commission not find the changes as minor and
recommends that a public hearing be held on the revised site plan. He pointed out that the public
hearing could be held on February 12, 2002 . He suggested that if the Planning Commission
approves the revised site plan that they find that the proposed amendment is a major an1endment
and recommend that the City Council authorize a hearing on February 12, 2002.
Mr. Smith asked if it would be ok if they get the property on the corner cleaned up before
February 6, 2002, since the Olympic Torch Run is coming through the City on that day.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Smith that he could go ahead and work on getting the property
cleaned up .
Mr. Baldwin asked if the driveway that is shown west of the main driveway is new.
In response to Mr. Baldwin' s question, Mr. Smith said the driveway is an existing driveway. He
said they may have to adjust the driveway to the west of the main driveway to fit the opening. He
said they have already talked to UDOT about adjusting the driveway and they will approve the
adjustment. He pointed out that the driveway was put in last year when they added the sidewalk,
but they needed it to be just a little bit wider in order to make the parking and landscaping work
out.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there will be any changes made to the lighting.
Mr. Smith said they will continue the site light the way that it is on Main Street. He said the same
poles will be used on the west side.
Mr. Hadfield said the lighting, the architecture, and the design has to be carried forward with the
new changes that are implemented. He said it has been explained to staff that there will be no
additional signage on the additional property. Mr. Smith said there will be no additional signage
on the additional property.
Phill Collins asked if the new buildings will abut Columbia Village.
Chairman Hansen said the new buildings will not abut Columbia Village.
Mr. Collins said the reason he asked if the new buildings abut Columbia Village is because he is
concerned about the carwash.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the carwash is just a hand carwash.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the revised site plan for the Doug Smith Autoplex at 523
West Main Street subject to: (1) an oil-water separator being added for the new property
drainage (2) UDOT's approval of the driveway on Main Street (3) the additional lighting
being consistent with the existing lighting and (4) noting that the revised site plan will go to
the City Council because it is considered more than a diminimous change to the site plan.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Baldwin if he wanted to add to the motion that the Planning
Commission recommends that the Mayor advertise that a public hearing for the revised site plan
will be held on February 12, 2002.
Mr. Baldwin said the motion says that the revised site plan will go to the City Council and he
assumes that staff will take care of the details . He said that they can't tell the Mayor what to do.
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission can 't tell the Mayor what to do, but it can make
a suggestion.
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. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE VACHER ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 6.4 ACRES AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding the Vacher Annexation,
which was included in the Planning Commission packets. He stated that in the last paragraph of
the memo it should state "Because of the uncertainty on the outcome, a draft annexation
agreement has not been prepared" instead of "agreement has been prepared."
Mr. Despain said that at the last Planning Commission Meeting the Planning Commission was
having some difficulty deciding what zone the property should be placed in so Chairman Hansen
asked all Planning Commission Members to visit the area so that it could better decide what the
property should be zoned .
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed General Plan designates the Vacher Property as medium
density. He said the applicants are asking for the property to be placed in the R3 Zone, which fit s
in the high density zone category.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is willing to let the annexation go forward at the
density that is requested, the appropriate action would be to pass a motion to : ( 1) extend the High
Density designation on the General Plan from the west property line of the Vacher Property to the
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east property line and (2) to instruct staff to prepare a draft annexation agreement which reflects
development of the property in accordance with the development plan submitted by M r. Dester.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to discuss the descriptions of the various land use
categories.
Mr. Despain stated that low density residential allows a maximum density of up to three dwelling
units per acre, medium density allows a maximum density of up to six dwellings per acre and high
density allows up to approximately thirteen dwelling units per acre.
~1r.

Despain said in comparison to other cities, American Fork City' s high density zone
designation is not very high. He said American Fork City' s high density category is based on the
notion that most structures would not be more than two stories high. He said the R3 and R4
Zones fall under the high density zone category. He also pointed out that the R 1-7 5 00 and R27500 Zones fall under the medium density category and the R1-9000 and R1-15 ,000 Zones fall
under the low density category.
There was some discussion that the proposed General Plan has not been adopted yet. Chairman
Hansen stated that the Planning Commission has recommended that the proposed General Plan go
to the City Council for public hearing. He said the proposed General Plan shows the Vacher
Property in the medium density category.
John Dester, the developer for the proposed project, said he knows that Lee Vacher feels that the

R3 Zone would be appropriate because the R3 Zone goes up to his property and is across the
street from his property. He said that in discussions that he has had with Mr. Despain and Mr.
Hadfield it was indicated to him that an R3 Zone was not an unreasonable request.

Mr. Dester said that if the line for the R3 Zone was placed on the east side of the Vacher Property
that would not necessarily mean that all the property owners to the east would come in and
request that their property be zoned R3 as well.
Mr. Dester pointed out that Envision Utah is advising cities and developers to consider various
types of housing. He said that if the property is zoned R2, then they could end up with a totally
different product than is being proposed. He sai.d the "R2 Zone by nature is a duplex generating
kind of zone." He said duplexes are generally financed by the owner and the owner lives in one
of the units for a period of time then he eventually rents both units. He asked the Planning
Commission to consider what may happen if the property is zoned R2 . He said if the property is
zoned R2, the City may not get as desirable of a project as what he is now proposing.
Chairman Hansen asked for the Planning Commission ' s comments.
'

Mr. Richan said he thinks the proposed project is a good project.
Mr. Baldwin said that when the Planning Commission looked at the proposed project last time he
was thinking that the property should be placed in the R3 Zone, rather than the R4 Zone. He
said he thinks the R3 Zone is reasonable, but he is still wrestling with the R3 Zone because it is
considered to be a high density zone and the property is shown on the proposed General Plan to
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be placed in a medium density zone.
Councilman Hunter said he does not see a problem with the R3 Zone.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about the R3 Zone because it would not be contiguous with
the property to the north and to the south.
Jim Phelps said the proposed General Plan shows the Vacher Property as being in a medium
density zone. He said until November 200 1, the Vacher Property was not in any zone
classification. He said the Planning Commission spent a good amount of time and finally decided
on the medium density category, which seems reasonable to him. He said the prospective
developer keeps bringing up the fact that he is bordered by high density. He said there is a piece
of property on 50 South that is further to the east that proposed to match the zoning of the
property that bordered it on the east and the proposal was denied . He said the property proposed
for development is bordered mainly by single family units. He said the Planning Commission
should stay with the proposed General Plan and the property should be zoned in the medium
density category.
Mr. Ric han asked Mr. Phelps if he has seen the proposed layout. He said that later in the meeting
they will be talking about shopping centers in residential neighborhoods. He said that in Mesa,
Arizona one can find a $300,000 to $500,000 home right next to a shopping center. He said that
if the shopping centers in residential zones are properly landscaped they can be a real asset. He
said residential uses and commercial uses can be mixed together without being detrimental to the
residential homes.
Mr. Richan said consideration has to be given to who is doing the project. He said it is important
to look at other projects that the developer has done to see how well they are kept up . He said
he would not have any problem with the proposed project if it is well maintained. He said the
proposed project would generate less traffic than a single family neighborhood . Mr. Richan said
he understands the neighbors' concerns because sometimes projects like the one being proposed
can be "bad."
Mr. Phelps asked who they blame if the proposed project is a bad project.
In response to Mr. Phelps question, Mr. Richan said "that is one of the problems."
Mr. Phelps expressed concern about the traffic problems that will be created by the proposed
project. He also expressed concern about what guarantees there will be to ensure that the
proposed project will be properly maintained.
Mr. Richan said there will be a homeoMJners association in place to help ensure that the proposed
project is properly maintained. He then talked about how well the homeowners association has
worked to ensure that the condos are properly maintained in the Sunset Hills.
Chairman Hansen said there could be some wording included in the annexation agreement so that
the annexation is tied to the proposed concept plan.
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Mr. Christensen asked if the annexation could also be tied to the pictures that were submitted in
regards to the architecture of the buildings.
In response to Mr. Christensen's question, Chairman Hansen said the pictures could be tied to the
annexation.
Mr. Collins asked if American Fork City has adopted design review.
Chairman Hansen said that American Fork City has not adopted design review.
A resident who lives near Sunset Hills said the proposed project is more of a retirement
community, which may be different from what is being proposed.
C.hairman Hansen said that a homeowners association has a lot to do with how things are
maintained regardless of whether it is a retirement community or not.
Mr. Dester pointed out that they have dc:me 13 projects very similar to the one being proposed,
which two of the 13 projects are located in American Fork (I) Pennylane and (2) Northgate. He
said the units that they are proposing do not turn into rental units . He said the architecture of the
proposed project and the other projects is "timeless" because you do not know if the project was
built 5, I 0 or 20 years ago .
Mr. Dester said the landscaping is what really will define the proposed project. He said that they
have good success with their 13 other projects.
Pictures of other developments that Mr. Dester has done were passed around so that the audience
could look at them.

Mr. Baldwin moved to instruct staff to prepare the annexation agreement (1) on the basis
of the R3 Zone classification for area proposed for annexation and (2) that the proposed
concept plan be incorporated as part of the annexation agreement.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Christensen asked if they could add to the motion that the architecture be similar to what has
been submitted.
In response to Mr. Christensen ' s question, Mr. Baldwin said the concept plan includes the
architecture.
Mr. Collins said the motion is contradictory. He said if the property is going to be annexed into
the City under the R3 Zone, then the proposed concept plan can't be adopted because the
proposed plan violates the R3 Zone because the R3 Zone does not allow five units to be tied
together.
Mr. Baldwin said the motion describes an intent in regards to architecture.

(Planning Commission M inutes - January 16. 2002)

7

Mr. Collin said the motion says to adopt the plan as part of the agreement.
Mr. Baldwin said the motion says to incorporate the plan. He stated that the concept plan can be
modified because the two parties have to agree and the plan has to comply with the R3 Zone.
Chairman Hansen asked if there needs to be a motion to amend the proposed General Plan
because the Vacher Property is designated as medium density, which is not consistent with the R3
Zone.
Mr. Despain said the motion by inference amends the proposed General Plan, but he suggested
that there be a statement that concludes that the proposed General Plan should be amended to
show the Vacher Property in the high density zone .
Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to amend the General Plan to extend the high density
designation on the General Plan from the west boundary to the east boundary of the
Vasher Property for the proposed General Plan.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended 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. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter, and
Chairman Hansen. Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE J.
PATTERSON ADDITION ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 5.06 ACRES AT 1200 NORTH
450 WEST
Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation agreement dated December 5, 2001 , is an agreement
that was modified by Mr. Patterson because he did not accept the terms of the agreement that was
approved by the City Council as Ordinance No . 01-10-51 . He explained that initially Mr.
Patterson agreed to the annexation agreement that was approved as Ordinance No . 0 1-1 0-51 so
the City Council reviewed it and then approved it, but after the City Council approved it Mr.
Patterson would not sign the agreement. He said Mr. Patterson also indicated that he was not
going to live by the terms of the annexation agreement that was approved . As a result of the
actions by Mr. Patterson, the City will no longer take action on an annexation agreement until it is
signed by the owner. He said the City has concluded that verbal representation of a willingness to
sign are no longer adequate. He said the City now wants the signed document before it will be
put on the City Council agenda for action .
Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation agreement was referred back to the Planning
~ommission by the City Council at the suggestion of the City Attorney. He said the City
Attorney felt that because the Planning Commission was the originator of the initial agreement it
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ought to at least be dealt the courtesy of having a comment about the proposed revised
agreement. He pointed out that the proposed revised agreement has been signed by Mr. Patterson
and the City Council feels it will probably go forward .
Mr. Despain said that in the agreement that was approved by the City Council it states that the
western portion of the Patterson Parcel would be acquired by the City to add to the Mitchell
Hollow Property to be developed as a park. He said the thrust of the earlier agreement was that
the City would be able to purchase the property to further compliment and to help implement the
City's proposed General Plan for parks.
Mr. Despain pointed out that it states in Section 5 of the proposed annexation agreement that the
Planning Commission has reviewed the concept plan and has determined that it is not consistent
with the terms and intent of the General Plan. He said the proposed annexation agreement
designates the property as residential. He said the City may get the property in the future, but not
right now.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed concept plan shows that 500 West Street will be extended
northward and will connect to 1300 North. Re s aid in past discussions regarding the proposed
annexation and the Virginia Ridge Annexation the importance of the extension of 500 West
northward was discussed . It was discussed that 500 West would be a minor class road that would
provide circulation between Virginia Ridge and the proposed annexation. He said the City
Council feels that it is very important that 500 West be extended now.
Mr. Despain said the City can either approve the annexation as proposed or it can refuse to annex
the property and hold out until a time when it can get the property that it would like for the park.
He said the City Council is interested in annexing the property so that 500 West can be extended
to the north and is not so insistent on being able to acquire the property for the park.
Mr. Despain said he wonders why the proposed agreement is really back before the Planning
Commission. He said the Planning Commission has two options ( 1) recommend approval of the
proposed annexation agreement or (2) recommend against approving the modified proposed
agreement .
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed annexation agreement is on the January 22, 2002,
City Council Agenda for review and action. He said the Planning Commission needs to decide
on whether it would like to recommend that the proposed revised agreement go forward to the
~ity Council.
Paul Washburn said he thinks Mr. Despain is "pretty accurate" relative to the events that have
transpired in regards to the proposed annexation. He pointed out that as the neighborhood
developed a number ofyears ago along 1500 North no accommodation was made for links with
the property that would eventually become Virginia Ridge. He said that Pattersons have not
been enthusiastic about the proposed annexation, but they are willing to annex to help create the
only road link between the two developments.
Mr. Washburn explained that the first time Wayne Patterson learned that the City wanted the
property for the park was when the annexation agreement was printed. He said that Mr.
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Patterson was initially agreeable to the agreement, but the property involved in the annexation is
going to be divided among other family members to create a family estate and so they would like
to have some open space and that is why they do not want to sell the property to the City for a
park.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that most of the property in the proposed annexation is landlocked and
is wetlands. He said that he feels that the City will be able to acquire the property for the park in
the future . He stated that the link to the north is very important.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Washburn if he was representing the Pattersons.
Mr. Washburn said he was representing the Pattersons.
Sherry Kramer said that she is representing northwest American Fork. She quoted an article
from the New Utah Newspaper that quotes Michael Georgeson's comments regarding growth,
parks and public comments. The quote she read is as follows : "It all seemed to start with the
Hillcrest Subdivision that initiated an onslaught and caught us unprepared and they had no plan
for acquiring a park. Since then they have tried to do some remedial work up there. Another way
that the commission can make the best decision is through the involvement of the citizens.
Having the citizens involved helps them get sufficient information to make a good decision."
After reading the quote, she asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind the things that she
just quoted as she continues with her comments.
Mrs. Kramer said they (the residents of northwest American Fork) would like to object and
protest the revised annexation agreement and as~< that Patterson sign the original agreement that is
associated with Ordinance No . 01-10-51 . She passed out of copy of a portion of a petition that
will be submitted to the City Council on January 22, 2002 . A copy of a portion of the petition is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. After she passed out a copy of a portion of the
petition to the Planning Commission, she read the petition. After reading the petition she then
turned the time over to Nancy Cox.
Nancy Cox, a resident in the Hillcrest Subdivision, said the issue of parks has been addressed on
numerous occasions. She said that she has lived in American Fork for over a decade and has not
yet seen a park completed, especially in the Hillcrest area where numerous homes have been built.
She said it is time to put a park in the Hillcrest/Orchard Hills area so that more than just a few
children can enjoy the beauty of a park. She said as a citizen and representative of the citizens of
the Hillcrest/Orchard Hills area of American Fork they propose that the land owned by Pattersons
as currently stated in Ordinance no. 01-10-Si be donated to the City or purchased by the City for
a park development as was originally stated in the agreement that was approved by the City
Council.
Mrs. Cox said the residents of Hillcrest and Orchard Hills need a park. She said rather than having
wall-to-wall homes they need to be developing some beautifying areas . She said during the past
decade they have seen hundreds of homes go in and the residents of the Hillcrest/Orchard Hills
Subdivisions have submitted petitions to try to get a park. She said the residents of
Hillcrest/Orchard Hills have gone out and tried to support the City Council and still have not seen
a park developed . She said now is the time to include this portion of the Patterson Parcel to the
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property that the City already owns in order to develop a park. She said the citizens voices need
to be heard. She said the citizens needs should be met.
Mrs. Cox said it would be a wonderful gesture to the hundreds of people who have purchased
l~nd from the Pattersons and had homes built by the Pattersons, if Pattersons donated the
property for a park. She said "now is the time to start construction on plans for a park without
further debate or without any question ."
John McFarland said "I do not believe what is being said here is reflective of the home owners of
northwest American Fork." He said he signed the petition, but he did not know it was a roads
verses parks issue. He said what it sounds like to him is that the people who live close to 540
West do not want traffic going down their road, instead they want it to go through his
neighborhood.
In response to Mr. McFarland's comments about the road, Ms. Kramer said that is not right.
Annette Barnes said she lives across the street from the property proposed for annexation. She
said her understanding is that Mr. Patterson made an agreement that there would be a park in the
Hillcrest area. She said the area where the park would be is currently a dead end street. She said
tbe park would connect the two developments and beautify the community. She said she is
opposed to anything other than a park.
Ms. Kramer said she would like to read a statement about 540 West Street.
Chairman Hansen said 540 West Street does not have anything to do with the proposed
annexation. He told the residents that if they are concerned about 540 West Street, then they
should discuss that with the City Council. He said that they are not talking about 540 West
Street tonight, but he will allow Ms. Kramer to make her comments regarding 540 West.
Ms. Kramer said they (the residents who live near 540 West) want to stop 540 West from
becoming a north-south collector street. She sc:id that if 540 West Street becomes a north-south
collector street it will get more traffic than it was designed to handle. She said that because of
the Mayor's focus on opening 560 West at Pacific Drive they are worried that the northern part of
540 West may be opened prematurely, which will allow 540 West to become the major collector
st,reet when it was designed to be a minor collector. She said they are proposing that 540 West
not connect to 1120 North until the 1120 North connection to 6800 West is completed. She said
that when 540 West opens they would like to see speed limit signs, children at play signs, speed
deterrents such as speed bumps put in.
After Ms. Kramer' s comments about 540 West, Chairman Hansen said that he would not be
taking any more comments regarding 540 West. He suggested that if the residents still have
concerns about 540 West they should talk to the City Council.
One citizen in the audience said that they do not understand what road is being talked about in
regards the proposed annexation.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are a number of north-south streets that go through Virginia Ridge,
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but the 500 West Street is the road that is intended to go all the way through and eventually tie
into 1300 North. He said in past discussions the Planning Commission discussed that it did not
feel that it was necessary for 540 West to go any higher than 1120 North.
Mr. Collins said he remembers when he sat on the Planning Commission and "sweating bullets
over trying to get parks." He said annexation is not a right, it is a privilege. He said annexation is
a privilege that has to benefit the people who liv~ in the City, not the family that is going to annex.
He said he is glad that Pattersons want open space, but the annexation that guarantees them open
space precludes American Fork from doing a "very noble thing and that is putting together one
huge developed park as opposed to two." He said the Planning Commission has the opportunity
to send a strong message to the City Council that park space is "paramount and extremely
important to the citizens of American Fork who elected them." He said there is "only one crop of
land and when you plow it, it is through." He told the Planning Commission that they have the
opportunity to see that a park is developed . He said that if the City does what Mr. Patterson is
asking them to do, then the City will lose the opportunity to do something that will benefit all the
citizens of American Fork.
After Mr. Collins comments, there was applause from the audience .
Janee Roper, who lives on 1360 North, sa~d there are nearly 400 children between the ages of 2
and 12 that live in the Hillcrest area. She said they need parks. She said not having a park affects
her quality of life because she "is like a sardine that lives on .20 acres." She said if they could
have a park it would help improve her quality of' life and would help keep her a long time resident
of American Fork. She said that if they do not get a park, she may have to consider moving to
Highland or Alpine where they do have parks, open space, and more land .
!vis. Roper also expressed concern about opening 540 West up . She said that it does not make
sense to open 540 West up .
Mr. Washburn said as a developer they like parks. He said developers pay heavy park fees. He
pointed out that when they were designing Virginia Ridge they approached the City with two
different plans. One plan was that they would develop a park inside Virginia Ridge in lieu of
paying the park fees . The second proposal they made was to take the park fees that they would
pay to the City and to develop the triangular shaped piece of the Hunter Property that sits above
the ridge line prior to developing Virginia Ridge, but the proposal was declined. He said "there
may be some bad guys here, but they were willing to build a park."
There was some discussion about the hollow. It was discussed that some of the hollow has been
defined as wetlands so not much can be done with it. Mr. Despain pointed out that some of the
hollow will be developed as a park and some will be left in its natural state.
A citizen asked Mr. Washburn why he was turned down on his offer to develop a park.
In response to the citizen's comment, Mr. Washburn said "it was not his call ."
The citizen asked the Planning Commission if they could tell him why Mr. Washburn's proposal
for developing a park was denied .
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Mr. Despain said it is a question of timing. He said the issue is not relative to acquiring the land.
He said the City has the land to develop a park. He said that Mr. Washburn is correct when he
says that he said that he would develop the park if the City would waive the park fees. He said
another option that could be used to get the park developed is that Mr. Washburn could pay the
park fees and then the City would develop the park. He said the two options just stated are two
ways that the park could be developed . He said it is just the way the City chooses to finance the
development of a park.
Mr. Washburn said when they proposed to develop the park in lieu of the park fees it was not an
attempt to pay less money.
Mr. Despain said there was never the question that they were attempting to pay less money. He
said it is a policy of the City that the City develops its parks as opposed to waiving the fees and
having others develop them.
Mr. Hadfield said there are many developers and everyone has to abide by the same rules . If they
waive the rules for one developer and not another, then they may be viewed as being arbitrary and
c~pricious . He said "there is always some baggage associated with decisions that are made and it
is not because they are slapping the good guy' s hands, but it is because the bad guys have driven
them to set rules that they must abide by."
Marianne Corniea said she has done some research regarding the impact fees. She said that when
she built her home in 1987 $1 ,308 was for park fees, $1 ,630 was for water and $1,368 was for
waste. She said that the homeowners are the ones that are paying for the parks and not the
developers. She said that she would like to stay in American Fork, but she will move if she has to
because she would like to have a park for her growing family.
Chairman Hansen said that Ms. Corniea is correct that park fees are eventually paid by the
homeowners.
Ron Kramer, a resident of Orchard Hills Subdivision, said there have been some options discussed
in regards to what to do with the Patterson proposal, but one option that has not been discussed is
to make Mr. Patterson live up to the agreement with the City. He said that significant time and
energy went into the approved ordinance. He said that he thinks that Mr. Patterson initially
agreed to the original agreement.
In response to Mr. Kramer' s statement about Mr. Patterson initially agreeing to the original
agreement, Mr. Washburn said that Mr. Patterson did not initially agree. He said the first time that
Mr. Patterson found about the City wanting the property for a park was when the annexation
agreement was presented to the Planning Commission. He said that Mr. Patterson opposed the
annexation agreement about two weeks after it was presented to the Planning Commission. He
said the annexation agreement was drafted as an ordinance before Mr. Patterson agreed to it.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that earlier in the meeting Mr. Despain already discussed the
history behind the original annexation agreement. He explained that generally what happens is
that the Planning Commission with the help of the City Planner drafts the annexation agreement
and then the Planning Commission recommends approval of the annexation agreement and then it
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is forwarded onto the City Council. He said that after the City Council approves the annexation
agreement, then it is given to the owner to sign. He said the new procedure is going to be to have
the owner sign the annexation agreement once the Planning Commission recommends approval of
it and then once it is signed by the owner, it will be forwarded to the City Council for review and
action so that if there are problems they will be "hammered" out before an ordinance is adopted
by the City Council.
Chairman Hansen said there was some representation given to the Planning Commission that Mr.
Patterson would agree to the original agreement and there was a lot of discussion on the original
agreement. He said the Planning Commission can either recommend the revised agreement be
approved or they could recommend that the City Council stick with the original agreement that
was adopted by ordinance. He said the Planning Commission is just a recommending body. He
said the ultimate decision is up to the City Council.
Chairman Hansen told the citizens that it is important that they are here tonight, but it will also be
important for them to attend the City Council Meeting and express their concerns to the City
Council.
Mr. Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind that there is presently five acres of
raw land that is unannexed. He said if the City's long term plans are to acquire that portion of the
hollow to continue the park, then it needs to realize that as soon as the property is given a certain
zone and is annexed into the City the price of the property may escalate. He asked the Planning
Commission to consider what is best in the long term for the City.
In response to Mr. Hadfield's above comments, Mr. Nielsen said one must look at the highest and
best use of the property. He said the zone could be a commercial zone or an agricultural zone,
but if you can only do one thing with that piece of property then that is the value of that property.
He said that he thought about Mr. Hadfield's logic and it does make sense, but one still has to
look at the highest and best use.
Ms. Cox asked what good petitions do .
Chairman Hansen said petitions might persuade the City Council and they may not. He said that
he sat on the City Council for a period of time and when he received a petition he studied them
and then made his decision whether it was right or wrong.
Mr. Hadfield said he believes that petitions serve a purpose because the elected officials are
usually concerned about their constituents' feelings . He said that petitions let the elected officials
know what there concerns and feelings are. He said petitions allow the City Council members to
search their own souls to see if they are representing the people who elected them. He said if the
City Council is not representing their constituents, then it is the constituents "challenge" to see
that they do not serve again.
After much discussion, Chairman Hansen asked for a motion .
Mr. Nielsen moved to accept the revised annexation agreement for the J. Patterson
Addition Annexation consisting of 5.06 acres at 1200 North 450 West.
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The motion died for lack of a second.
Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend to the City Council that the annexation agreement
preserve the possibility of a park to be contiguous in that area.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter and
Chairman Hansen. Those voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. The motion carried.
There was applause from the audience.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE G.
\X/ ILLIAMS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 77 .25 ACRES AT 300 SOUTH FRONTAGE
ROAD
Mr. Despain said the draft annexation .agreement dated December 11 , 200 1 proposed that the
entire property involved with the Boyde Williams Annexation would be in the BP-1 Zone. He
said the prospective purchasers of the property expressed concern about the property being
placed in the BP-1 Zone because they have different objectives for the party than would be
allowed in the BP-1 Zone. He pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting the
Planning Commission discussed placing the property in three different zones. He said at the last
Planing Commission Meeting he was instructed to come back with some modifications to the
draft annexation agreement that would reflect the point of view expressed by the prospective
purchasers.
Mr. Despain stated that Section 4 of the draft annexation agreement would need to be revised to
show that the property will be located in a combination of three different zones ( 1) BP-1 (2) PI -1
and (3) GC-2.
Mr. Despain pointed out that it has been expressed by the prospective owners that they would like
to utilize some portion of the property proposed for annexation to put some automobile and
recreation vehicle dealerships. He pointed out that the City does not have a specific auto
dealership zone like some communities have. He said the GC-2 Zone allows automobile
dealerships.
Mr. Despain cautioned the Planning Commission about zoning some of the property as GC-2
because once the property is zoned commercial, the prospective owners may choose not to put in
an automobile dealership and then would be allowed to place anything in the commercial zone
that is allowed under the zone. He said if the Planning Commission has concerns about the type
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of commercial development that may be developed, then further amendments to the City' s
development code may be required .
Mr. Despain pointed out that Bill Peperone has submitted a memo that proposes some language
that could be included in Section 4 of the proposed agreement. Bill Peperone' s memo is attached
to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2. He explained that Mr. Peperone' s memo states that the
applicants would agree through a contractual agreement as part of the annexation agreement to
live up to the landscaping requirements as set forth in the BP-1 Zone for the property that may be
zoned as GC-2 .
1\!Ir. Despain said that the language that Mr. Peperone has suggested is one option that would
allow any use in the GC-2 Zone, but it would attach certain limitations in terms of setbacks and so
forth .
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if it has any concern about any of the uses that are
permitted in the GC-2 Zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there has been son1e discussion about creating an auto zone, but it
was concluded that would not be a good idea.
Mr. Despain again cautioned the Planning Commission that it can't assume that what someone
proposes to put in a zone is actually what will be developed because ultimately the zone
requirements govern the uses so they have to be prepared to take whatever use the GC-2 Zone
-will allow.
Chairman Hansen read Page 25, Line 30 of the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes
where it states "Mr. Baldwin moved to instruct Mr. Despain to incorporate into the annexation
agreement that the property to the south of the road be put in the PI -1 Zone and that the
commercial development be allowed to the west of the Kelshaw-Ford Property." He continued to
read from the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes where it states "Mr. Baldwin
amended his motion to include that there be some landscaping on both sides of Auto mall Drive."
He then pointed out that Mr. Christensen seconded the motion and all voted in favor.
After reading from the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes, Chairman Hansen stated
that Mr. Peperone' s proposed wording for Section 4 is an attempt to incorporate the motion into
the agreement by putting in the landscaping requirements of the BP-1 Zone so that they will be
f<?llowed instead of the landscape requirements of the GC-2 Zone.
Mr. Peperone said that the proposed wording for Section 4 is just an attempt to put into writing
what he understood they had agreed to . He said that when he received a copy of the proposed
agreement he noticed that Section 4 had not changed since the last time the agreement was
discussed.
Mr. Christensen said he thinks that the landscape requirements that Mr. Peperone has
incorporated into the proposed agreement are commendable, but the 25% landscaping
requirement is not included in his proposed Vvording.
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Mr. Nielsen asked if the GC-2 Zone is a "planned zone."
In response to Mr. Nielsen' s question, Mr. Despain said the GC-2 Zone is a design zone, but it is
a general commercial zone . He told the Planning Commission that if a discount store would like
to locate in the area proposed for annexation and the area is zoned GC-2 and if it is willing to
comply with the landscaping requirements, then it could locate there. He said that a carwash
could locate in the GC-2 Zone as long as it is well landscaped. He stated it has been represented
that a car dealership will be located on the property that will be zoned GC-2 .
Mr. Peperone stated that the reason he did not put the 25o/o landscaping requirement in the
proposed wording for Section 4 is because his client is really struggling with that requirement,
especially in the Planned Industrial Zone. He pointed out that on the commercial side with the I15 frontage being landscaped as specified and with the front of Auto Mall Drive being landscaped
as specified that is 15% of the commercial site. He said they also assumed that there would be
landscaping in the park strips and planter island so the landscaping would be in excess of 15o/o.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the landscaping requirements would be met in the PI-1 Zone with the
landscaping along the frontage .
In response to Mr. Nielsen's question about whether the landscaping requirements would be met
in the PI.-1 Zone, Mr. Peperone said the landscaping in the PI-1 Zone would be a little short of
meeting the requirements.
Mr. Nielsen said it seems to him that they were just asking that there be landscaping along the
frontage road .
Mr. Despain asked how far west of the Kelshaw Property should the commercial zone go.
l\1r. Nielsen said the area proposed to be placed in the GC-2 Zone seems larger than he
anticipated . He asked Mr. Despain if there could be a provision included in the BP-1 Zone that
states that certain commercial uses will be allowed as deemed appropriate by the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Despain said certain commercial uses can be added to the BP- 1 Zone, but there can't be
language that says "as deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission" because that is
discretion that is not far away from being construed as discrimination .
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Peperone ifthey need the amount of property proposed to be in the GC-2
Zone in order to do what they are proposing.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Peperone said that he will defer to his client.
Mr. Peperone' s client said the property proposed to be placed in the GC-2 Zone is "pretty much"
the amount of property that they will need to accommodate their proposed uses .
Mr. Despain said that he needs to know where to draw the line for GC-2 Zone. He asked if the
Planning Commission wanted to look at preparing a new Auto Dealership Zone because of the
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proposal before them.
Glen Williams said he heard people earlier tonight say that they wanted parks. He said the only
way they can get parks is to get park money from building permits or to get money from
commercial. He said with the mixed uses that are proposed that will solve a lot of the Planning
Commission' s concerns.
Mr. Williams said he is concerned about his dad. He said that his dad is 70 years old. He said it is
time for his dad to sell the farm . He said the only way that his dad will be able to sell the farm is if
a developer can make some money. He said if the property proposed for annexation is all zoned
BP- 1, his dad ' s property will never sell. He said a developer can' t make enough money if all of
the property is zoned BP- 1. He said he knows it is notthe Planning Commission' s concern, but
his dad needs to move on. He said if a third of the property can be zoned BP-1 , a third PI -1 , and
a third GC-2, then a developer can probably make things work.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see the GC-2 Zone a little smaller. He said it would also be
wise to think about some commercial uses that could be included as a permitted use in the BP-1
Zone.

Mr. Baldwin moved to instruct Mr. Despain to continue the negotiation on the wording in
Section 4 as provided in Bill Peperone's memo dated January 11, 2002 (See Attachment #2)
and that Mr. Despain further negotiate a minimization of the GC-2 Zone area and follow
the general outline of the zone.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission was prepared to give instructions on where the
line for the GC-2 Zone should be placed.
Mr. Baldwin said the Planning Commission can 't say where the line for the GC-2 Zone should be
placed because the property owner and the City will have to come to some agreement on that.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission IS satisfied with where the PI -1 Zone is located.
He pointed out that there will be about 20 acres placed in the PI -1 Zone.
Mr. Baldwin said the property proposed to be placed in the PI -1 Zone looks ok.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the proposal currently shows about 12 acres in the BP-1 Zone and
17 acres in the GC-2 Zone. He said the GC-2 Zone could be reduced to 15 acres and then the
BP-1 Zone could be increased to 14 acres.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that the amount of property in the BP-1 Zone and the amount of property
in the GC-2 Zone should be divided evenly.

Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Peperone asked if the revised draft annexation agreement would again come back to the
Planning Commission before it is forward to the.City Council. It was discussed that Mr. Despain
would work with Mr. Peperone and would make the changes that have been discussed tonight and
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then the draft annexation agreement will come back to the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion .

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE KWR ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 29.08 ACRES AT 1475 NORTH 100 EAST
Mr. Despain said the sketch on the potential road system and the proposed annexation plat show
that the KWR Property north of the section line is included in the annexation, which is not
correct. He said the annexation area that is proposed includes only the unincorporated property
located south of the 9600 North section line.
Mr. Despain said the road network is an issue that will need to be resolved as part of the
annexation agreement. He said the intersection at 9600 North and 100 East needs to be made
more safe. He referred the Planning Commission to a proposed sketch that he prepared in order
to make the road network safer.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about putting a neighborhood commercial zone
in the area proposed for annexation. He pointed out that there are some people who do not feel
that part of the property proposed for annexation should be put in a commercial zone. He said if
the Planning Commission feels that some of the property should be placed in a neighborhood
commercial zone, then the neighborhood commercial zone would need to be created and
approved before any final action could be taken on the proposed annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain stated that if the property were placed in the R1-9000 Zone or the PR-9000 Zone,
that would be consistent with the other properties in the area.
Mr. Despain said an annexation concept plan needs to be submitted and approved concurrently
with the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain stated that American Fork City fully anticipates working with Highland City in
regard to the proposed annexation .
Mr. Despain said water rights will need to be determined, which will be dependent on the
particular zone.
After Mr. Despain briefly discussed some of the issues that need to be addressed, he asked for
some instructions from the Planning Commission. He suggested that the Planning Commission
rr1ay want to discuss the issue of whether some of the property proposed for annexation should be
placed in a commercial zone.
Mr. Richan said that for about the last 10 years he has spent the winter in Mesa, Arizona. He said
that about three years ago he noticed that Mesa is laid out on a mile block and that on every
corner there is a residential area tied to commercial, which seems to work beautifully. He said the
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commercial areas do not seem to conflict with the residential areas. He said by putting the small
shopping centers in the residential areas it makes it so that people do not have to drive so far to
the larger malls. He said he has never heard a complaint about the concept of residential and
commercial being tied together.
Mr. Christensen said the proposal for the intersection is much better than the one that is there
now. The proposal for the new intersection is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that Governor Leavitt through Envision Utah is putting some
pressure on Planning Commissions to put in some neighborhood commercial zones . He said that
neighborhood commercial helps to cut dov.rn on traffic, pollution and makes it easier for residents
to get bread or milk or whatever.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain what the time frame for creating a neighborhood
commercial zone would be. He suggested that it might be good if Mr. Despain gets a copy of
Mesa's zoning ordinance to see how they handle mixed residential and commercial areas.
:rv1r. Despain said he has already obtained a copy ofMesa's zoning ordinance. He pointed out
that Mesa has a strict sign ordinance. Mr. Despain said he believes that if American Fork City
creates a neighborhood commercial zone it will just be for outlying commercial projects that will
be "truly neighborhood in scope and will not be warmed over downtown zones ." He said the
kinds of uses in a neighborhood commercial zone will be quite limited. He said the neighborhood
commercial zones would have a heavy design component. He said the neighborhood
commercial zones would have a maximum square footage requirement, a parking requirement,
and a landscaping requirement.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission should realize that neighborhood commercial zones
could be placed in other parts of the community other than the area proposed for annexation . He
said that the Planning Commission should not just focus on one area in the City when it is creating
the neighborhood commercial zone .
Mr. Despain said that he would be happy to submit a proposed neighborhood commercial zone
for the Planning Commission to review and discuss at the next meeting.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that 9620 North Street should be abandoned because the proposed sketch
shows two roads too close together.
Mr. Hadfield said that 9620 North Street is in Highland.
Mr. Despain said he did not consider abandoning 9620 North because it provides access to
several properties. He said that he would be willing to talk to Highland City to see if they are
willing to abandon 9620 North.
Gary Rackman said he is 100% against zoning any of the property in the proposed annexation as
commercial. He said he bought his property to be out in the country and to be able to ride his
horses. He said that he sold a little piece of property to the Robinsons, but if he had known what
they were proposing to do he would have never sold it to them . He said that he does not want
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any more traffic going by his house.
Mr. Rackman said he understands that the Robinsons are planning on putting a restaurant on the
property. He expressed concern about a restaurant being placed on the property because he is
afraid that people will complain about the smell 9f his horses . He said that he does not want a
restaurant in his backyard.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Rackman if he would be ok with residential.
In response to Chairman Hansen' s question, Mr. Rackman said "'that is what is there now." He
said that he would like to see the property remain undeveloped. After Mr. Rackman' s comment
about wanting to see the property remain undeveloped there was applause from the audience.
Gretchen Wiltbank said she was listening to NPR the other day and it talked about the need for
community and what is happening in communities all over the nation. She said it was discussed
that the sense of community is slowly dissipating. She said that they chose to live in American
Fork because they bought into the idea of a family and residential area. She said it is going to be a
problem if businesses are located in residential areas .
Ms. Wiltbank said that she read the article in the. newspaper about the super Wal-mart and the
Lowe's going in on the west side of the City. She pointed out that a lot of strip malls in American
Fork are vacant and wondered if more commercial was really necessary. She said they do not
mind driving the extra four miles to get their milk.
Ms. Wiltbank said they are ok with the proposed residential use, but not the commercial. She
asked if the City is working closely with Envision Utah to see if what is proposed is really
appropriate.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that Envision Utah has made presentations to the various cities. He
pointed out that there have been several Envision Utah Meetings that the Planning Commissioners
have been invited to . He said the purpose of Envision Utah is to look at creating more walkable
communities and to preserve the environment. He pointed out that there are some Envision Utah
publications that she could obtain to learn more about Envision Utah's objectives.
Sean Whiffen said he would like to make a couoter observation to Mr. Richan's comment about
Mesa, Arizona. He said there should not be a direct correlation made between the demographics
and community lifestyle that exists between Arizona and Utah . He said the community and
detnographics of Utah are vastly different from those in Arizona, California, and other places.
He said the reason he lives in American Fork is because he wants to live in a place different from
Arizona and California and other places. He said he does not want commercial uses located in his
He said the commercial uses should be located in the retail/business and
neighborhood.
professional areas of the City.
Brooke Cwiis said she is in favor of walkable communities. She said the proposed project would
be an asset to American Fork. She said that small commercial areas could be placed in residential
neighborhoods and things would still be kept nice. She said that a small commercial area would
not decrease the camaraderie in the neighborhood .
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Cathy Helman asked if American Fork City has a senior housing zone and a commercial
residential zone.
Mr. Despain explained that senior housing projects can go in basically any residential zone. He
said there is PUD option in the residential areas. He said the City's philosophy has been to spread
senior housing projects throughout the City rather than "create a ghetto for seniors." He
explained that senior housing projects are usually in a PUD format. He further explained that in
an Rl-9000 Zone, there can be an Rl-9000 subdivision, an Rl-9000 PUD, or a senior housing
project and each would have roughly the same density.
Ms. Helman asked if the law will allow that a project be designated for seniors only.
Mr. Despain said that senior housing projects can be designated for people 55 and over.
Ms. Helman said that American Fork should not be compared to Mesa. She said that she is
willing to drive to Kohlers or Albertsons to buy milk. She said that she does not need a store in
her neighborhood.
Mr. Nielsen said that they need to look at where American Fork will be 10 or 20 years from now.
He said that 20 years ago Mesa was like American Fork. He said 20 years ago the Bay Area was
like American Fork. He said that they should not look at what is happening now, but they
should be planning for the future .
Ms. Helman asked how many commercial developments are currently underway in American
Fork.
In response to Ms. Helman's question about how many developments are currently underway in
American Fork, Chairman Hansen said "that is not the point."
Mr. Nielsen said the neighborhood commercial areas will not be huge commercial developments
where people have to get out of their cars and walk "a half a mile to get to the shopping center."
He said the neighborhood commercial areas will be "pockets of commercial where people can be
in and out in a minute or two ."
Mr. Collins said he appreciates the proposed road alignment. He expressed concern about placing
retail along the road because there will be more than one intersection created and the road is
already a dangerous road .
Mr. Collins said if the island is developed as commercial, then traffic will end up going down 200
East. He said 200 East is already a busy road and a child was killed on that road about six years
ago . He pointed out that 200 East dead ends into an elementary school. He said that 200 East
will be used as collector road, which is not what it was designated as . He asked the Planning
Commission to be cautious about what they do at the intersection.
Mr. Collins told the Planning Commission that they are not to plan for the future, but they are to
plan the future. He said the property proposed for annexation lends itself to the PR Zone, which
is a design zone. He said that it would be ''derelict" to develop the pie-shaped piece of property
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as commercial. He said no gas station will locate on the pie-shaped piece of property.
Mr. Collins said that businesses on the east side of town are being destroyed because of new
business that locate in the center of town and downtown is being destroyed because of
development that are taking place on the west side of town. He pointed out that Gunthers built a
strip mall many years ago and only half of it is occupied. He said "let's settle down and decide
\Nhat type of retail is needed." He encouraged the Planning Commission to use this opportunity
to use the PR Zone for what it was intended for, which is mixed density housing and not mixed
commercial.
After Mr. Collins finished his comments, there was applause from the audience.
Kathy Gagon said that she lives on 200 East. She said no area in the proposed annexation would
be a good place for commercial. She said that there are so many cars that drive up and down 200
East that she can't even walk across the street. She said that she lives where she does because
she wants to be in the country. She said that she can walk downtown in 1;2 hour to buy anything
that she wants.
Kay Chidester said she also lives on 200 East. She said the pie shaped area is no place for
commercial. She said that housing would be fine, but not commercial. She said there is already a
high amount of traffic on 200 East and they do not need any more .
Kathy Winward, who lives on 1380 North, said that she is a former educator and a mother who is
concerned about the proposed commercial project. She said that she would not want her children
to cross the Alpine Highway to buy a gallon of milk or whatever. She said that she grew up in
Bountiful and the jr. high that she attended was right across from several retail stores so many of
the students would sluff school and go to the stores. She said the proposed commercial project is
a flashing sign for the kids to come to the store and sluff school. She again expressed concern
about the kids crossing the Alpine Highway to get to the store.
Scott Rackman said "Mesa is Mesa and Arizona is Arizona, but they live in American Fork." He
said that he does not want to look out his window and see commercial. He said he is not naive
enough to think that the Robinsons can keep sheep on the property forever, but he is against the
commercial aspect of the proposed project.
Joe Wells said he would like to see the Robinsons finish Quail Meadows before they move onto
another project.
Dave Robinson pointed out that half of the lots in Quail Meadows are reserved . He said they
have several people who are moving from out of state into the Quail Meadows Project. He
pointed out that some of the units in the Quail Meadows Project are $300,000 . He pointed out
that they are working with the City on improving the 200 East Corridor. He said they just want
to look at the best use for the property proposed for annexation.
Bill Lawman said he can see the advantages to having some commercial in the area, but he does
not want to see commercial in the area proposed for annexation. He said the property would best
be developed as residential.
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After a great deal of comment from the citizens that live near the property proposed for
annexation, Chairman Hansen explained that the neighborhood commercial was a concept that the
Planning Commission discussed when it was looking at the south area of the City. He pointed out
that the neighborhood commercial zone has not been adopted yet.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is already some neighborhood commercial in the area near the
property proposed for annexation. He said the golf course is neighborhood commercial.
Joe Wells asked it the City or UDOT will be prepared to provide the proper traffic controls on
100 East, if the City considers allowing the proposed commercial project. He said that people
take their lives in their hands when they try to cross 100 East because it is such a busy road. He
said there has to be some type of traffic control.
Chairman Hansen said they realize that there would have to be some type of traffic controls put
on 100 East.
l\1r. Robinson said UDOT has been consulted about the proposed project and they are in touch
with them on a regular basis.
Chairman Hansen said the City Council would be the body that would have to decide on what
traffic devices will be put in because the P,lanning Commission is not authorized to spend the
City' s money. He stated that the Planning Commission can make recommendations on what
traffic devices could be placed on 100 East, but the City Council would have to make the final
decision.
Merlin Hampton said that the speed limit on 200 East is 25 mph and only one out of 10,000 cars
that drive down that street go the speed limit. He said that one car was driving so fast that it
rolled right in front of his house. He said if a commercial project is put on some of the property
proposed for annexation then there will be 10,000 more cars going down 200 East.
Mr. Nielsen said the commercial area would not be a huge shopping mall. He said they are just
talking about a small store.
Loralle Zlotnick said to compare the golf course to the proposed commercial project is like
comparing apples to oranges. She said the jr. high kids are not enticed to go to the golf course,
but will be enticed to go to the convenience store to buy a doughnut or something else.
Gary Rackman cautioned the Planning Commission about allowing a service station to be placed
in the location that is proposed . He said that if the gas pumps were to leak, then the ground water
would be contaminated. He said that he has a well in the area and he believes that the City also
has a well .
Gary Rackman expressed concern about whether he would still be able to receive his irrigation
water so that he can water his pasture.
Mr. Robinson said that they will work with the American Fork Irrigation Company to ensure that
Mr. Rackman is able to get his irrigation water.
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A citizen said there has been a lot of discussion about commercial verses residential. She asked if
the Planning Commission has a proposal that shows where the commercial and residential will be
located. She said that it is easier to argue about something, if there is a concrete plan.
Chairman Hansen said he thought that Mr. Robinson would have submitted a concept plan for the
Planning Commission to review and discuss tonight.
Mr. Despain said that the discussion outline for the KWR Annexation states that a concept plan
should be required.
Mr. Despain said there are still several issues that need to be addressed in regards to the proposed
annexation. He said the issue of access onto 9600 North is something that still needs to be
addressed . He said it is likely that there will be no houses fronting on 9600 North. He said there
will probably be very few accesses along 100 East. He said most of the accesses for the property
proposed for annexation will come off of 9600 North.
Chairman Hansen stated that this item was just a discussion item. He said the next step is for the
Robinsons to propose a development plan.
1t1r. Richan said he sits here tonight with a good deal of interest. He said that he has lived in
American Fork for over 80 years. He said 75 years ago he could find plenty of mud puddles and
the creek bed was his play area and he did not need a park. He said that he had heard many
people tonight say that they do not want American Fork to change. He said that he did not want
American Fork to change either, but it did. He talked about how things have to change to
accommodate the current resident's children and grandchildren.
Mr. Richan said that he loves American Fork and has fought hard for it. He said that the
Planning Commission is "not trying to force anything down anyone's neck." He said the Planing
Commission is charged with the responsibility of trying to plan for the good of all who live in
American Fork and that was what it tries to do .
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Nothing to report .
OTHER BUSINESS
STATUS OF SUBJECT TO ITEMS FOR:
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD
Mr. Despain briefly reported on the status of the subject to items for the American
Fork Commercial Center. . He said that he is "disappointed" because he thought
the developer would submit the necessary information so that the Planning
Commission could review it prior to the January 22, 2002, City Council Meeting.
He noted that the public hearing for the American Fork Commercial Center is
scheduled for January 22, 2002 .
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Mr. Despain stated that he has talked to Ryan Hales ofF ehr & Peers and he
indicated that they may be submitting the traffic report before the weekend.

Mr. Despain said there has been a great deal of discussion regarding the
proposed sewer system and some adjustments have been made to the sewer system
to assure appropriate sewering of the project.
Mr. Despain said the water distribution flows have been verified and appear to be
ok.
Mr. Despain said the drainage permits are being obtained. He said that UDOT
has now agreed to allow the storm water to pond in the wetlands areas because
it will only occur on occasion. He said the City is just waiting to obtain the
letter from UDOT regarding the drainage issues.
Mr. Despain explained that there is still some uncertainty on the drainage permit.
He said the thought is that the water will be able to flow out of the project through
the 72-inch pipe, but if the water flows out of the project it may affect the
downstream water users . He said the drainage issues have not been completely
resolved. He pointed out that the City has received a letter from an attorney who
is representing some of the downstream water users, which questions what impact
the drainage plan will have on the downstream water users.

It was discussed that the 404 permit does allow the water to leave the site and
drain into the wetland area, but there is some question about how fast the water
can run out of the detention basin.
Mr. Despain said the road dedication, easement and subdivision plat is one of the
most important items that is required . He said when they have the plan that shows
the detailed descriptions of where the roads and utilities will go is when they will
be able to realize whether all the conditions have been satisfied. He said that he
has been told that the road dedication, easement and subdivision plat will be
submitted tomorrow.
Mr. Despain again expressed concern that the Planning Commission would not
be able to review the information prior to January 22, 2002. He said that if the
information is provided prior to January 22, 2002, the Planning Commission may
want to schedule a meeting prior to January 22 to review the information.
Mr. Despain said it was his understanding that the Planning Commission did
not feel that a roundabout was necessary on Pacific Drive, but that it felt
strongly that the intersection should be identified and dedicated .
In response to Mr. Despain' s comments about the roundabout on Pacific Drive,
Chairman Hansen said that the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes
state that the Planning Commission discussed that a roundabout might be
necessary depending on the traffic study. Chairman Hansen encouraged Mr.
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Despain to review the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes.
Mr. Despain said he understands that the applicants are planning on providing
some suggested amendments to the sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain stated that the applicants are working on the water rights. He said
they are forwarding him some deeds. He said he has confidence that the water
rights issue will be resolved.
Mr. Despain said the downstrearn water users sign off may not be required.
Mr. Richan asked what the justification is for not requiring the downstream
water users sign off.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there are too many downstream water users to
obtain permission from .
Mr. Despain said they have meetings each week with the applicants and he thinks
most of the engineering details are being resolved .
ALPINE VALLEY CENTER AT 608 WEST MAIN STREET
Mr. Despain said he has not received any evidence from the wetland
consultant or the Army Corps of Engineers to show how the wetlands
will impact the proposed project
Mr. Hadfield said he spoke with Mr. Pruitt this afternoon and he told
him that Frontier Engineering has completed the delineation and found no
wetlands. He said the information has been submitted to the Army Corps
of Engineers and they are awaiting approval, but preliminarily Mr. Pruitt
has indicated that there is no evidence of wetlands on the property.
Mr. Despain said the applicants have talked to Fehr & Peers about
preparing a traffic study.
Mr. Despain said that the dedication plat is still being worked on.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the hearing for the proposed project will
be held on January 22, 2002.
Mr. Despain said that the City Council can hold the hearing for this project
and for the American Fork Commercial Center Project and not take action
or it can give approval with conditions.
Mr. Despain said that when the Planning Commission recommended approval
of the proposed project and the American Fork Commercial Center Project it
was thought that the applicants would provide the information to the Planning
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Commission so that they would have an opportunity to review it before the
City Council discussed it at the January 22, 2002, City Council Meeting. Mr.
Despain suggested that the Planning Commission keep in touch with staff on
the American Fork Commercial Center Project and the Alpine Valley Center
Project. He said if the applicants of the two projects submit the required
information before January 22, 2002, the Planning Commission could hold
a meeting to discuss the material.
Chairman Hansen said he did not know if there would be time to properly
schedule a Planning Commission Meeting, if the materials are submitted. He
said if it is all right with the Planning Commission he will attend the City Council
Meeting and listen and make a report on what the Planning Commission expected .
He also invited the rest of the Planning Commission to attend the January 22,
2002, City Council Meeting, if they so desired.
Mr. Baldwin said it sounds like someone from the Planning Commission should
attend the City Council Meeting. Chairman Hansen said that he would be happy
to represent the Planning Commission at the City Council Meeting.
Mr. Despain stated that staff will continue to review the information that is
submitted for Alpine Valley Center and for American Fork Commercial Center.
ELECTION OF PLANNING COMMISSION OFFICERS

Mr. Richan moved to nominate James Hansen to serve as the Planning Commission
Chairman. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter
Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan moved to nominate Ken Baldwin to serve as the Planning Commission
Vice-Chair. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DECEMBER 19, 2001, MINUTES

Mr. Richan moved to approve the December 19, 2001, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 47 "General Plan on
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should be changed to "General Plan placing the

28

zone boundary on the." On Page 4, Line 2 "General Plan placing the zone boundary on
the." On Page 5, Line 14 "people=s" should be changed to "people's." On Page 5, Line 18
"like some to" should be changed to "like to." On Page 10, Line 14 "to what that" should
be changed to "to what the." On Page 12, Line 1 "a lot issues" should be changed to "a lot
of issues." On Page 12, Line 27 "show" should be changed to "shown." On Page 15, Line
30 where it says "Mr. Baldwin withdrew his motion" should be put in bold letters. On Page
24, Line 5 "there" should be changed to "their." On Page 24, Line 34 "are not completed"
should be changed to "are completed."
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JANUARY 2: 2002 MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 25 a comma should be inserted after "study." On Page 2, Line 18 "side
also then there" should be changed to "side then we." On Page 3, Line 40 "the applicant
be required to put in a parking garage and then give him some kind of credit because"
should be changed to "a parking garage needs to be put in and then give him some kind of
credit against that." On Page 6, Line 21 "high" should be changed to "long." On Page 11,
Line 31 "the sewer that is going north on 1500 South being eliminated and that the
manhole be a City-owned manhole for sewer connection" should be changed to "the sewer
that is going north from 1500 South into the subdivision being eliminated and that the
manhole be a City-owned manhole for sewer connection." On Page 13, Line 19 "Building
#1 and Building #2" should be changed to "Building #1." On Page 15, Line 20 "in
annexed" should be changed to "annexed." On Page 19, Line 16 "flow their" should be
changed to "flow through their." On Page 19, Line 32 "legal relative" should be changed
to "legal description relative." On Page 20, Line 37 "they can" should be changed to "we
can." On Page 21, Line 23 "be shown" should be changed to "being shown." On Page 21,
Line 31 "obtain sign" should be changed to "obtaining sign." On Page 22, Line 23 "See
Attachment# 3" should be inserted after "2001." On Page 25, Line 21 "Mr. Christensen
said is" should be changed to "Mr. Christensen said he is."
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, and
Councilman Hunter. Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote because he was not
present at the January 2, 2002, Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission of the dinner at Ruby River in Provo at 6:30
p.m. on February 1, 2002.

(Planni ng Commission Minutes- January 16, 2002)
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. All voted in
favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:05 p.m.

11(4f~ 11~
Melanie Marsh

(Planning Commission Minutes - January 16, 2002)
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Parks, Trails. Open Spaces and Zoning Petition
The hills in northwest American Fork provide some of the most beautiful views in all of
Utah Valley. Unfortunately, this land is being developed so quickly, and with homes
built so closely together, that few people are able to truly enjoy this beauty. We
therefore petition for the following items:
1. Neighborhood Parks: We have many new subdivisions in northwest American
Fork. Within these developments are hundreds of children who need parks with play
equipment that are close to their homes. Orchard Hills and Hillcrest are in desperate
need of this type of park. We propose land be purchased north of the Orchard Hills
development in Mitchell's Orchard (see map). We also propose a neighborhood park
in the Hillcrest development in the open space at the end of 1300 N. (see map).
2. Regional Park: We are pleased that the city has purchased approximately 28
acres of land at the west end of 1120 N. We respectfully request that the intended park
be built in a timely manner to accommodate our rapid growth.
3. Trails: We are pleased with the city's efforts to develop a trail system in American
Fork. We would like northwest American Fork to be part of this trail system and have
the Mitchell Hollow Trail included on the Federal Funding list.
4. Open Spaces: We are concerned with the disappearance of open spaces in
American Fork. Land must be set aside now so our city does not become wall-to-wall
development. We are particularly interested in seeing the city buy the land
surrounding Mitchell Hollow trail as it becomes available that it may remain open
space and continue to be a beautiful city landmark and recreation area that the citizens
can enjoy.
5. Zoning: It is now common practice for developers, seeking to maximize
development on a given piece of land, to request permission from the city to rezone
those lots from 15,000 square feet or larger to around 9,000 square feet. When homes
are built too close together, however, no one is able to see the view that is so beautiful
from the hills of northwest American Fork. Also, larger lots tend to attract families who
intend on staying long term in their homes. This helps contribute to a stable
community . We therefore request that land in American Fork's hills (i.e. the northwest
hills) be zoned for 1/3 - 1 acre lots.
We, the signers of this petition, are very concerned about these matters. We want to
see that the natural beauty of this area is preserved through careful planning and
development, so that our land wi II be used to its greatest potential and be a place that
will benefit generations to come.
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THE HUBBLE PLANNING GROUP
1471 North 1200 West Orem, Utah 84057
phone 801 802 8992 fax 801 802 8993

MEMORANDUM
January 11, 2002

TO:

American Fork Planning Commission

FROM:

Bill Peperone f?.f

SUBJECT:

Boyd Williams Annexation and Zoning

I have reviewed the annexation agreement that will be considered by you on January
16th. I noticed that no language change has been suggested to SECTION 4, to reflect any
zoning other than the Business Park Zone. I would like to suggest the following
wording for SECTION 4, with no other changes to the annexation agreement. I am
suggesting this to avoid having to return to the Planning Commission for a fourth time
with an annexation agreement with the corrected wording. This suggested wording is
meant to be consistent with discussions that have taken place between the Planning
Commission and representatives of Lowe Land Investments, the purchaser of the
Williams property.

SECTION 4. The City affirms that, pursuant to the terms of the Annexation Ordinance,
the zone classifications to be made applicable to the Annexation Area shall be as follows:
Business Park (BP-1) Zone for that area so designated on Attachment "lA".
General Commercial (GC-2) Zone for the area so designated on Attachment
"lA". This Annexation Agreement further stipulates that the Property Owner
and his assigns agree that the GC-2 area will buffer and protect the I-15 corridor
and frontage with a minimum of a 25-foot landscaped buffer. In addition to sod
and irrigation, the landscaped buffer shall have a minimum of one 1 V2" caliper
deciduous tree or one 6' coniferous tree for every 40' of linear frontage along the
I-15. It is agreed that billboards and large, free-standing signs are prohibited
from the I-15 frontage . Frontage along Automall Drive within the GC-2 Zone
shall include a landscaped strip a minimum of 30' in depth.
Planned Industrial (PI-1) Zone for the area so designated on Attachment "lA" .
This Annexation Agreement further stipulates that the Property Owner and his
assigns agree that the PI-1 zoned area will require buildings of the general design
and finish depicted in the attached photographs. Frontage along Automall Drive
within the PI-1 Zone shall include a landscaped strip a minimum of 30' in depth.
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Williams Business Center
Potential Office/Warehouse Uses
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 6, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on February 6, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the final plat of Virginia Ridge Subdivision Plat H consisting of 7
lots at 1140 North 400 West.
2. Review and action on a commercial site plan for Johnson Motor Company at 275 West
Main Street.
3. Review and action on a revised landscape plan for North Pointe Business Park at 630
East 13 00 South.
4. Review and action on a site plan for the placement of a utility structure in the public
utility easement of the Utah Valley Business Park at 769 East Utah Valley Drive.
5. Review and action on a commercial site plan for the Warenski Funeral Home to be
located at 1776 North 900 East.
6. Discussion on the concept plan for the Annexation Agreement of the American Heritage
School Annexation Plat B consisting of 8.275 acres at 1200 East 800 North.
7. Review and action on a zone change request from R1-9000 and R1-15 ,000 to the PR9000 zone for 9.72 acres located at 800 North Mt. Timpanogos Boulevard.
8. Discussion on Senior Housing Development Projects.
9. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Boyde G. Williams Annexation
consisting of77.25 acres at 300 East South Frontage Road.
10. Continued discussion and action on the Vacher Annexation Agreement consisting of6.4
acres at 755 East 50 South.
*11. Review and action on a road dedication and public utility dedication for the
American Fork Commercial Center located at 875 West State Road.
12. Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
13. Site Plan Committee Report.
14. Other business.
15. Review and action on the January 16, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 1 day ofFebruary, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

:

AMEruCANFORKPL~G

COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 6, 2002
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on February 6, 2002, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Alan
Christensen, Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and *John Woffinden. Tom Hunter was
excused. Staff members present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, and Richard Colborn.
Others present included Glenn Roundy, Grant Leonard, Vaughn Pulsipher, Dan VanWoerkom,
Mr. & Mrs. Jim Phelps, Lee Vacher, Lynn Woodbury, Ned Stephensen, John Dester, and 20
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE SUBDIVISION
PLATH CONSISTING OF 7 LOTS AT 1140 NORTH 400 WEST
J.H. Hadfield explained that there were 7 lots, one of which would be a LDS Chapel. The
improvements were already in place on 1120 North Street. There were no other improvement
questions. He recommended approval.
Rod Despain reported that the water rights were complete.

Ken Baldwin moved approval of Virginia Ridge Subdivision Plat H consisting of 7 lots at
1140 North 400 West. Keith Richan seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye,
Alan Christensen, Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, James Hansen, and Keith Rich an. Absent,
John Woffinden. The motion carried.
Paul Washburn arrived and thanked the Commission for their action.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR JOHNSON MOTOR
COMPANY AT 275 WEST MAIN STREET
This item was removed from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR NORTH POINTE
BUSINESS PARK AT 630 EAST 1300 SOUTH
Project Engineer Mark Greenwood explained that there were new owners of the North Pointe
Business Park and he was asked to review the previously approved open water channel. Low
flows had allowed a lot of algae to grow. They would like to pipe it in the satne location and relandscape that area.
J.H. Hadfield explained that in North Pointe there was a road dedication plat including a
landscape plan and a couple of site plans that had been approved. The open water channel was
mostly pass through water, and was not generated on site. A discussion of pipe sizing and some
1

CC & R' s to identify that maintenance responsibility is needed was held. There was still a
question of slope and the type of pipe. Detention ponds took care of the on site storm water.
Rod Despain explained that the practical effect of the request would be to do away with the open
water channel and replace it with a piped system. A revised landscape plan was provided.
*Mr. John W offinden arrived.
Rod Despain continued that the action would then go on to the City Council for approval. The
open water channel had been a part of an elaborate presentation on the part of the original
applicant. Now, because of the slow gradient, the attractive nature of the open waterway was not
realized. There was some indication that quite a nutrient load came for the previous use and there
was a lot of algae growth. None of the water generated on site went into this channel or would
go into the pipe.
J.H. Hadfield agreed that there was not a lot of volutne. The open Sager Slough on the east side
of 860 East had a much greater volume. The open ditches allowed for some cleaning of the water
passing through, when it was piped they may have to look at some way of insuring water quality.
Alan Christensen noted that he watched this property develop. There were a lot of trees
originally, but now there was only about half that number. The original number of trees should be
restored.
Mr. Greenwood explained that the original number of trees were to be replaced by the manager of
the development.
Alan Christensen added that there had been a lack of landscape maintenance and asked if the
sprinkling system was in place.
Mark Greenwood answered that it was not.
Alan Christensen reported that others have used tnany methods to create that type of water. He
felt the problem was really maintenance. He hated to see the open water channel covered up .
Ken Baldwin stated that in the original discussion the C01mnission talked about keeping the
waterways open in the area south of the freeway . The other aspect was what happened in a major
storm event. The open ditch had some distinct advantage in that situation. He heard tonight a
matter of convenience, but not a matter representative of what was "sold" to them about having
an open ditch.
Alan Christensen preferred not to call it an open ditch as it could be a lot more and become what
it was intended to be.
Mark Greenwood did not disagree. This request was from the owners of the property and he was
representing that position. There was a lack of maintenance. It was not just the algae but also the
quick growth of the weeds. The other issue the owners brought up was they were very concerned
about a safety issue and in their eyes, liability.
2

J.H. Hadfield asked who would accept the maintenance of the pipe system if it went in. The low
flows would allow them to silt in. CC & R' s would be needed so that it would not be a burden to
the City.
Mark Greenwood noted that the current owners had revised some CC & R' s but he had not seen
them yet.
Rod Despain explained that the sloughs served also as flood channels particularly on the south
side of the freeway. He did not think this waterway served much of that. It was not a large
drainage channel.
Chairman Hansen welcomed John W offinden to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Woffinden asked if this was a wetland area.

Mark Greenwood answered that the Corps had reviewed it and deemed it a non-wetlands issue a
few years ago . At that time the water went through the center of the area year round.
Keith Ric han commented that there were good reasons on both sides of the issue.
Mark Greenwood reported that the elevation of the bottom of the pipe would be the same as the
bottom of the existing channel. A 30-inch or 36-inch pipe has been discussed. He noted there
was enough cover for landscaping but they would need to insure the pipe's structural integrity in
the areas of driveways.
Ken Baldwin asked about the use of an ovoid type pipe.
Mr. Greenwood reported that he had but the owner was reluctant due to the high cost.

Steve Nielsen was more impressed to leave it open. That was the original intent and it left a more
pleasing aspect to the site.
Alan Christensen felt the landscaping should be brought to the level originally planned and that a
sprinkler system be installed.
J.H. Hadfield observed that a lot of the original trees had died from not having enough water.
Others now needed attention.
Ken Baldwin explained that the cross section of an ovoid type pipe, especially in low-grade areas,
provided much better flow characteristics.
J.H. Hadfield responded that as Mark Greenwood reviewed it, friction loss was looked at in
various scenarios. There were still smne issues retnaining from the standpoint of the Engineering
Department.
On the issue of silting, Mr. Greenwood agreed that it would be a problem.
3

Keith Richan understood the concern of liability. There were still too many unanswered questions
to approve.
Mark Greenwood suggested that rather voting to deny, that they be given a chance to bring the
maintenance up to speed and give it time to correct itself and then bring it back if there was an
lSSUe.

Steve Nielsen suggested that they move to table.
J.H. Hadfield explained that they had an ordinance on the books that open ditches needed to be
piped and when they first came in, it was a safety issue. In this project, the developer wanted to
do this and there was a lot of discussion. The grades were not the best and it was not maintained
to the correct standards.
Chairman Hansen had a concern as to who would maintain it.

Ken Baldwin moved to table action pending a resolution of the questions raised at this
meeting. Keith Richan seconded the motion. All were in favor.
Rod Despain added that the ditch systetn had not been tnaintained and was not given much of a
chance to work.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE PLACEMENT OF A UTILITY
STRUCTURE IN THE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT OF THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS
PARK AT 769 EAST UTAH VALLEY DRIVE
This item was removed from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR THE W ARENSKI
FUNERAL HOME TO BE LOCATED AT 1776 NORTH 900 EAST
Mr. Berg was present.

J.H. Hadfield explained that this was looked at in technical review and suggested some
landscaping changes. The site was still burdened with a 2-foot protection strip along 1800 North
Street. They had relocated the poles on 900 East and they had to meander the sidewalk. All
utilities were to be underground. This was the use that was shown at the time of annexation.
Some of the drainage arrows were going in the wrong direction.
Rod Despain reported that the annexation agreement was consistent with this request. It was a
small site in the world of funeral homes. There were 73 parking spaces identified. The capacity
of the building was 180 individuals. The City did not have a specific parking requirement for
funeral homes. The standard for a church was one space for every three persons. He was a bit
uncomfortable with the parking. It was similar to Anderson's Mortuary. He had come to the
conclusion that to tnake the facility smaller really did not serve a useful purpose.

4

Mr. Hadfield suggested closing the northeast driveway and adjusting the landscaping in order to
gain 4 to 5 parking spaces.
Mr. Berg accepted that recommendation.

J.H. Hadfield reported that the lighting was adequate.
Rod Despain noted that elevation plans that were provided showed a single story. There was a
basement but no living quarters.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for the W arenski Funeral Home at 177 6
North 900 East subject to the correction of technical aspects of the drawing according to
the City Engineer, closing of the north entrance on 940 East, and the finding that the
parking was adequate. John Woffinden seconded the motion.
Keith Richan asked about the nuisance strip .
J.H. Hadfield responded that it had not yet been resolved.

All were in favor.
Mr. Berg thanked the Planning Commission.

DISCUSSION ON THE CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT OF THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE SCHOOL ANNEXATION PLAT B CONSISTING OF 8.275 ACRES
AT 1200 EAST 800 NORTH
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE R1-9000 AND R115,000 TO THE PR-9000 ZONE FOR 9.72 ACRES LOCATED AT 800 NORTHMT.
TIMPANOGOSBOULEVARD
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
DISCUSSION ON SENIOR HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Rod Despain explained that originally the Commission felt that Senior Housing Projects should be
allowed in all residential zones and that the density be consistent with the underlying zone. A
primary concern was a consistency with the General Plan and what was allowed in the underlying
zone. In the R1 zones they would have 4.3 units per net acre and the maxitnutn number of units
per structure was four . There was a question as to the definition of what was a unit. The current
Ordinance did not define it but as one read the Ordinance a unit was generally one or two
bedrooms and a kitchen. The Ordinance did not address a specific number of units in a particular
structure. There was a proposal to put six, 12 bedroom units in a compound and a number of
twin home units would also be a part of it. The question was whether that was 12 units per
structure or did 12 bedrooms constitute one unit. The consistency of buildings of that size in the
5

zone was an issue. A four unit building was what was permitted. There was a provision under a
senior living arrangement similar to Beehive Homes, they be no closer than 314 of a mile. That may
need to be changed or a determination that senior housing did not fall under the 314-mile rule.
Chairman Hansen noted that in reviewing the Senior Housing Ordinance it required other things
like private open space. He felt it was very clear in dealing with two types of structures. One
required separation of 314 of a mile. The Senior Housing Ordinance did not mean to have that
separation. He personally found it disheartening and a little offensive that the City had those
types of requests when they had recently had those discussions. If the Ordinance was not liked,
he felt they should look elsewhere, or do a different project.
Rod Despain stated that he had cotne to the same conclusion. The issue was whether the Planning
Commission was interested in wanting to facilitate this request.
Ken Baldwin explained that he had reviewed the Ordinance and felt that a unit was pretty clearly
defined as an elderly person with a family member and/or a health giver and reasonable facilities to
support them. Twelve bedromns in one structure did not agree with that concept. The Planning
Commission had discussed that it would be allowed in any zone in the City. Both of those were
clear and he did not understand the concern about a unit. As a whole, he got a clear
understanding of what the Planning Commission had discussed.
Chairman Hansen stated that he read it the same way.
Steve Nielsen stated that an independent living area was where there was a separate entrance. An
assisted living facility was like the Beehive Homes where they had twelve bedrooms to a building.
He felt the Senior Housing Ordinance applied more to independent living.
Keith Richan commented that he had been on the Commission four or five years and the issue of
Senior Housing had come up repeatedly and it had been swept under the rug as far as he was
concerned. He was going to say some things that had been bothering him for a long time. The
senior segment of the population was the fastest growing, and one lousy job had been done in
preparing for that situation. He traveled extensively, lived coast to coast for seven years and
came back here to live. His home was now too big and he had to sell. The choices available were
disgraceful in a town of this size. He felt a different attitude was needed toward developing in the
City if they wanted to keep seniors. He had one choice to stay in American Fork. They needed to
have flexibility for location of seniors. He suggested that they broaden their approach and
recognize that if they were going to keep American Fork a town that has 3 lots on an acre, and
that was all they had now, then they were going to run an awful lot of good people out of town.
He had considered the Seville in Orem, but they wanted to stay in American Fork. The senior
population received very little sympathy and had little voice in the things that happened. There
was a need to expand in this direction.
Alan Christensen noted that his father was looking for that type of housing also . He felt a real
question was how tnany people did they want to put on an acre. What was a unit and how many
people could you put in it. It seemed the Ordinance was written to make it fit into the
neighborhood. It needed to be compatible. There was a need for senior housing.
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Steve Nielsen felt they were on the same page and noted that the way the Senior Housing
Ordinance was that if a large facility was going to be constructed, it needed to be done in the R-4
zone where they could have the density. The R-3 and R-4 was okay and he would support them in
the PO zone. In the R-1 zone, there should not be big facilities.
Mr. Vaughn Pulsipher explained that people were living longer. Twenty-seven years ago one out
of eleven were over 65 years of age. Now it was one in seven. There were a lot more options
including empty nester homes, condos, independent living, congregate housing, assisted living,
Alzheimer units, and there new concepts coming along all the time. He had built six projects in
the State of Utah. He had three sites in the last four years in American Fork that he was not able
to get developed for one reason or another. He now had 20 acres east of the LDS Temple and
north of the American Heritage School. It was less than a mile from the American Fork Hospital
and had all the ingredients to make it an ideal site for senior housing. Their proposal was to
develop empty nester condos in the range of 1400 to 1600 square feet on a single level. It would
include a clubhouse, lawn bowling, R V parking, and heavy landscaping. People aged in place and
they ought to have a chance to stay in a setting with which they were familiar.
Mr. Pulsipher explained that couples moved into the project and one aged faster than the other.
That needed to be accommodated. The assisted living component was made up of cottages. He
would finish a similar project in Tooele in June of this year. The cottages were about 8,000
square feet. The interior of the building was rimmed with bedrooms from 200 to 300 square feet
with a central gathering area with a fireplace, sitting areas, television, dining room, game tables,
and one residential kitchen because the ladies liked to do some cooking. They should be able to
do the things they liked to do and to maintain their maximum independence for as long as
possible. It was not a nursing home. They had to be ambulatory and to be able to socially
interact with others. This did not fit in the Ordinance. That was why they pulled the other items
from the agenda. If they were encouraged, they would continue.
Mr. Pulsipher stated that Highland Cove in Salt Lake was in a residential area and consisted of
290 units on 14 acres. Cove Point in Provo had 120 units on 4 acres. Twelve people in a
building was optimum. This promoted a feeling of family . The concept of cottage living was
cottage buildings surrounding an activity center. American Fork was the center of north Utah
County and a project ought to be here.

Chairman Hansen asked if they would be purchased or if it would be a rental.
Mr. Pulsipher explained that the condos would be purchased. The assisted living facility were
rentals where they would bring their own furniture .

Steve Nielsen asked if the condos would meet the densities of the underlying zone.
Vaughn Puslipher responded that they would not. The condos were stnall and they were asking
for a greater density. Based on the City's Ordinance, on that 20 acres, even though it allowed for
a 20o/o increase, there would be such a huge open area that it would almost be a wasteland. They
were asking for 116 condos on 20 acres along with the assisted living complex.
Alan Christensen asked if 6-plexes or 4-plexes would work as well as a 12-plex.
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Mr. Pulsipher responded that there was a need of certain things including staff, security, an RN,
and other things. A 12-plex worked the best. They needed to have one caregiver for each 6
people.

Bruce Holmes, who was a partner with Mr. Pulsipher, explained that they needed the R-4 zone or
a change in the zone requirements to allow more density. He asked that the Commission open
their minds to this concept.
Keith Richan stated that this was the exact thing he was talking about.
Ken Baldwin commented that the Cotrunission had wrestled with different concepts. He did not
feel that they were unwilling to look at other possibilities. The concept of the City's Senior
Housing Ordinance was to make it available anywhere in the community so there was not an
adverse impact.
Steve Nielsen noted there was no high-density land available. Where would they put it? He liked
the project and wanted to find out how to make it work. The City needed it and encouraged Mr.
Pulsipher not to give up .
Rod Despain noted there were many ways to accommodate it. If it was the desire of the
Commission to accommodate smnething like this, were they ready to rezone the property to R-4.
If it were different, then the Commission would need to instruct him that the Commission no
longer wanted to preserve densities similar to the underlying zone. It was a policy call.
Mr. Pulsipher wanted to see up to six persons per residential unit. Six bedrooms would be a unit.
A 12-plex would count as two units.
Chairman Hansen noted this was a discussion item and asked for direction from the Commission.
He added that the City did have assisted living available in American Fork.
Ken Baldwin asked to see the spectrutn of senior housing options.
Chairman Hansen brought the discussion to a close and asked Rod Despain to assemble some
definitions and technical aspects of senior housing along with the grouping that was being
promoted and bring that back.
Rod Despain felt that however it was structured, they were really back talking about density.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE G.
WILLIAMS ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 77.25 ACRES AT 300 EAST SOUTH
FRONTAGE ROAD
Rod Despain explained that the changes to the annexation agreement included a change in the
zone requested to three zones, PI-I , GC-2, and BP-1. The applicant was proposing no outside
storage even though there was some allowed in the zoning regulations. There was a change to
the concept plan and the major drain on the east side of the property. They would need to
provide some further easement that would commit the preservation of the channel. His biggest
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concern was that nothing addressed the preservation of the slough. This would at least
acknowledge the drainage.
Alan Christensen noted that right now it was just an open ditch. He promoted some wording
from the BP-1 zone that stated that the open watercourses should be an integral part of the
landscape feature.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the Corps ofEngineers had looked at it.

Rod Despain did not think that it had been looked at but did not doubt that it would qualify. The
City' s approval did not affect that. If the City suspected a wetlands issue, the City would advise
them to go and satisfy the Corps.
Chairman Hansen agreed with Commissioner Christensen and encouraged language added to
number 13 in the agreement that restated B-6 in the BP-1 Ordinance, "Open water courses and
storm water detention basins incorporated as an integral part of the landscape features. "
Ken Baldwin expressed concern that the City could not enforce items that were not in the
Ordinance.
Chairman Hansen noted that the City Attorney had that concern as well.
Bill Peperone explained that there was a desire to raise the standard of the developtnent.
Ken Baldwin asked what assurance there was of their intent.
Mr. Peperone continued that they would use restrictive covenants and they would enforce them.

Chairman Hansen explained that a property got zoned on the map and that zone dictated what
could go there. In the case of other restrictions, the City did not want to get involved in
secondary conditions. How would prospective buyers find out about them?
Mr. Peperone explained that the City was not the enforcer of CC & R ' s. The property owners
were. The restrictions would pop up at the time of purchase.

Rod Despain agreed that it would need to be done by covenants as suggested.
Chairman Hansen stated that the City was not willing to become a part of the CC & R ' s. They
did not want an enforcement role. He asked Mr. Peperone if the agreement was ready to be
signed.
Mr. Peperone stated that it was.

Alan Christensen noted that last time it was indicated that they were going to landscape the
islands in the parking lot. He would like to see that tied down so that they were was not just
painted islands in the parking area.
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Chairman Hansen asked the pleasure of the Commission.
Ken Baldwin asked Rod Despain about the changes to the agreement.
Mr. Despain responded that he was apprehensive from the use standpoint and that the City had
spent a lot of time to preserve that corridor and to create a new zone.
Steve Nielsen suggested that they identify the landscape areas as an easement.
Rod Despain felt the landscape requiretnents were not the issue. It was the use. He saw a
discount store in the GC-2 zone and storage sheds in the PI-1 zone. This was what they wrestled
with last time.

Steve Nielsen moved that they approve the annexation agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams annexation subject to minor changes, which were wording, grammar, spelling,
and typos.
Chairman Hansen called for a second to the motion.

Steve Nielsen added to his motion the statement to section 13 that the watercourses be an
integral part of the landscape feature and, also, that the parking lots would have
landscaped islands.
Chairman Hansen called for a second to the motion.

Ken Baldwin seconded the motion.
Ken Baldwin expressed that he had a concern in a change of ownership and the tnechanism of
control.
Steve Nielsen asked if GC-2 was bad along the freeway .
Chairman Hansen noted that freeways changed in nature with expansion or sound walls, etc.

Voting was as follows: Aye, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and James Hansen.
Nay, Alan Christensen. Abstain, John W offinden. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE VACHER ANNEXATION
AGREEMENT CONSISTING OF 6.4 ACRES AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH
Rod Despain explained that this was the first draft of the annexation agreement. Prior to this time
it was in a discussion outline form. A portion of the property to be annexed was non-signatory.
Those property owners needed to be included or retnoved from the annexation. If they were to
be included, they would need to sign the agreement. There was still an issue of the number of
units per structure. The R-3 currently limited the number of units to four. He was not sure as to
how the water rights would be satisfied.
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Chairman Hansen understood that they were working with the R-3 zone requirements.
John Dester agreed. He provided a series of drawings that the showed the difference of the
number of units per building and the amount of open space that was gained by having more units
per structure. With four units per structure, there was a loss of consolidated open space. He
would like to see up to six units per building allowed.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Dester if he had any discussions with the neighboring property
owners, the Phelps. Mr. Dester responded that he had not.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. & Mrs. Jim Phelps how they felt about annexation into the City.
Mr. Jim Phelps answered that they did not have a problem with being included in the annexation.
The zoning was still a question.
Rod Despain explained that when a property was annexed there was the expectation of obtaining
additional road right-of-way.
Jim Phelps stated that his set back was based on the extension of the sidewalk from the west.
Rod Despain would contact them.
Chairman James Hansen recognized there were other property owners that wished to speak.
Grant Leonard expressed that he did not have a problem with the annexation. He referred to
January 23, 2002, Citizen article in which it stated that, "The decision originally was to put a
declining edge on the high density. The new line came on the east side of the property rather than
on the west side." A group of property owners had acreage on the south side of 50 South and
what they felt was being said to them was that they could live on their single home acreage
forever because they could not get any high density. That meant that Vacher could get $125,000
per acre and they could get $50,000. Timpanogos Heights had indicated to him that they would
like to do a Phase II on his acreage to the south.
With regard to the itnpact, Mr. Leonard explained that he lived in one of the original Singleton
homes. He could not now see to the west. With the Vacher property on the north, he was back
in a corner now, and in the county, it was tough, and it was BS that a developer came in and
wanted to change the zone.
Glenn Roundy lived at 50 South 800 East, presented a petition against high density and noted that
none who signed it were against coming into the City. Grant Leonard could not see the sun come
up anymore. The new set back was 30 feet. The existing homes were set back 50 feet. There
was a ditch on the south and there should be a traffic light on 50 South and 700 East. It was
dangerous. He suggested that they set up a car counter on 700 East. All were in favor of singlefamily homes. This was a narrow street.
Mr. Roundy continued that the Pennylane developtnent was in the LDS Ward that he attended.
Eighty percent were frotn California and they were some of the finest people in the world. There
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were 4 to 11 units for sale at any given time. In regard to this type of housing, people lived there
until they could update. They could not take anymore of the high density. He asked where they
were going to redraw the line or were they going to let the wind blow it. He felt that a
homeowner's association was a lot of hogwash when they have a lot of turn over. He wished a
lot of luck to all of the people who collectively had over 40 acres of land in the area.
Chairman Hansen noted some rewriting of the annexation agreement was needed. Where do you
draw the line in the sand has been a question that the Commission had wrestled with often, and
continued to wrestle with.
Mr. Grant Leonard stated that the Vacher ground should be developed. Now, he was completely

surrounded and they were saying that he was going to be excluded.
Chairman Hansen stated that Mr. Leonard was not being excluded. The Planning Commission
thought that west from 1100 East, would be medium density housing at about 6 units per acre.
Along 1100 East would be professional offices, which were being built. This was a request for up
to 10 units per acre. In other communities, medium density was up to 12 and high density was up
to 30 units per acre. There was a lot of difference in those definitions. That was why they had
General Plans. They were fluid and were continually being modified. Some want 24 to 25 units
per acre. The City had a plan for 50 South Street and it would get done as development
occurred.
Mr. Dester stated that the front set back of the development had a landscape buffer of about 75
feet. They had gone from requesting 75 homes to 62 . There was some rationale for R-3 zoning
as it was on two sides. He felt that the Planning Commission was on the right track with R-3 , but
did not assume that would be granted. Projects should be approved on its merits. Various people
buy these homes. They did not work well as rentals. He had experience with twelve homeowners
associations that operated beautifully. Metnbers changed as they did on the Planning Commission
Board. It was an organized way to preserve property values or increase values.

Glenn Roundy stated that safety was a real issue because of the traffic. He could have a hundred
petitions if the Commission really thought they had an obligation to serve the citizens that were in
the majority over developers.
Mr. Leonard felt that the existing residents needed to be protected. He moved here because of
the openness of the cotnmunity.

J.H. Hadfield noted that the Silverleafproject was approved about 18 years ago . New owners
came in and developed under the current zoning.
Alan Christensen asked how the road would be improved.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the road had been built to Utah County standards. American Fork
put a great deal of maintenance into that roadway. Until all of the property was in the City, the
ditches and substandard improvements would continue to exist. They have put in for a grant
every year. They were trying to get the same cross section as there was on the east in Pleasant
Grove.
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Jim Phelps asked about the sidewalks.
Chairman Hansen commented that there was nothing that would stop a property owner from
installing sidewalks.
Mr. Dester stated that from a safety standpoint they could connect to the existing sidewalk in
front of Telco.

J.H. Hadfield noted that for the last 7 years grants for sidewalks had been applied for and they
kept getting put back.
Mr. Phelps observed that most of the older homes existed on the frontage, but most of the new
development would be to the rear of the homes.

Rod Despain assumed that the Commission was not ready to advance this on to the Council with
out some changes. Keep R-3 zoning? Did they want to look at anything else other than 4 units
per building? Concept plan copies? Water rights? Disposition of the Phelps property?
Chairman Hansen asked for direction from the Commission.

Alan Christensen moved to direct Rod Despain to keep to the R-3 zone with 4 units per
building. John W offinden seconded the motion.
Alan Christensen added to his motion that they consider in the agreement construction of
the sidewalk, curb, & gutter to connect to Telco for the safety of the residents and that the
non-signatories not be included in the annexation unless they became signatory. John
W offinden agreed with his second.
Voting was as follows: Aye, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, John Woffinden, Ken
Baldwin, and James Hansen. Abstain, Steve Nielsen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ROAD DEDICATION AND PUBLIC UTILITY
DEDICATION FOR THE AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER LOCATED AT 875
WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hansen announced that there tnay be a problem in the wording of this agenda item and
the action that was desired.
J.H. Hadfield stated that he put the item on the agenda based on what was discussed previously.
They have run the engineering checks and he noted a call that was missing on one of the round a
bouts. They made an assumption and everything worked out. He reminded the Commission that
they had only approved the north portion of the project. They were comfortable with that
portion. There was another page that showed easements outside of that area. One of the issues
was that they were now showing lots. Now it was a subdivision and not a road dedication. That
was where the problem with the wording was.
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After some discussion, it was felt that this item could be placed on the next agenda and on the
February 26, 2002, City Council meeting.
The south portion of the project had not been approved by the Planning Commission. There was
a question on Lot 11 , a portion of which was the Green parcel, and the location of the wetlands.
Lynn Woodbury stated that they had not just thrown the lots on this version. They had always
contemplated that there would be lots.
Chairman Hansen stated that the Commission had approved the north part, but not lots 11 , 12, or
13 . They could remove lot lines and just do a road dedication.
Lynn Woodbury felt those lots were created by the location of the road. He understood that the
approval included the road alignment on the south.
Rod Despain responded that was true. The approval of the subdivision functioned outside the
preliminary approval. What was submitted had sheets for the purposes of both the road
dedication and subdivision.
Lynn Woodbury explained that it was their intent and desire to create lots. If there was some
technical problem by the way it was advertised and it could not be approved, then he asked that
they do it next time. They want to be able to convey property.
Chairman Hansen was concerned that lot 12, on the south, was not a developable lot and would
become a protection strip of some sort. He expressed a little hesitation in that the lot was 30,1 37
square feet. It just didn't fit with the rest.
Lynn Woodbury anticipated amended plats coming in as things were tied up .

Ken Baldwin moved to table and bring up again in two weeks this pending action to
approve the road dedication and the utility easements and the subdivision of Plat A, and
the road dedication and the identified easements in Plat B.
Ken Baldwin explained that he hoped the motion would give Mr. Woodbury the assurance that
they would act on it.
Lynn Woodbury asked about the lots on the south part.
Mr. Baldwin explained that his motion expressed the parts that they knew they could act on.
There was some question in doing the lots on the south. He would be happy to do them in two
weeks if staff reported to him that they had everything they needed to do it.

J.H. asked about the extension of Pacific Drive, which was not a part of this project.
Ken Baldwin suggested that if that came up, it could be placed on the agenda as a separate item.

Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.
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Keith Richan asked if the delay complicated things for them.
Lynn Woodbury noted that there were representatives ofWalMart present. They did not see it
was critical, so long as action was taken by the City Council on February 26.
Chairman Hansen would talk to Mayor Barratt regarding this item being on the February 26,
2002, City Council agenda.
Rod Despain stated that staff would be meeting with the architects from W alMart next
Wednesday.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission might expect a site plan on W alMart in two
weeks.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the deadline for the next Planning Commission was yesterday. He
asked that for the meeting on the 26th to see the plans and profiles for the sewer on Plat A. There
were still some questions on the depth.
James Hansen added that it was not necessary for them to come to the next meeting, but it was up
to them. It would be item number one on the next agenda. If there was a problem, staff would
contact them.
Robyn from WalMart stated that they would be discussing the WalMart schedule at the

me~ting .

Mr. Hadfield stated that he would provide a copy of when the deadlines were.
All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rod Despain discussed with the Planning Commission the central planning area. Along the
eastern boundary, on the west side of300 East at about 35 North there was a request to change
the general plan from commercial to a multiple fatnily residential zone. He asked if there were
other changes that the Commission might want to see.
Chairman Hansen discussed the proposed change and suggested that the general plan needed to
be consistent with the zoning and vice versa.
Rod Despain explained that the commercial zoning in that area went back a long way. This issue
was raised in 197 6. The residents at that time wanted it commercial because they felt that their
property would be worth more. He observed that Elm Street was in the commercial zone and it
was all in residential use.
Keith Richan commented that the general plan needed to be a living document. The homes on
Elm Street were built 62 years ago .
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Rod Despain added that the line between the uses might need to be changed. Did the
Commission want to change the land use regarding the west side of 3 00 East between Main Street
and 100 North?
Alan Christensen did not have a problem with that. It would stop commercial from spreading east
across the street.
Rod Despain will put something together based on the discussion.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report from the Site Plan Committee.
OTHER BUSINESS
Alan Christensen asked if the Development Code allowed for the Transfer of Development
Rights.
Rod Despain answered that they did to an extent within a given project, which was an on-site
credit. It promoted clustering and additional open spaces. He would provide Mr. Christensen
with that information.
Mr. Christensen reported that West Valley City was using TDR's extensively. He felt it would
help with aesthetics and the open space issues on the south side of the freeway and that it was the
way to go .

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JANUARY 16, 2002, MINUTES

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the minutes with the corrections as provided. (They
included on page 6, line 43, add the words, "in Sunset Hills" to the end of the sentence. On
page 10, line 33, after the word "has" add the word, "not." On page 12, line 31, delete the
word, "were" that was just prior to the word, "approached." On page 14, line 20, change
"terms" to "term," and in line 40, change "serve" to "search." On page 25, line 30, add the
word, "what" after "was." On page 26, line 5, add "made" after "been.") Keith Richan
seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, Steve
Nielsen, James Hansen, and Alan Christensen. Abstain, John Woffinden. The motion
carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Ken Baldwin moved adjour me tat 11:35 p.m. John Woffinden seconded the motion. All
were in favor. ~

{h •

Richard M. Colborn, Planning Adminis rator
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 20, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on February 20, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a subdivision plat for the American Fork Commercial Center Plat
A located at 875 West State Road.
*2. Review and action on a road dedication and public utilities easement plat and/or
subdivision plat for the American Fork Commercial Center Plat B located at 875 West
200 North.
3. Review and action on the final plat of Virginia Ridge Subdivision Plat D consisting of 31
lots located 1280 North 350 West Street.
4. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Mountain View Place consisting of 2 lots to
be located at 130 North 900 East.
5. Review and action on a proposed sign for Quality Inn at 712 South Utah Valley Drive.
6. Review and action on annexation agreement for the Vacher Annexation consisting of
7.99 acres at 755 East 50 South.
7. Continued discussion on senior housing development projects.
8. Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
9. Site Plan Committee Report.
10. Other business.
11 . Review and action on the February 6, 2002, tninutes.
12. Adjournment.
Dated this 15 day ofFebruary, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
FEBRUARY 20, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (4)
The American Fork City Planning Cornmission met in regular session on Wednesday, February
20, 2002, 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, *John Woffinden, and Steve Nielsen. Staff present included Rod Despain, J.H.,
Hadfield, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Paul Washburn, Ned Stephenson, Lynn
Woodbury, Sherry Kramer, Bruce Holmes, David Preece and Barbara Christiansen, a member of
the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR THE AMERICAN FORK
COMMERCIAL CENTER PLAT A LOCATED AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that most of the issues relative to the proposed plat are technical in
nature. He said there are landscape and sidewalk easements that need to be placed adjacent to
some of the streets. He stated that two subdivision monuments with state plane coordinates need
to be shown on the plat.
Mr. Hadfield said the dimensions need to be identified on the Gay Parcel and there need to be ties
to the corners. He said there needs to be an easement so that Mr. Gay can access his parcel.
Mr. Hadfield said the state plane coordinates "need to be called out on the plat." He said the
public utility easements need to be more specifically identified on the plat.
f'v1r. Despain referred the Planning Commission to a memo that discusses the outstanding issues
relative to the proposed plat that need to be addressed . The memo is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #1. Mr. Despain discussed the memo.
Mr. Despain discussed the changes that need to be made to Sheet #1. One change he noted is
that the title block needs to be changed to read as follows :
American Fork Commercial Center - Plat A
(A Planned Shopping Center Development)
Mr. Despain then discussed the changes that need to be made to Sheet #2. He pointed out that
there needs to be a public travel easement providing access to Lot 9. He said the travel easement
should extend and provide access to the Frank Gay parcel.
*Mr. Woffinden arrived.
Mr. Despain said the boundaries of the Frank Gay parcel should be identified on the plat.
Mr. Despain stated that in the memo he has indicated that the street intersection of Meadow Lane
and Grassland Drive should be connected with a radius of not less than 3 5 feet. He said he was
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not sure what the standard for the radius was so if Mr. Hadfield and Mr. Denney want to modify
it that would be fine .
Mr. Hadfield said he would be satisfied with a 25-foot radius.
Mr. Despain stated that the City Engineer needs to determine that the alignment of the 900 West
access is located at the appropriate location for connection to 900 West extending to the north.
He said that the City has now received the alignment plat for the entire 900 West area that was
prepared by Horrocks Engineers. He said the City needs to compare the alignment plat for the
900 West area that was prepared by Horrocks against the proposed plat.
Mr. Despain stated that the City needs to realize that the City has the responsibility of extending
the 900 West intersection to the north. He said there will be a semaphore at the 900 West
intersection so the pressure plates for the semaphore need to be put in the right location. He said
the City needs to understand that it will have to acquire some land in order for the intersection at
900 West to be extended to the north.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Horrocks delivered the alignment plat for 900 West late this
morning so the City has not yet had a chance to compare their alignment plat with the proposed
plat.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to Item H on Page 3 of the memo . He stated that
all public streets should be designated as public streets and utility and landscape easements. He
noted that Item I on Page 3 of the memo was the same as Item H and could be deleted from the
memo.
Mr. Despain next discussed the issues associated with Sheet #3 that need to be addressed. He
said the line on the west boundary is an easement that needs to be clearly defined. He said the
easement needs to be identified as a landscape easement or wetland easement.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to Page 4 of the memo where it discusses the
general conditions that are applicable to both Plat A and Plat B. He said all of the general
conditions should be completed before the plats are recorded.
1t1r. Nielsen asked Mr. Woodbury how he felt about the subject to items.
Mr. Woodbury said none of the subject to items appear to represent a problem. He asked if the
easement where the pond is located should be called a utility and landscape easement. He said
they could separately outline the pond and call the easement a conservation easement.
In response to Mr. Woodbury' s question about what to call the easement where the pond is
located, Mr. Despain suggested that the easement be called a landscape easement.
Mr. Woodbury stated that they have no problem with what has been recommended for Lot #9.

It was discussed that the proposed plat needs to be platted against the Utah County Map to make
sure that there are no gaps and overlaps.
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It was discussed that the proposed plat is on the February 26, 2002, City Council Agenda for
review and action. Mr. Woodbury asked if the City Council can act on the proposed plat even
though there are conditions that still need to be completed.
Mr. Despain said the City Council can do whatever it would like to do. He said he did not
realize that the proposed plat was on the February 26, 2002, City Council Agenda. He said the
City Council will have the choice of holding up action on the proposed plat until the subject to
items have been completed or it can approve it subject to several items.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the City Council can act on the proposed plat, but it can't be recorded
until all the subject to items have been completed.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Woodbury how their work is coming along with the easement on
Pacific Drive with America First.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Woodbury said the plans have been submitted to
the property management people for America First. He said the property management people
have indicated that they do not see a problem with the plans. He said the plans have to be
submitted to America First's board, which the property management people intend to present at
their next board meeting.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the subdivision plat for American Fork Commercial Center
Plat A located at 875 West State Road subject to the elements in Mr. Despain's memo (SEE
ATTACHMENT #1) except as modified on Page 2, Section E where it states with a radius
of not less than 35 feet should be changed to with a radius of not less than 25 feet as
m.odified on Section E, Page 2, Sheet to 25 feet. In addition, the PUE and landscape
easements need to be identified on the plat.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Woodbury if he feels comfortable with the motion.
Mr. Woodbury said they have no objection to the motion. He said there is nothing in Mr.
Despain' s memo that is unreasonable.

Mr. Richan said the reason that he asked Mr. Woodbury if he has any objections to the motion is
because he would like to avoid anything that may cause a conflict between the Planning
Commission and City Council. He said he may not agree with the City Council all of the time,
but he thinks there is a reason to avoid unnecessary problems, if they can.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ROAD DEDICATION AND PUBLIC UTILITIES
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EASEMENT PLAT AND/OR SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR THE AMERICAN FORK
COMJ\1ERCIAL CENTER PLAT B LOCATED AT 875 WEST 200 NORTH
Mr. Despain again referred the Planning Commission to the memo, which is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. He stated that the surveyors certificate on Sheet #1 of Plat B
needs different wording because it suggests that the proposed plat is a subdivision. He said the
title block should be changed to read as follows:

Street and Easement Dedication Plat
AMERICAN FORK COMJ\1ERCIAL CENTER- PLAT B
Mr. Despain discussed the items that need to be changed on Sheet #2 . He said Item I on Page 3,
which is listed under Plat A, Sheet #2, should really be placed under the Sheet #2 Section on Plat
B.
Mr. Despain then discussed the items that need to be changed on Sheet #3 .

IVIr. Hadfield stated that the PUE and landscape easements need to be identified on the proposed
plat.
Mr. Woodbury asked for some clarifications on the language with respect to Note #2 under
Section C on Page 4 which states that "any development plan for Parcel 2B will require the prior
delineation of the wetland areas, approval by the Corps. ofEngineers and conveyance of title to
the wetland area to the City." He said his concern with Note #2 is that it suggests that once they
delineate anything that is shown as wetlands they will have to deed that property to the City. He
said the language in Note #2 needs to be clarified to say that only the portion that is determined
by the Army Corps of Engineers will be deeded to the City because there may be a portion of the
wetlands that the Army Corps of Engineers will_allow them to mitigate.
Mr. Despain said that he has no problem adding some language to help clarify Note #2 .
Mr. Woodbury suggested that the language for Note #2 be changed to read as follows : "title to
the wetland areas to be retained pursuant to the Army Corps of Engineer' s approval will be given
to the City. "
Mr. Woodbury said he would like the word "will" changed to "may" on Page 4, Sheet 3, Item B
where it states "Further development of Residual Parcels in this Plat B will require additional
easements." He said they do not know for certain that additional easements will be required . He
said it may be possible to present a site plan that does not require additional easements.
Chairman Hansen said he felt it would be fine to change "will" to "may."
Mr. Stephenson said in regards to the wetland area, he would like to see something added to the
memo that says retained within the bounds of the project or within the bounds of the parcels. He
said if they mitigate off site he does not want anyone to assume that they can still retain title to
something off site.
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Mr. Woodbury said what Mr. Stephenson is saying is that if they mitigate off site, then they will
probably have to deed that to the City.
Mr. Despain said his assumption is that they will be looking at what is retained on site as wetland.
He said they assume that there will be some mitigation.
Mr. Woodbury said he just wants the minutes to reflect that any off site mitigation areas won't
require being deeded to the City.
Chairman Hansen said that Note #2 under the Sheet #3 Section needs to be changed. Mr.
Despain said they can work on changing Note #2 .
Mr. Baldwin asked if the radius should be shown for the road that extends south off of Pacific
Drive next to Parcel lB.
Mr. Hadfield said a 25-foot radius should be shown.
Mr. Woodbury asked if the 25-foot radius is for the curb or the property line.
Mr. Hadfield said the radius for the curb should be 25 feet.
Mr. Richan asked if the utilities and easements that are proposed will create any problems for any
future developments.

In response to Mr. Richan' s above question, Mr. Hadfield said the utilities and easements that are
proposed will not create any problems for any future developments.
Chairman Hansen said the proposed utilities and easements improve some of the current things.
He said the proposed utilities will help make it possible for Kmart to be removed from the lift
station.
Mr. Hadfield said the drainage behind the Kmart Parcel needs to be identified in the easements.
He said the existing drainage needs to be accounted for .
Mr. Woodbury asked how wide the City wants the travel easement to be that will connect to the
Kmart Parcel.
In response to Mr. Woodbury's above question, Mr. Despain said 3 0 feet wide would be
sufficient.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the road dedication plat and public utilities easement plat
for the American Fork Commercial Center Plat B located at 875 West 200 North subject to
the provisions in Mr. Despain's memo (See ATTACHMENT #1) with the following
modifications: (1) On Page 3, Under the Sheet #2 Section, Item A where it says "3A and
3B" should be changed to "3A and 4B." (2) On Page 4, Under Sheet #2, Note C-2 the
following statement should be added "wetland area to be retained within the boundaries of
the project pursuant to the Corps of Engineering's determination to the City (3) on Page 4,
(Planning Conunission Minutes -February 20, 2002)

5

Under Sheet #3, Note B-2 "will require" should be changed to "may require." (4) Item D
and E on Page 2 needed to be added to Sheet #2 of Plat B and (5) the duplicate Item I on
Page 3 needs to be added as one of the conditions for Sheet #2 of Plat B. Also subject to the
PUE and landscape easements being added to the plat as required by the City Engineer
and (2) the curb radiuses of the intersections and the street dedications being set at 25 feet
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
Attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2 is a copy Mr. Despain's revised memo per the
Planning Commission's instructions.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE SUBDIVISION
PLAT D CONSISTING OF 31 LOTS LOCATED AT 1280 NORTH 350 WEST STREET
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission has already approved Plat D, but it was never
recorded. He said there are now some proposed revisions to Plat D. He then turned the time
over to Paul Washburn to discuss the proposed changes.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that most of the changes that are proposed are to accommodate the
LDS Church that will be built.
Mr. Hadfield stated that they have reviewed all of the engineering drawings and have found them
to be accurate. He said City staff is going to work with the developer to relocate a couple of
catch basins along 400 West.
Mr. Washburn explained that they are currently working with the American Fork Irrigation
Company so that they can close off the drainage ditch.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the waste water will now go along 9600 North to Mitchell Hollow
instead of coming through the Hillcrest Subdivision.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the City needed to receive some sign off from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Washburn said they have already received sign off from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the frontage and depth dimensions for Lot 22 and Lot 23 .
It was discussed that Lot 22 and Lot 23 do meet the frontage and depth requirements.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Subdivision Plat D
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consisting of 3llots located at 1280 North 350 West subject to relocating the sumps on 400
West to meet the City standards.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE
CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS TO BE LOCATED AT 130 NORTH 900 EAST
This item was pulled at the request of the petitioner. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED SIGN FOR QUALITY INN AT 712 SOUTH
UTAH VALLEY DRIVE
Mr. Hadfield explained that the proposed sign for Quality Inn came "as a pass back from the
Building Department and was put on the agenda in that manner." He said he is not sure the issue
is a sign issue as much as it is a building issue. He said they are going to discuss the issue as a
building issue.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Quality Inn is located in the I-15 Sign Overlay Zone. He said
Quality Inn should have been placed on the project identification sign that is located in the project
area, but because of some legal maneuvering they are not considered eligible to be placed on the
project identification sign.

Mr. Despain explained that Quality Inn would like to put up a facia sign. He pointed out that
Quality Inn has had a temporary sign for some time. He said the City has periodically talked to
Quality Inn about putting up a permanent sign. Mr. Despain said Quality Inn is proposing to put
a cupola on top of their building. He said they need to make sure that what they are proposing
will be consistent with the design of the current structure. He said the issue is primarily a design
issue and more than anything a building regulation issue. He said the question that needs to be
answered is whether the existing structure can handle the weight of the proposed sign. Mr.
Despain said he has discussed the issue of the weight of the proposed sign with Ron Morrill, the
Chief Building Inspector. He said Mr. Morrill is currently trying to obtain the necessary
information to make sure the existing structure can handle the weight of the sign. He said there is
no way to approve the proposed sign until it has been determined that the existing structure can
handle the weight of it. Mr. Despain again stated that the issue is a building matter and not a
planning matter.
Chairman Hansen said the issue is a structure change, which is something that the Planning
Commission would not approve.
Mr. Hadfield asked for some direction to give to Mr. Morrill.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to refer this item back to the Building Permit and Engineering
Departments for resolution and observation that any sign has to comply with the City sign
ordinance.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON ANNEXATION AGREEl\1ENT FOR THE VACHER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 7.99 ACRES AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH
This item was pulled from the agenda at the request of the petitioner. No action was taken.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON SENIOR HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Chairman Hansen pointed out that at the last meeting there was some discussion on senior
housing projects. He said Mr. Despain was directed to go back and put together a memo that
discusses the various elements of the current ordinances on senior housing so they would have a
better understanding of all types of senior housing projects. He then turned the time over to Mr.
Despain.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to two memos that were included in the Planning
Commission Packet. The memos are attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3 and
ATTACHMENT #4. ATTACHMENT #3 is a memo that discusses the current definitions and
other data relating to senior housing facilitates . ATTACHMENT #4 is a memo that reviews the
proposed project that is proposed to be located in the area east of the LDS Temple and north of
the American Heritage School and compares it to the City' s current ordinances.
Mr. Despain discussed some of the various definitions related to senior housing projects that are
in included in the senior housing ordinance that was recently adopted. He explained that at the
heart of the senior housing ordinance is the notion that all residential developments in residential
zones would occur at roughly the same density as permitted in the underlying zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that projects with private streets can get an increase of 15 percent in the
density allowed because of the narrower streets that are allowed for private streets. He said there
is also an additional 20 percent "Senior Housing Adjustment" for senior housing projects to allow
for increased density.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to conclude on the following:
1.

Does the City still feel that, regardless of what form a project takes, residential
development densities should remain generally consistent with existing and allowed
densities in the surrounding area?
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OR
2.

Is the character of senior residents and senior housing projects so different that concerns
for similarity in density with adjacent development is unimportant?

Mr. Despain said the proposed project is based on the notion that the density of the underlying
zone is not an issue that the developers feel they should be required to adhere to . He said the
developers want to know if there is any sense in continuing on with their proposed project or if
the City is going to hold firm on the density requirement of the underlying zone. He said that he
wants to know if the Planning Commission would like him to make any modifications to the
senior housing ordinance.

Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether the City should be concerned about the size and/or
frequency of institutional or multi-bedroom structures in residential zones.
Mr. Despain pointed out that commercial zones and the professional office do not have density
limitations.
Chairman Hansen said he finds it a little disconcerting that the City just gets an ordinance adopted
and then someone wants to have it changed because their project "is supposedly superior to any
other project." He said that he is not passing judgement on any particular project, but it just
seems that the City just gets an ordinance passed and then the City is bombarded with requests to
change the ordinance.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission wanted to readdress the senior housing
ordinance or is it comfortable with the current ordinance.
Mr. Richan said that he hopes what he said at the last Planning Commission Meeting did not
offend anyone. He said if he has offended anyone, then he would like to apologize. He said that
he would like to express something that he has felt for a long time, but has felt uncomfortable in
expressing it. He stated that he does not know the developers of the proposed project. He said
the current ordinance relative to residential areas is based almost entirely on density. He said the
current ordinance creates lots that are too large for some people to maintain. He said that he is
selling his home because he has now reached an age where it is hard for him to maintain his yard .
He said his yard has been one of the best maintained yards in their neighborhood.
Mr. Richan said the City has definitely overlooked and not provided housing for the older
population. He said each one of the Planning Commission members are getting older. He said
the City caters mainly to young people who are raising children. He said because the ordinances
are based on density, there is little opportunity for someone to develop a project that will take
care of the needs of the people who have advanced in age.
Mr. Richan said at the last meeting he used the term "lousy" when describing how the City has
addressed the needs of the elderly population. B e said instead of using the term lousy to describe
how the City has addressed the needs of the elderly population he would like to use the term "not
given adequate opportunity."
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Mr. Richan said too much emphasis has been placed on density as a planning tool. He said
density is a planning tool and it is necessary, but when it completely controls the direction in
which the City is going that is not good because it rules out a lot of other options that the City
could be open to.
Mr. Richan said there is very little the City can do with the property north of the freeway. He said
he is concerned about the property south of the freeway . He said he is concerned about the
buildability of the land south of the freeway .
Mr. Richan said the current ordinances only allow for cookie cutter subdivisions. He said the City
needs to give more serious consideration to the concept. He said that he is disappointed that
there is not any place in the City that will accommodate anything other than a cookie cutter
subdivision.

Chairman Hansen said he understands what Mr. Richan is saying about density and the cookie
cutter subdivisions. He said that he thought some changes had been made to the ordinances so
that the City could get things other than cookie cutter subdivisions. He said it is disappointing to
him that all the developers want is the highest density that they can get because they have paid so
much for the land and they complain that they can't make a profit unless they get a certain
He said the City is currently trying to balance off of the density factor.
density.
Mr. Richan said he disagrees that the developers only want to get the highest density that they
can get.

Chairman Hansen said almost every developer that comes into the City states that they need a
certain density in order to make a profit. He said he has a real problem with the developers
constantly saying that they need a certain density because they paid a certain price for the land .
He said the City should set the density and if the developers pay a certain price for the land, then
that is too bad. He said they have developers that come into the City that can't see anything, but
cookie cutter subdivisions. He said many developers want to develop a project the easiest and
cheapest way possible and are not willing to spend any extra money.
In response to Chairman Hansen's statement about developers wanting to develop a project the
cheapest way possible, Mr. Richan said Chairman Hansen can have that opinion. He then raised
the question about what happens to the developers that want to do something good.
Mr. Christensen said the proposed senior housing project possibly could be done, but it needs to
be done in the right zone.
Mr. Woffinden said he agrees with Chairman Hansen. He said it is time the City takes control of
the City and not the developers.
Mr. Richan said "it is awfully easy to set down zones and that is what the City has done." He said
the City has not provided for the older population.
Mr. Woffinden and Mr. Christensen said the zones are in place to protect the public.
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Mr. Christensen stated that there is a zone provided for the proposed senior housing project, but
the developers just need to go to the right zone.

Mr. Richan said that he is talking about a concept, not the proposed project.
There was a lot of discussion that there are zones provided to do senior housing projects similar
to the project that is being proposed east of the LDS Temple. Mr. Richan said there are not
zones to accommodate senior housing projects. Mr. Richan talked about the Sunset Hills
Project. He pointed out that if his concept had been carried out in the Sunset Hills Project he
would not have had a sidewalk in the project and would not have had straight roads.
Mr. Woffinden expressed concern about the roads in the Sunset Hills Project because they are not
wide enough. He said that his son, who is a fire fighter, is worried that they would not be able to
maneuver a fire truck through the Sunset Hills Project because the streets are not very wide.
In response to Mr. Woffinden's comments about the roads in the Sunset Hills Project, Mr. Richan
said Mr. W offinden is wrong. He said the roads are wide enough.
Mr. Baldwin said he likes the thinking behind the concept plan for the proposed project to be
located east of the LDS Temple and he wished there was some place in the City that the
applicants could build it. He expressed concern that the City may be viewed as being arbitrary
and capricious and would possibly be in danger of a lawsuit if the proposed development were
allowed to be developed where it is proposed. He said he wonders if there are other areas in the
City where the proposed development could be allowed.
Mr. Woffinden said "let' s get back to the basics." He raised the question of whether the
applicants of the proposed project to be located east of the LDS Temple could do their proposed
project under the current zoning requirements. He said he agrees with Chairman Hansen in that
many developers want to come in and change the zoning to allow for a higher density. He asked
if the applicants could make their proposed project work on smaller scale so that the neighbors
who live near the proposed project will not complain about 116 homes being built in their
neighborhood. He asked if there is some way to make everyone happy.

Chairman Hansen said the issue in regards to senior housing goes much further than the proposed
project. He said if the senior housing ordinance is changed, then it will be changed for every
where else in the City.
Mr. Woffinden said they have to deal with the proposed project first. He said he agrees that the
City can't keep changing the rules.
Mr. Christensen said people who own homes are going to expect the City to protect them from
certain things being developed in their neighborhood, which is what zoning does. He said
whatever is developed has to be consistent with what is already existing so that the City is not
viewed as being arbitrary and capricious.
Mr. Christensen said the proposed facility is needed, but in the right place.
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Mr. W offinden also agreed that the facility is needed, but in the right place. He told the
applicants to pick an area where they can put the kind of density that they are proposing or put
the number of units that are allowed in the underlying zone.
Mr. Christensen said there is not any land in American Fork to develop the kind of project that the
applicants are proposing. He said projects like the one being proposed are usually placed in areas
where there are high density developments and are not typically placed in single family
subdivisions. He said the proposed project is too dense for the proposed location.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the applicants put in private streets and take advantage of the senior
housing overlay because that would give them an opportunity to increase the density by 35o/o. He
told the applicants that if they want their project to have the density that is proposed then they
need to go find a different area. He said a "35% bump" is a big bump.

There was some discussion about the Mira Vista Project and the land use designation of the
property adjacent to the Mira Vista Project.
Mr. Richan stated that he is not proposing to insert things into neighborhoods that should not be
there. He said people who have moved into residential neighborhoods expect certain things to be
preserved. He said that he is not proposing to make the ordinances so that things are wide open
for any type of development. He said he is just trying to say that there is a need for senior
housing projects.
Mr. Despain said the City saw the need for senior housing and that is why the senior housing
ordinance was created. He pointed out that maybe the senior housing ordinance does not go far
enough to allow certain types of senior housing projects. He said the senior housing ordinance
allows a 35% incentive in regards to increase the density, but maybe that is not enough.
Mr. Ric han said the City does good at taking care of young families, but the City does not have a
way to provide for the senior population, which is a growing segment of the population.
Mr. Hansen said he keeps hearing that the City needs to have bigger lots and bigger homes.

Councilman Hunter said the City does need bigger lots and bigger homes. He said the City needs
to preserve the existing land that the City has to develop bigger lots.
Mr. Despain said the City has an obligation to fit the whole spectrum of the population. He said
prior to the adoption of the senior housing ordinance he would have agreed with Mr. Richan in
that the senior population is a forgotten segment.

Councilman Hunter said the City should not change the senior housing ordinance right now. He
said the City should ride things out with the current senior housing ordinance in order to see how
well it works.
11r. Nielsen said the Mira Vista area would be a good area for some mixed use and a good area to
put some senior housing projects.
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There was some discussion that the current ordinances will not allow high density apartments to
be developed in the City.
After much discussion regarding the senior housing ordinance, Mr. Despain asked what direction
the Planning Commission wanted to go .
Chairman Hansen said based on what he has heard tonight it sounds like the Planning Commission
is not willing to change the current senior housing ordinance. He said if the applicants want to
develop their project, they need to propose a project that will have a density that fits the current
zone.
Mr. Despain asked what he is supposed to do . He said based on the discussion his interpretation
is that he does not have an assignment to do anything further.
One of the representatives for the proposed project that is proposed to be located east of the LDS
Temple said they are not far off with their proposal. He said the City' s current senior housing
ordinance is not a bad ordinance, but it does not quite work for what they are trying to do . He
said he does not think the ordinance works for what it was intended to do. He said the current
senior housing ordinance does not work for seniors. He said the City needs to decide if it wants
to do something for seniors. He said he does not know why the City is so hung up on the
density. He asked why the City can't look at a project and "see how it feels" about it. He said
Mr. Richan should be on their staffbecause he is at an age where he knows what seniors are
facing . He asked the Planning Commission if it was going to do something nice for the seniors.
He raised the issue ofwhy seniors can't Jive in the same area as other single residential families.
After the representative gave some remarks and began to discuss their proposed project and the
density associated with it, Chairman Hansen said he thinks that the Planning Commission has
heard enough. He told the representative that he heard that the Planning Commission would like
to continue with the current senior housing ordinance. He said he does not see what will be
accomplished by trying to convince the Planning Commission that a higher density is needed .
Chairman Hansen told the representative that if he wants to come back with a proposal that will
meet the density of the underlying zone or would like to propose their project in a different zone,
then the Planning Commission will be happy to look at it. He said the Planning Commission is
currently not in favor of changing the current senior housing ordinance. He told the
representative that he does not want to waste his time or the Planning Commission ' s time
discussing increasing the density allowed.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain pointed out that there will be a Joint City Council/Planning Commission Meeting
held on February 28, 2002, to discuss some of the land use elements.
Mr. Woffinden reported that he will not be in attendance at the February 28, 2002, Joint Work
Session because he will be in Florida on active duty with the military. He stated that he will also
not be in attendance at the March 6, 2002, Planning Commission Meeting because he will still be
on active duty.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield encouraged all the Planning Commission Members to attend one of the Community
Planner Seminars.

Mr. Hadfield reported that he passed out a letter that he received from the Utah County League
of Cities and Towns today regarding two bills that are before the State Legislature regarding low
income housing and signs. He encouraged all to read the letter.
Councilman Hunter reported that he will be out-of-town March 6-17, 2002, because he is going
to France to pick up his daughter from an LDS Mission.
Mr. Richan said he hopes that he has not offended anyone. He said he is just saying that there is
a segment of the population that has been overlooked. He said he is not supporting the proposed
project.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FEBRUARY 6? 2002? MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the February 6, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 1 "identify maintenance" should be change to "identify that
maintenance." On Page 2, Line 1 " was needed" should be changed to "is needed was
held." On Page 2, Line 2 "the storm" should be changed to "on site storm." On Page 2,
Line 5 "them" should be changed to "it." On Page 2, Line 18 "water, when" should be
changed to "water passing through, when." On Page 2, Line 38 "representation" should be
changed to "representative." On Page 3, Line 31 "appeal" should be changed to "aspect to
the site." On Page 4, Line 8 "motion" should be changed to "move." On Page 4, Line 45
"service" should be changed to purpose." On Page 6, Line 31 "growing and" should be
changed to "growing, and." On Page 8, Line 13 "an impact" should be changed to "an
adverse impact." On Page 9, Line 25 "was in" should be changed to "was of." On Page
11, Line 19 "back based" should be changed to "back was based." On Page 13, Line 37
"maybe" should be changed to "may be." On Page 14, Line 10 "that they" should be
changed to "that the." On Page 15, Line 13 "asked when" should be changed to "asked if."
On Page 15, Line 24 "discussion" should be changed to "discussion." On Page 15, Line 43
"all a" should be changed to "all in a."
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, and Mr.
Woffinden. Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote because he was not present at the
(Planning Commission Minutes -February 20, 2002)
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February 6, 2002, Planning Commission Meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
favor.

The meeting adjourned at 9:36p.m.

Melanie Marsh

(Planning Cmrunission Minutes -Febmary 20, 2002)
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All voted in
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Jan 31, 2002
To: AFPC

From: Rod Despain,

Subjec~ Approval of subdivision/dedication plats for
Meadows Project

Items 1 and 2 on the agenda call for review and approval of a
subdivision plat for the Plat A area and a street and easement
dedication plat for the Plat B area of the American Fork
Commercial Center (The Meadows Project) . Plat A constituting the
northern phase and Plat B the southern phase.
The division of the project into two plats is at the direction of
the PC and has been required largely because of the difference in
approval status of the two areas. A General Site Plan for the
Plat A area has been previously approved by the City. However,
because no such plan has been approved for the Plat 2 area, City
approval actions for the southern area has been limited to the
location of the public roads and essential easements (easements
necessary for the proper development of Plat A)
Concurrent approval of both plats is necessary since the roads
and essential easements in the Plat B area are required in order
for the Plat A area to develop properly and also because these
street and easement areas need to be conveyed at an early time in
order for the street, utility and other improvements be eligible
for inclusion in the SID and reimbursement under the
Reimbursement Agreement. The combination of the subdivision plat
dedication plat appear as an appropriate vehicle to accomplish
that transfer.
After consulting with the City Engineer, I believe that
concurrent approval of Plat A as a subdivision plat and Plat B as
a dedication plat B (with certain amendments to both) is an
appropriate way to accomplish the objectives of both the
developer and City.
1
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I would suggest any motion to approve would include the .
following:
PLAT A

Sheet 1
A.

The title of the subdivision in the Title Block be
changed to read.
Subdivision Plat
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER - PLAT A
(A Planned Shopping Center Development)

Sheet 2
A.

Add a designated public travel easement not less than
30 feet in width along the boundary line between lots 1
and 8, running from the public road to the Lehi City
Boundary.

B.

A similar public travel easement providing access to
ot 9 be added. Lot 9 does not abut a public street
and does not have a clear right of access. The travel
easement should extend and provide access to the Frank
Gay parcel.

C.

At least two internal survey monuments should be shown
on the plat. Also, State plane coordinates should be
provided for all boundary corners and survey monuments.

D.

The boundaries of the Frank Gay Parcel should be
identified on the plat.

E.

The street intersection of Meadow Lane and Grassland
Drive should be connected with a radius of not less
than 35 feet.

F.

City Engineer to deter.mine that the alignment of the
900 West access is located in the appropriate location
for connection to the 900 West extending to the North
(The City has the responsibility for development of
this connection and will need to acquire ROW from Reese
Nash to make this happen) .

G.

A note to the effect hat any further development of Lot
9 will require the elimination of the Frank Gay Parcel
(or accommodation of it in the development plan) .

2
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B.

All public streets should be designated as •Public
streets and utility and landscape easements" - perhaps
in a note or· in writing within ROW area.

I.

All public streets should be designated as "Public
streets and utility and landscape easements" - perhaps
in a note or · in writing within ROW area.

Sheet 3
A.

Further identification of the type of easement along
the west boundary, particularly in the area of the
upper pond.

PLAT B

Sheet 1
A.

B.

the wording of the Surveyor's Certificate and
Acceptance by Legislative Body to be changed as
required by City Engineer.
The title of the subdivision in the Title Block be
changed to read.
Street and Easement Dedication Plat
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER - PLAT B

Sheet 2
A.

'il3

Residual Parcels 3A and ~ should be shown as single
parcel. (Note: County Recorder may not accept letter
designation of residual parcels)

B.

A Travel easement connecting Pacific and the K-Mart
project be shown on the plat. -

c.

The following notes be added to the Plat:
1.

NOTE 1: At the time of recording no General Site
Plan for the Plat B area or Any Specific Site plan
for any residual parcel within the Plat B area has
been approved by the City. Any proposed
development upon any residual parcel within Plat B
will require the prior approval of a General Site
Plan for the entire Plat B area and also a
Specific Site Plan for each parcel, or portion
thereof, by the City, in accordance with City
Ordinances.
3
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NOTE 2: Portions of Residual Parcel 2B (Green
Parcel area) contain wetlands not included in the
initial wetland study and per.mit. Any development
plan for Parcel 2B will require the prior
delineation of the wetland areas, approval by the
Corps of Engineers and conveyance of title to the
wetland.area to the City.

Sheet 3
A.

A deter.mination by the City Engineer that the plat
contains all the essential easements, with particular
emphasis on those required to accommodate the off-site
facilities from adjacent developments, and that such
easements will function and/or drain properly.

B.

The following notes be. added to the Plat:
NOTE 1: This Plat B identifies the location of all
Street Right-of-way areas to be dedicated to the public
and all easements necessary to accommodate utilities
required for development of the Plat A area (where not
located in public streets) .
NOTE 2: Further development of Residual Parcels in this
Plat B will require additional easements and/or rightsof-way for public utilities, sidewalks, landscaping and
vehicular access and circulation. The City may require
the conveyance of such additional rights-of-way and/or
easements as part of the approval of the General Site
Plan for the entire Plat B area or a Specific Site Plan
for any residual parcel or portion thereof.

GENERAL CONDITIONS

A.

Plats not to be recorded until ALL of the following
have been completed.
1.

The deed for the roadway connecting parcel across
the America First segment shall be in the hands of
the City.

2.

All of the uncompleted issues and tasks made part
of the approval of the General Site Plan for the
Plat A area have been fully completed.

3.

A copy of the documentation addressing the common
features of the project are provided and approved.

4.

Completion of the traffic study and receipt of
approval by UDOT and the City Engineer.
4
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Feb 15, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subject: Approval of subdivision/dedication plats for
Meadows Project (including amendments as directed by the PC
at their Feb 20, 2002 meeting}.
Items 1 and 2 on the agenda call for review and approval of a
subdivision plat for the Plat A area and a street and easement
dedication plat for the Plat B area of the American Fork
Commercial Center (The Meadows Project) . Plat A constituting the
northern phase and Plat B the southern phase.
The division of the project into two plats is at the direction of
the PC and has been required largely because of the difference in
approval status of the two areas. A General Site Plan for the
Plat A area has been previously approved by the City. However,
because no such plan has been approved for the Plat 2 area, City
approval actions for the southern area have been limited to the
location of the public roads and essential easements (easements
necessary for the proper development of Plat A)
Concurrent approval of both plats is necessary since the roads
and essential easements in the Plat B area are required in order
for the Plat A area to develop properly and also because these
street and easement areas need to be conveyed at an early time in
order for the street, utility and other improvements be eligible
for inclusion in the SID and reimbursement under the
Reimbursement Agreement. The combination of the subdivision plat
dedication plat appear as an appropriate vehicle to accomplish
that transfer.
After consulting with the City Engineer, I believe that
concurrent approval of Plat A as a subdivision plat and Plat B as
a dedication plat B (with certain amendments to both) is an
appropriate way to accomplish the objectives of both the
developer and City.
3
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I would suggest any motion to approve would include the ·
following:
PLAT A

Sheet 1

A.

The title of the subdivision in the Title Block be
changed to read.
Subdivision Plat
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER - PLAT A
(A Planned Shopping Center Development)

Sheet 2

A.

Add a designated public travel easement not less than
30 feet in width along the boundary line between lots 1
and 8, running from the public road to the Lehi City
Boundary.

B.

A similar public travel easement providing access to
lot 9 be added. Lot 9 does not abut a public street
and does not have a clear right of access. The travel
easement should extend and provide access to the Frank
Gay parcel.

c.

At least two internal survey monuments should be shown
on the plat. Also, State plane coordinates should be
provided for all boundary corners and survey monuments.

D.

The boundaries of the Frank Gay Parcel should be
identified on the plat.

E.

The street intersection of Meadow Lane and Grassland
Drive should be connected with a radius of not less
than 25 feet.

F.

City Engineer to determine that the alignment of the
900 West access is located in the appropriate location
for connection t o the 900 West extending to the North
(The City has the responsibility for development of
this connection and will need to acquire ROW from Reese
Nash to make this happen) .

G.

A note to the effect that any further development of
Lot 9 will require the elimination of the Frank Gay
Parcel as an independent parcel (or accommodation of it
in the development plan) .

4
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H.

All public streets should be designated as "Public
streets and utility and landscape easements" - perhaps
in a note or in writing within ROW area.

Sheet 3

A.

Further identification of the type of easement along
the west boundary, particularly in the area of the
upper pond.

PLAT B

Sheet 1

A.

the wording of the Surveyor's Certificate and
Acceptance by Legislative Body to be changed as
required by City Engineer.

B.

The title of the subdivision in the Title Block be
changed to read.
Street and Easement Dedication Plat
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER - PLAT B

Sheet 2

A.

Residual Parcels 3B and 4B should be shown as single
parcel. (Note: County Recorder may not accept letter
designation of residual parcels)

B.

A Travel easement connecting Pacific and the K-Mart
project be shown on the plat.

c.

The following notes be added to the Plat:
1.

NOTE 1: At the time of recording no General Site
Plan for the Plat B area or Any Specific Site plan
for any residual parcel within the Plat B area has
been approved by the City. Any proposed
development upon any residual parcel within Plat B
will require the prior approval of a General Site
Plan for the entire Plat B area and also a
Specific Site Plan for each parcel, or portion
thereof, by the City, in accordance with City
Ordinances.

5
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2.

NOTE 2: Portions of Residual Parcel 2B (Green
Parcel area) contain wetlands not included in the
initial wetland study and permit. Any development
plan for Parcel 2B will require the prior
delineation of the wetland areas, approval by the
Corps of Engineers and conveyance of title to the
City of .such portion of the on-site area required
to remain as wetland.

D.

All public streets should be designated as "Public
streets and utility and landscape easements" - perhaps
in a note or in writing within ROW area.

E.

The street intersection of the southern extension road
(unnamed) with Pacific Drive and also the intersection
with the new east-west road at the south boundary
should be connected with a radius of not less than 25
feet.

Sheet 3

A.

A determination by the City Engineer that the plat
contains all the essential easements, with particular
emphasis on those required to accommodate the off-site
facilities from adjacent developments, and that such
easements will function and/or drain properly.

B.

The following notes be added to the Plat:
NOTE 1: This Plat B identifies the location of all
Street Right-of-way areas to be dedicated to the public
and all easements necessary to accommodate utilities
required for development of the Plat A area (where not
located in public streets) .
NOTE 2: Further development of Residual Parcels in this
Plat B may require additional easements and/or rightsof-way for public utilities, sidewalks, landscaping and
vehicular access and circulation. The City may require
the conveyance of such additional rights-of-way and/or
easements as part of the approval of the General Site
Plan for the entire Plat B area or a Specific Site Plan
for any residual parcel or portion thereof.

GENERAL CONDITIONS - {Both Plats)

A.

Plats not to be recorded until ALL of the following
have been completed.

6
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1.

The deed for the roadway connecting parcel across
the America First segment shall be in the hands of
the City.

2.

All of the uncompleted issues and tasks made part
of the approval of the General Site Plan for the
Plat A area have been fully completed.

3.

A copy of the documentation addressing the common
features of the project are provided and approved.

4.

Completion of the traffic study and receipt of
approval by UDOT and the City Engineer.

7
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Feb 15, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subject: Definitions and other data relating to Senior
Housing Facilities"
The Chairman has asked that we provide some background material
about Senior housing facilities in order to better understand the
issues raised. Attached is a memo on this subject which we
provided to the Commission approximately one year ago. based on
this effort the City ultimately adopted the current senior
housing ordinance. The current proposal does not conform to the
recently adopted ordinance, suggesting that we did not go far
enough, and proposing that we revisit the subject for the purpose
of making the requirements more liberal.
When we started our review of the Senior Housing Ordinances, a
fair amount of material on definitions and possible approaches to
regulation was provided to the Commission members.
In an effort
to better define the subject we adopted several definitions.
Following is a summary of the definitions as adopted by the City.
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
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
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elderly persons and providing assistance with "Activities of
Daily Living" and social care to residents.
Activities of Daiiy 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

Also, there has been some question about whether the City can
ensure that occupancy in senior housing projects can be limited
to those who qualify as "Seniors". A copy of a memo on this
subject provided by Mr. Blake at the time is attached.
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VIA FAX 763-3004

To:
Frmn:

David Blake

Data:

March 28, 2001

Re:

Elderly Housing

Rod, I have rcsearcbed the wrious methods fur enforcing eldedy housing designations.
As background, there are multiple definitions applying to the coo~ of

••EJdetly Housing".

The Fcdnl definitions and subfJequalt lcgislatim a11bcting elderly housing stem ihm the Coogressiooal
findinp rc5pccting housing fir senior citizens. US Code: Title 12, Section l70lr
The Congress finds that there is a large md growing need for suitable housing for older people
bo«b in urban and rural areas. Our olda- citizens &ce &peeial problems in meeting their housing
needs because of the prevalence ofznodest and limited incomes among the cldcdy, their
diffiadty in obtaining libcnllong-term home mortgage credit, md their need for housing
planned and designed in include features nacessary to the safety and convenience of the
occupants in a suitable neighborhood cnvitmment
•

The Natimal Housing Act ( U.S.C. Section 1701) applies to "elderly persons".

-The t«m "elderly penoo., means a household composed of one or more persons at least ooe of whom
is 62 years of age IX' more at the time of initial ocaJpBDcy.
•

lbe Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination based on familial swus but has an exemption tor
olda- pcnons if:
•

•
•

The HUD Scaetary has determined that it is specifically designed fur and occupied by
elda-ly pcnons under a Fcdcral, State or local govmnnent program or,
It iJ occupied solely by persons who are 62 or older m-,.
It houses alleast ooe person who is 55 « oldu in at least 80 perccmt of the occupied units;
has significant services and filcilities fer older pencns; and adheres to a published policy
statcmrnt that danoostrates an intent to house pc:noos who are 55 (X' older. The
requirement for significant services and filcilitics is waived if providing them is not
practicable and the housing is o«.essary to provide impo-tant boru~ing opprtunitia fur older

persons.
•

Various municipalities have adopted eldarly hwsin~ zonm with various ages. e.g. Orcm uses 60
ywrs.

Enfirccmcnt fur projects fOcusing m elderly hOWiing gmenlly fiill into one of three categories:

•

Projects receiving federal or state fimds that arc predicated on maintaining the
housing as senior housing utilize design aitcria to a&SW'c that the project does serve
the nc:cds of the cldcdy. They also utilW, ongoing artification by the owners that
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the rcsidmtts are c1dtrly as a compliance technique with the threat of loa of benefits
ulevcrage.
•

Projacts who wiflh to 5CI"W only the eldtzly as a marketing dccisicn must comply
with the aitaia of the Fair Housing Act « they will lose their cxa:nptim and will
be subject to .discrimination violations under the Fair Housing A«. The

requiremc:nt of the Fair Housing Act that allow disaimination in favor' of the
eldel'ly are tanpemi by The Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 which danmds
that landlords provide ~le aa:ommodatioo" to frail or disabled penons.
This criUria applies to many of the ~!plOts of'~~lderly housingt'. One ofthe
examples of"reasooablciCXmJmodatioo"' that is required tmda' the Ad: is that a
landlord must waive a no-guest rule for a tenant who needs a li"R-in aid. The liw-in
aid would not have to comply with the age requirements normally applicable to the
project. The Fair Housing Amendments Act can be cnfon::ad by the United States
DeparUncnt of Housing and Urban Development, by state and local human relations
commissions and fiUt housing apocies, c:~ by the cowts.
•

Projec..1S that are empcnwnd by local zoning ordinances to require elderly housing
mUit also axnply with me of the three prongs of the Fair Housing Act. Thc::se
project tha-cfcre can usc the Fair Housing Act as coforccmmt as ~u as normal
zoning mlforC~~nent techniques. From a practical perspecti-ve, cities use design
aiteria thai: make the project elda-ly specific and thus less attractive to the general
public. The two mOlt distinguishing design features which ddincate between
individual entry "normal" housing and "elderly" housing are single story design
and lad of any steps, both of wbich are mandatary in individual entry elderly
housing. It is far more cost ef!a:ti~ to stack housing as io typical townhome design
with basanents and second staies rather than make it all single story. Therefore,
in nmmal hoosing you almost never see a single stmy design in large projects
unless the project bccomca a common entry apartment building with elevator
senice.

2
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Feb 15, 2002

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subjec~ Further discussion regarding
Housing Project.

proposed Senior

At the conclusion of our discussion on this subject, the
applicants provided the staff with a draft plan of their proposed
project (Copy attached). A review of the plan shows substantial
variance between our the ordinance and their request - both as to
detail and philosophy.
At the heart of our ordinance is the notion that all residential
developments in residential zones (whether conventional, multifamily or senior housing) would occur at a density roughly equal
to that permitted by the underlying zone. In the instance of the
R-1-9000 and PR-9000 that works out at about 3.5 DUs/ac on a
gross area basis and 4.3 DU's per acre on a net area basis.
In the instance of private street projects, there is a built-in
incentive of about 15 percent as a result of the narrower
streets. In addition, under the existing Senior Housing there is
an additional 20 percent Senior Housing Adjustment.
Thus, for purposes of comparison, on the proposed 20.29 acre
site:
1.
2.
3.

A conventional subdivision would result in approximately 71
single family units.
A PUD housing .project (with private streets} would result in
approximately 81 units.
A Senior Housing Project (with private streets} would result
in approximately 97 units.

By comparison, the proposed plan calls for 116 independent
dwelling units, plus and additional 96 bedrooms in institutional
type units.
Before any modification of the ordinances relating to Senior
Housing Projects in residential zones is possible, the PC needs
to conclude on two basic policy issues.
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A. DENSITY

(1)

Does the City still feel that, regardless of what form
it takes, residential development dens·ities should
remain generally consistent with existing and allowed
densities in the surrounding area,
OR

(2)

Is the character of senior residents and senior housing
projects so different that concerns for similarity in
density with adjacent development is unimportant.

B. TYPE OF STRUCTURE

Should the City be concerned about the size and/or frequency
of institutional (multi-bedroom) structures in residential
zones?
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMISSION
FEBRUARY 28,2002
JOINT WORK SESSION
The American Fork City Council met in a joint work session on February 28, 2002, in the City
Hall, commencing at 6:12p.m. Those present from ,the City Council included Mayor Ted Barratt,
Councilmembers Juel Belmont, Don Hampton, and Tom Hunter (also a PC member).
Councilmembers Storrs and Blake were excused. Those present from the Planning Commission
included Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and James Hansen.
Staff present included Carl Wanlass, Richard Colborn, J.H. Hadfield, Howard Denney, Rod
Despain, and Kevin Bennett. Others present included Karen Shaack, Denice Pedersen, Barbara
Christiansen, and one citizen.
DISCUSSION OF NEW IDEAS IN REGARD TO LAND USE AND ZONING AS IT APPLIES
TO THE CITY'S GENERAL PLAN
Mayor Barratt stated that a number of months ago, that had now become years, a developer, Mr.
Paul Washburn, came in and had a proposal to develop property owned by Keith Richan in the
Sunset Hills area that today we call Virginia Ridge. Mayor Barratt, Keith Richan, J.H. Hadfield,
Howard Denney, and Rod Despain went up there and looked at the property which was, at that
time, basically weeds, sagebrush, and ditches. It was a wonderful piece of ground with great
views. The agreement was, as the project progressed through City approvals, that it would be an
"upscale" area. It would have a little bigger lots with little bigger homes. Councilmember
Belmont made it a point to have this scenario take place. He was not sure the City was going to
get that, but time would tell. It was in an Rl-9000 zone. Mayor Barratt took responsibility for
not seeing that it was a larger lot zone. Eventually it came to the City Council and they passed it.
He reported an example of a lady who had property in the Lehi area by Micron. She wanted to
sell it for big dollars. The developers were willing to pay big dollars if they could get different
zorung. The Lehi Planning Commission and City Council have not been willing to change the
zorung.
Mayor Barratt asked the Councilmembers if they wanted to have areas in the community that
should be designated for larger lots. He understood that a big lot did not mean a big home. But,
usually that case was, a good-sized lot meant a good-sized home.
Councilman Hunter commented that the price of the lot had a lot to do with it as well.
Mayor Barratt explained that the point had been made that one of the reasons why the American
Fork High School did not grow was because when families had jr. high and high school aged
children, they were ready for a larger home and there was no place for them to go in American
Fork.
Councilman Hunter felt that the City needed to take advantage the property that was left. If it
was already zoned RA-1 , they should not get rezoned to the Rl-9000. A new half-acre zone
might be needed. Along the creek and the golf course there was a piece of property that would be
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coming in soon. He agreed that as families grew they needed larger lots and the only options now
were Highland or Alpine. The City Council and the Planning Commission needed to hold firm.
Alan Christensen commented that a minimum square footage of home should be required as well.
Planning Commission Chairman James Hansen felt there needed to be unanimity of support with
the Planning Commission and City Council. He sometimes felt that the Planning Commission says
no, and the City Council then comes back and tells them to do what they could to help the
developer. It was discouraging. At the same point, when the staff dealt with developers, the
general plan needed to be held to. The support was needed from the staff as well. He stated that
the updated land use plan was pretty much there.
Rod Despain explained that the plan was the one adopted in 1997. The residential land use
proposed, other than the area south of the freeway, was exactly the same.
Councilman Hampton asked that as litigious as society was, how did a General Plan avoid the
kind of litigation that property owners or developers get into by saying that they were being
discriminated against and not permitted to commercially develop their property in a way that
would return a fair profit to them when their neighbor was permitted. Did the City have some
kind of authority to prohibit them from prevailing in court?
Rod Despain noted that the General Plan provided for a general density. If the General Plan was
ignored, then there was a chance for litigation. If already zoned and there was a change to
downzone, then you can get sued. The real estate side says that if you take one dollar away, then
they will sue. Land that was not within the City limits was a different situation. There was no
expectation. The City did not have to annex property.
Mayor Barratt asked if having larger lots was something that the City wanted to pursue.
Councilmembers Hunter and Hampton responded that it was.
Mayor Barratt noted that the boundaries were pretty much set with Lehi and Highland and maybe
in a few months they would meet with Pleasant Grove. They have had an agreement previously
and they will try again. He wanted to have the Planning Commission look at a zone map and see
how this could be accomplished.
Rod Despain commented that the whole purpose of the General Plan was to set the objectives of
the City and the zoning of property ought to be the implementation of the General Plan. Twenty
years ago it was felt that the large lot should be set at 9, 000 square feet. (Previously it was
7500). It was said that if it was good enough for the Nob Hill area it was good enough for the
rest. They then went to the R1-15,000 as the entry zone, but found no one believed it. By
practice, everyone that has asked has been granted R1-9000. The R1-9000 produced
development at 3. 5 units per acre. It ought to be about R 1-12,000 to keep it at 3 units per acre.
If the City did nothing more, the area in yellow on the General Plan would have 3.5 units per acre.
Developers have learned that in American Fork they could make money with R 1-9000.
J.H. Hadfield noted that the 1997 General Land Use Plan showed greater density in the center of
the community and it reduced in concentric rings to the out skirts of the City to where it
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eventually got to 15,000 square foot lots. Val Vista was done that way. That has been the
Planning Commission's concern. By the same token there were those that found that 15,000
square feet was too big. Under the Land Use Plan they were proposing on the south side of the
freeway, if you were north of old outfall line it was three units per acre and below it was two units
per acre. There was some property that could not be development because of wetlands, etc.
There was some flexibility. Pleasant Grove allowed Strawberry Point at about 20 units per acre
to be placed on American F ark's eastern border and he did not think that anyone would want to
build a home on 15,000 square foot lots in that location.
Mayor Barratt felt that in Virginia Ridge there was an area that could have had some larger lots.
It had a good view. He was not sure what was going to end up there, but the City could have and
should have possibly gotten more.
Rod Despain commented that R 1-9000 has been viewed as an acceptable zone and was almost
automatic.
Keith Ric han explained that he had gotten into the land development business 3 0 years ago when
he became sick and tired of developers at that time taking advantage of the HUD 23 5 Program.
He went to three of them and told them he did not like what was going on. The cost of a lot then
was $3,500. He was told people would not pay more than $4,000 for a lot. He bought 75 acres
and the cheapest lot he sold was $5,000. He was concerned that they were now equating density
with good planning. He asked the value of an upscale home.
Mayor Barratt felt it was $250,000+.
Keith Richan explained that he had home with 1600 square feet and a value of$300,000. The
idea of density did not make or break a good project. Lousy development could be done with 2
units and good planning with 10 units on an acre. He filed a preliminary plat on the Sunset Hills
Condominiums and the next would have about 100 homes and it would not look like it did now.
Ninety percent of the homes were facing east or west and had no windows looking to the south.
A lousy job in planning had been done, but they have restricted it too much to rule out anyone
that had an idea and wanted to do something different. They were involved in restrictive planning
and lost sight of the fact that they were a broad population. They needed to provide for one end
of the scale to the other. Upscale housing was very limited here.
Mr. Ric han asked what the City was going to do on the south side of town and if they were going
to maintain the planning on the basis of units per acre and a cookie cutter type of development.
He was very concerned about much of what had gone on in American Fork. They needed to start
thinking of other things other than density and lot size.

Keith Richan added that when he started Sunset Hills, he was told there was no way to do a
winding street. He did it. No one has followed up on it. He was discouraged.
Mayor Barratt noted that density was part of the puzzle but American Fork was not a community
that reflected an upscale area.
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Keith Richan agreed that American Fork did not have the lay of the land that would appeal to
million dollar homes.
Steve Nielsen felt there were some upscale areas around the LDS Temple. A lot of what would
dictate what would be constructed was the price of the land. The property by the golf course was
also an area. To the north, that area was mostly an in:fill.
Councilmember Belmont agreed that people needed a place to go. Families move onto a 9000
square foot lot and then have kids and they cannot add on. She reported that during the election
she was thinking of all the people she needed to call to ask for support. She realized that they had
all moved Highland or Alpine. She did not have a dentist or a doctor or a high school friend who
lived in American Fork anymore. They were moving out because they wanted a bigger lot.
Mayor Barratt agreed. They have developed on one tier.
Councilmember Belmont suggested that they ask some of the developers to do something a little
different. She noted that fortunately she had a big enough lot to add on to 18 years ago.
Otherwise, she may have had to move.
Mayor Barratt turned the discussion back to Virginia Ridge noting that Chairman Hansen alluded
to the fact that the Planning Commission felt pressured and did not get the support of the Council
nor the Mayor. Somewhere along the path to getting Virginia Ridge in place, they came to a
pothole in that they needed a road and supposedly it was extremely vital. The developer went to
work and they arranged for the road and during the course of getting the road it was determined
that the City also wanted the open space. That request was made and they thought it was going
to work but it went down the tube. Mayor Barratt was sent as an errand boy to work something
out and to see what the City could get. And after many hours of negotiation, they eventually
came to where they had a split zone and the road was going to be allowed. They never could get
the documents signed. The developer put more money on the table and still it did not work out.
There was no road, no open space, no anything. Developers spent a lot of money in the City.
Mayor Barratt felt a real obligation to make something work. They went ahead and gave the
Patterson's the option oftelling the City what would work. He came back with a document and it
said that the City could either have the road and no open space or no road and no open space. A
house could be developed on the property in the County. Having it in the City did give the City
some control. The Planning Commission felt that when it was sent back to them, that they were
pressured from the administration to get something passed. Mayor Barratt stated that he felt that
way too. He was trying to work out a solution. For weeks on end it was a battle back and forth.
As the Planning Commission and the staff and the Engineering Department worked, there needed
to be a better way to understand want was needed.
James Hansen noted that in the County one home could have been built on the property. When he
came into the City, he could have four homes. He had a problem when it was brought back
stating that he wanted more. They faced that all the time. The City was not in the business of
ensuring that a developer made money.
Mayor Barratt stated that the Planning Commission, staff, and City Council needed to work in
uruson.
4

James Hansen felt they should have just responded that there was not anything they could do
about it. The agreement was either signed, or the property remained in the County.
Steve Nielsen felt there was a feasibility point there.
Rod Despain noted that there was a difference of opinion about what was important. The
Planning Commission felt the issue of open space was more dear and the Council felt the road was
more dear. The Planning Commission was willing to hold out. The City Council was willing to
take that chance. It was not impossible for Planning Commission and the City Council to not
have the same opinion. There was a different perception as to what was important. The last
agreement on which the Planning Commission rendered an opinion was when it was just in the
Rl-9000 zone.
Mayor Barratt recalled that Councilman Hunter used to represent the City on the Timpanogos
Service District and he cast a vote that the Council and the staff was against. Mayor Barratt told
Councilman Hunter at that time, that Councilman Hunter represented this Council and that he did
not have a personal vote when he was down there. Mayor Barratt continued that Councilman
Hunter responded to him that it was hard for him to not vote what he personally believed. Mayor
Barratt reminded the staff that they represented the Mayor and the City Council. When staff came
to a meeting, he expected them to represent that group. There may be some changes in the next
little while and he wanted the staff to have a clear understanding. As he read through the minutes,
what was discussed with staff did not always get represented.
Mayor Barratt thanked everyone for being in attendance and concluded the meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Then~rk ~si·o" at 6:58 p.m.
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 6, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on March 6, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the preliminary plat for Mountain View Place consisting of 2 lots
to be located at 13 0 North 900 East.
2. Review and action on a revised preliminary plat for Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of
two lots at 825 West 700 North.
3. Review and action on a revised final plat for Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of two lots
at 825 West 700 North.
4. Review and action on a zone change request at 605 West 1040 North from the existing
RA-1 to the R1-9000 Single Family Residential zone.
5. Review and action on an amended final plat for Timpanogos Heights PUD at 750 East 50
South.
6. Review and action on a site plan for an LDS Chapel at 410 North 1100 East.
7. Review and action on a preliminary plat for Adams Court Subdivision consisting of three
lots at 150 West 300 North.
8. Review and action on a request to extend the public sewer to accommodate the Forest
Garden Subdivision at 650 North 850 East.
9. Review and action on annexation agreement for the Vacher Annexation consisting of
7.99 acres at 755 East 50 South.
10. Review and action on a concept plan for a park at 600 West 1120 North.
11 . Presentation by Vic Deauvono regarding the Boat Harbor Road Annexation and site plan.
12. Discussion on the joint City Council/Planning Commission work session on February 28,
2002, and impact on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
13. Site Plan Committee Report.
14. Other business.
15 . Review and action on the February 20, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 26 day of February, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 6, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, March 6,
2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p .m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, and Steve Nielsen. Staff
present included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Councilmember Juel Belmont, John Belmont, Vic Deauvono, Doug Warren, Steve Sowby, Ray
Jensen, Chad Hunter, Julianne Hunter, Debra Jandreau, Brian Rindlisbacher, Scott Welch, Marci
Welch, Mark Hutchings, Jeff Adams, Karen Schaack, Paul Washburn, Tausha Oveson, Troy
Oveson, Sherry Kramer, Jim Phelps, Lynne Phelps, John Dester, Marilyn Christensen, Jim Cates,
Susan Hendrickson, Cannel Christensen, Kenney Hoggan, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of
the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Councilman Tom Hunter and John Woffinden because they were out
of town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE
CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS TO BE LOCATED AT 130 NORTH 900 EAST
Ray Jensen said the applicants want to develop a two-lot subdivision at this point in time. He said
eventually the applicants would like to develop the rest of their property and put in a gated
community with big lots.
Mr. Hadfield stated that only the subdivision plat will be addressed at this time and the concept
plat will be addressed at a later time. He said the proposed lots face 900 East. He said the curb
and gutter along 900 East will need to continue to the water way and connect to the existing curb
on Fleming Drive. He said there also needs to be a handicap ramp installed. He said the
comments regarding the proposed stub sewer need to be removed from the plat so the sewer and
water are extended the length of the property because the street will ultimately become a
dedicated City street.

J\.tlr. Hadfield said there should be some discussion about the dedication of the sidewalk. He said
the current proposal leaves a derelict parcel. He pointed out that derelict parcels are not allowed .
He said one way to solve the problem of the derelict parcel is to plat the remaining parcel as Lot 3
and then the derelict parcel would beconu:: part of Lot 3.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicants also need to obtain approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is a high pressure gas line that bisects the lot. He said the
width of the gas line easement needs to be called out on the plat.

Mr. Despain said part of the question with the proposed plat is whether the remaining parcel is
sufficiently large to be further developed. Another question is whether or not the proposed
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location of the road is the best location. He said the residual parcel is approximately 3 50 feet
wide. He said the proposed location of the road is satisfactory. He said at this point they are
not looking at the preliminary plan for further development, but are just looking at the proposed
two lots.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about the nuisance strip on the north side of Fleming Drive and
raised the question about how they will get the sidewalk. He said the nuisance strip and the
sidewalk are issues that ought to be addressed as part of the proposed subdivision rather than
being delayed until future development takes place.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain if he agreed with the idea of making the subdivision a threelot subdivision so that there would not be a derelict parcel.
Mr. Despain said he agrees that the subdivision should be a three-lot subdivision.
There was some discussion about the existing p~th or trail. Mr. Hadfield said there are some
safety issues associated with the existing trail. He pointed out that the existing trail crosses and
irrigation structure. He said there are some issues that could be cleaned up if the sidewalk were
placed on at least the north side of Fleming Drive, which is what the standard street cross section
requ1res.
Chairman Hansen stated that Ordinance No . 3-8-11 does not permit derelict parcels. He said the
Planning Commission can't approve the plat as proposed because it leaves a derelict piece of
property between Lot 2 and Fleming Drive. He said one way to eliminate the derelict parcel is
to incorporate all the remaining land into a third lot .
Councilmember Belmont asked if a sidewalk needs to be put in where the existing path is located.
Mr. Despain said there needs to be a de~ision made as whether there will ever be a sidewalk on
the north side of Fleming Drive.
There was some discussion about the nuisance strip that is located two feet behind the curb along
Fleming Drive. It was discussed that the Fleming Drive was approved on the basis that the
northern part of the road was the northern part of the property of the developers who developed
the subdivision that is located south ofFleming Drive. Mr. Hadfield stated that City staff has
researched some deeds and plat records and is having trouble verifying property lines.
Mr. Hadfield stated that if the sidewalk is placed five feet behind the curb then the nuisance strip
will not impede anything. He said the standard cross section is the street, the curb, the five foot
planter strip and a four-foot sidewalk. He said at some point in time there should be sufficient
property deeded along Fleming Drive to make a standard street cross section in the name of the
City and then put in the sidewalk. Mr. Hadfield said the trail was put in place many years ago
because there was not a road or a sidewalk for the people to walk on. He said the trail crosses an
irrigation structure and is not safe. Hy said the standards have to be maintained.

Mr. Christensen asked if the sidewalks could meander.
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Mr. Despain said the sidewalks could meander.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the sidewalk could meander further away from the curb.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the standard for spacing of roads coming off 900 East is. He said the
road coming off 900 East looks really close.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Despain said he did not know if there was a standard.
Mr. Baldwin said it looks like it would be a safer configuration to put the road on the north side
ofLot 1.
Mr. Hadfield said the problem with moving Lot 1 any further to the south is that there is a gas
line. He said if Lot 1 is moved to the south, then the building envelope will be impacted because
of the gas line. It was discussed that the proposed road is proposed where it is because of the
easement.
Mr. Baldwin asked what happens to Lot 9 on 825 East if the sidewalk is placed on the north side
of Fleming Drive.
Mr. Hadfield said the trail very closely P?trallels where the sidewalk would be at 825 East. He
said the sidewalk will not impact Lot 9. ·
Mr. Nielsen said it seems to him that the asphalt trail is completely functional. He asked why the
trail could not just be left where it is for now and then when the property owners choose to
develop the rest of their property, then they could be required to put the sidewalk in along the
north side of Fleming Drive. He again said that the trail is functional right now and is
aesthetically pleasing because it meanders through the trees. He suggested that the trail just be
left where it is for now and then later require the sidewalk to be placed along the north side of
Fleming Drive when future development takes place.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Nielsen if he has any problem with platting the undeveloped property
as a third lot and getting the necessary road width at this time.
Mr. Nielsen said "it is sixes." He said they either get the necessary road width now or later.
Chairman Hansen said part of the issue is that there is a derelict parcel.
Mr. Nielsen said that the remainder of the property should be identified as Lot 3.
Mr. Hadfield said the issue is that there has to be a dedication of that additional 8 or 9 feet that
comes along the north side of the future curb and gutter for future sidewalk and planter strip .
He said the sooner the property is deeded to the City, then the sooner the tax burden on the
property owner would be eliminated.
Mr. Nielsen asked Councilmember Belmont what she thought about deeding the 8 or 9 feet to the
City.
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Councilmember Belmont said her mother is the one who owns the property and she has been
paying taxes on the property since 1950.
Councilmember Belmont pointed out that there is 1 1h feet of property next to the curb that her
mother does not own. She said that Mike Smith owns the 1 V2 feet of property next to the curb .
She said that when Mike Smith developed the subdivision south of Fleming Drive, he put in the
curb and gutter along Fleming Drive and was hoping that he could buy some of their property so
he could build some additional houses.
Councilmember Belmont said that she does not know if they can purchase the 1 1h feet of
property from Mike Smith.
Chairman Hansen told Councilmember Belmont that they are not saying that they need to
purchase the 1 1h feet of property.
Councilmember Belmont said that they would like to do a beautiful subdivision. She said that
they do not have all the details worked out yet. She said they are hoping to utilize the existing
trail.
Mr. Despain said the issue is that the City standards require that there be a sidewalk on both sides
of the street. He said the City tries to get all of the requirements met as early in the process as
possible. He said that Mr. Nielsen has suggested that the sidewalk not be required until future
development of the property takes place. He said the issue of the sidewalk needs to be addressed
now or sometime in the future. He said the question is not will the sidewalk be installed, but the
question is when.
Mr. Nielsen said they could require the property to be deeded to the City now for the sidewalk,
but the property could stay dormant until the property owners come back to develop the rest of
their property.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about the City being viewed as being arbitrary and capricious if
the sidewalk is not required at this time. He said the standard for the City requires a 60-foot
street cross section with a five-foot planter strip. He said if the Planning Commission decides to
approve the proposed preliminary plat at this time without requiring the sidewalk to be developed
now, then the motion should reflect that the sidewalk will be required when the remainder of the
property is developed in the future .

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the proposed preliminary plat for Mountain View Place
consisting of two lots to be located at 130 North 900 East subject to: (1) stubbing the sewer
and water the full length of the road (2) approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company (3) the remaining land being identified as Lot 3 (4) as Lot 3 is developed, the
land north of Fleming Drive needs to .be deeded to the_City to meet the cross section
requirements for the road (5) the gas easement dimensions need to be provided on the plat
and (6) the handicap ramp on the radius of the corner.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
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Mr. Jensen said he has a problem with including the rest of the property as Lot 3 because he has
not done a boundary on the rest of the property. He said it would take him two or three months
to do a boundary on the rest of the property. He said the proposed subdivision was done based
on the assumption that they could break off a parcel.
Chairman Hansen said the problem is that Ordinance No . 3-8-11 says that there can't be derelict
parcel. He said the proposed plat shows a derelict parcel south of Lot 2.
Mr. Jensen asked what would happen if they make a parkway and deed it to the City.
Councilmember Belmont said they do not want to put curb and gutter on the north side of the
path.
Chairman Hansen said if the property is deeded to the City, the path will have to be changed to a
sidewalk and it will have to be fully improved.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Jensen why he could not just submit a legal description for the whole
property less the two lots.
Mr. Jensen said the legal description has not been checked with the other property owners. He
said what the legal description is and what the property owners possess are actually two different
things. He said without checking the legal descripton and without doing any boundary line
agreements he will not submit the legal descpription.

11r. Jensen asked if they could put in a wandering sidewalk and tie it into the trail.
In response to Mr. Jensen's question, Mr. Christensen said "why not."
Chairman Hansen said the sidewalk would have to be deeded to the City. He said they can't
leave a derelict parcel. He said the property would have to be City property.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that they put in the meandering sidewalk and landscape both sides.
Mr. Richan asked who will maintain the landscaping.
Councilmember Belmont said the City will have to maintain it.
There was a lot of discussion regarding putting in the sidewalk on the north side of Fleming
Drive. After much discussion about the sidewalk, Mr. Despain stated that some solutions have
been offered to address some of the problems. He said it seems that the property owners need
some time to consider their options. He said it seems that the best solution would be to table this
item and have staff work with the applicant's engineer in order to come up with an acceptable
solution. He said it does not look like things are going to be solved tonight.
Mr. Baldwin asked the applicants if they would feel better if the item was tabled.
Councilmember Belmont said one lot is sold and she does not want to hold up the lot owners .
(Planning Commission M inutes - March 6, 2002)
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She said that they would like to keep the path. She said they have a beautiful plan for the path.
She said they would like to eventually develop the rest of the property into large lots.
It was discussed that Lot 2 has been sold and that the people who were originally going to
purchase Lot 1 have decided not to purchase it. The people who are purchasing Lot 2 were
present. Mr. Nielsen asked the people who are purchasing Lot 2 if they would be interested in
Lot 1. The people who are purchasing Lot 2 said they originally wanted to purchase Lot 1, but it
was sold. Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Belmonts sell Lot 1 to the people who are purchasing
Lot 2.

In response to Mr. Nielsen' s suggestion about selling Lot 1 instead of Lot 2, Councilmember
Belmont said the people who are purchasing Lot 2 would have to talk to her mother about
purchasing Lot 1 instead. He said Lot 1 would make it possible to subdivide the parcel without
their being a derelict parcel.
Mr. Hadfield said the property needs to be subdivided before any lots can be sold.
Councilmember Belmont said one can sell an undeveloped piece of property.
Mr. Hadfield said one can't sell an unsubdivided piece of property. He said the 11-acre parcel has
not been subdivided.
Mr. Nielsen withdrew his motion and moved to table this item until the applicants decide
how they want to handle the derelict parcel.
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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR HUNTER RIDGE
ESTATES CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 825 WEST 700 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield said the valve for the water line or fire hydrant on 700 North needs to be shown on
the plat. He pointed out that the plat has not been recorded yet. He explained that the lot line is
now being altered to make Lot 2 a little larger.
Mr. Hadfield said there will be some improvements required across the front of Lot 2. He stated
that the drainage issues have been taken care of

J\1r. Despain said the proposed change is minor. He said he does not have any concerns.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the ·revised preliminary plat for Hunter Ridge Estates
consisting of two lots at 825 West 700 North subject to: (1) the valve on the fire hydrant be
installed to city satisfaction and (2) the fire plug being moved.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL PLAT FOR HUNTER RIDGE ESTATES
CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 825 WEST 700 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield said the engineering department does not have any concerns with the proposed final
plat and recommends approval.
Mr. Despain said he does not have any concerns.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the revised final plat for Hunter Ridge Estates consisting of
two lots at 825 West 700 North.
Mr. Baldwin 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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 605 WEST 1040 NORTH
FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE R1-9000 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chad Hunter said they are requesting the proposed zone change because they would like to build
a home.
Mr. Hadfield said he would like to work with Roger Dudley, the Hunter' s engineer on some
issues. He explained that part of 1040 North is still in the RA-1 Zone and it should be contiguous
with the R1-9000 Zone. He said the 1040 North should be included as part of the zone change
request. He said the proposed lot is 120 feet deep . He suggested that the proposed lot be only as
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deep as the lots on the east because there are plans for 990 North to continue and so if other lots
are developed to the west they could not be as wide because of the road.
Mr. Despain said the proposed zone change request is consistent with the general plan.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the answer to Question #4 on the Zone Change
Application. He said the answer to Question #4 does not really address the question.
Chairman Hansen suggested that possibly Question #4 on the Zone Change Application needs to
be revised.
Mr. Baldwin said the reason that he is concerned about Question #4 and the way it is answered is

because on the first part of the Zone Change Application it states "No amendment shall be made,
however, unless, it can be shown that changed or changing conditions in the applicable area, make
the proposed amendment reasonably necessary to the promotion of the health, safety, morals, and
convenience or general welfare of the public." He said as long as the aforementioned statement
is included on the Zone Change Application, he has a problem when Question #4 is not properly
addressed .
Mr. Hadfield explained that Max and Edith Searle annexed their entire parcel at the request of
American Fork City in order that the Hunter Parcel could be annexed into the City, which the City
has purchased for a park. He said that at .the time Max and Edith Searle were trying to annex
their property into the City, Mr. Searle stated that he wanted to continue to farm so the City told
him that the property could be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone and that if he wanted
to develop his property in the future that the City would not have a problem making a zone
change at a time and "shaving out a piece of property." He said the City requested that the
Searles annexation their property so that the Hunter Park Property could be contiguous with the
City for the health, safety, welfare and moral of the community.
Sherry Kramer expressed concern about the R1-9000 Zone. She said that they would like to see
some larger lots in their area.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed lot is larger than 9, 000 square feet. He
explained that the problem with going with 15,000 square foot lots is because the property is
located between two roads so it is difficult to get the depth needed . He said the only way they
could get 15,000 square foot lots is to make the lots wider, which he does not thinks would be
useful.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the remainder of the land that is not between the two roads would fit
nicely in the R 1-15,000 Zone. He said the general plan may need to be changed to reflect that the
remainder of the land that is not between the roads should be placed in the R 1-15,000 Zone.
Ms. Kramer said that she is worried that if the property is zoned R 1-9000 a precedent may be set
so that the surrounding property is not zoned R 1-15,000.
Mr. Nielsen said if someone wanted the remainder of the property that is located between the
roads to be zoned less than R 1-15,000 then the City would indicate that the only reason the
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 6, 2002)

8

surrounding property was put in the Rl-9000 Zone is because it is located between two roads and
it would be difficult to meet the depth requirements of the Rl-15 ,000 Zone.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend the zone change request at 605 West 1040 North from
the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000 Single Family Residential Zone to the City Council
subject to the items that have been presented to the Planning Commission. One being that
the 1040 North needs to be included in the zone change request.
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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Baldwin abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
~VIEW

AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR TIMPANOGOS HEIGHTS
PUD AT 750 EAST 50 SOUTH
Brian Rindlisbacher, the petitioner, said they are proposing a minor change to the plat. He said
that they have a buyer that has a religious belief that he can't have a structure in front of his door.
He said they figured that since the parking structure had not been put in that they would try to
help out the buyer by asking if the plat could be amended so that the parking structure is not
placed in front of the unit.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that if the one parking structure is removed, then there will be the
same amount of covered parking structures as there are units. He said now there will be 45 units
and 45 covered parking structures.
Mr. Hadfield said it is the opinion of the Engineering Department that the proposed change is
insignificant. He said the Engineering Department recommends approval of the amended final
plat.

It was discussed that if the Planning Commission finds that the change is insignificant then a
public hearing will not need to be held.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the amended final plat
for Timpanogos Heights PUD at 750 East 50 South with the finding that the changes are
insignificant.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan pointed out that the proposed project is a condominium project. He asked how many
units have been sold.
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Mr. Rindlisbacher said that eight units have been sold.
Mr. Richan said that the other eight homeowners have to agree to the proposed change.
Mr. Despain said the sign off from the other homeowners is part of some of the other
documentation that needs to be provided to the City.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that all eight of the homeowners need to sign
the plat.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Rindlisbacher stated that they have prepared a consent and agreement form for the other eight
homeowners to sign.
Mr. Richan asked if each of the units are sold as individual homes.
It was discussed that each of the units are sold as individual homes.

Mr. Richan asked what the square footage_of the units are.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the single units are 1,200 square feet and the multiple story units are
1, 400 square feet.
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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS CHAPEL AT 410 NORTH 1100
EAST
Mr. Hadfield said the concern with the proposed plat is that there are 10 acres, but the plat only
shows how four acres will be developed. He raised the question about whether 400 North
should be required to go all the way to the rear of the parcel. He said the improvements should
be made all the way to the rear of the parcel.
Mr. Hadfield said there are some minor corrections that need to be made to the plan. He said
where it says valves on the water lines and the number of fire hydrants will be determined by the
fire marshal relative to the construction materials used in the building needs to be eliminated.
He said the landscaping plan shows the ADA ramps, but the other sheets do not show the ADA
ramps. He said all the sheets need to be compatible with each other. He pointed out that the
City does require ADA ramps at the corners of sidewalks.
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Mr. Hadfield raised the question about whether there is sufficient lighting in the parking area.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that the parking entrance be moved so that it is opposite of the driveway
for the Stone Hollow Project located across the street.

Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plan will need to be approved by the appropriate irrigation
company.
Mr. Hadfield stated that catch basin 11 should be relocated to catch the water along the front and
so that there will not be flooding. He said a soils report has not been submitted yet so they are
not sure if the sumps for th'e area will be sufficient. He said there are still some engineering
issues that need to be resolved.
Mr. Despain stated that the deeds for the road at 400 North and 1100 East have already been
conveyed to the City. The water rights have also been conveyed to the City. He pointed out
that the proposed site plan does not go forward to the City Council.
~1r.

Despain said the issue of the extension of 400 North was addressed in the annexation
agreement. He said the annexation agreement states that if additional property is needed for the
extension of 400 North, then that additional property would be deeded to the City.

Mr. Despain stated that the eastern two thirds of the property was left without the road going any
further because they do not know the future use of the property.

Chairman Hansen asked if the City required deeds all the way to back to 400 North when the
property was annexed.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said "no ." He said the City has a deed
for what is shown on the proposed site plan.
Chairman Hansen said he thought the 400 North Road to the rear of the property was necessary
for convenient development of adjacent properties.
Mr. Despain said a road further to the east will be required. He said there is some question
about what the design of the 400 North will be. He said they do not know if 400 North will turn
or continue as a straight road .
Mr. Hadtield stated that he forgot to mention one other engineering concern. He said there is
cross gutter required on 400 North as per the City standard.
Mr. Despain stated that he agrees with Mr. Hadfield' s suggestion of moving the access to the
south parking lot 40 or 50 feet from where it is shown.
Chairman Hansen expressed a great deal of concern about 400 North not continuing to the rear of
the property. He said that he is worried that it will be difficult for adjacent property owners to
develop their property if the road does not continue to the rear of the property. He said the City
ought to require the additional property necessary for 400 North to be completed to be deeded to
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the City. He said the continuation of 400 North may be not need to be completed at this time, but
the property ought to at least be deeded to the City.
Mr. Nielsen said he is in agreement with Chairman Hansen in that the necessary property for the
completion of 400 North should be deeded to the City at this point in time.
Mr. Richan asked what provisions are in place for the traffic to turn around since there is a dead
end situation.

In response to Mr. Richan' s question about the dead end situation, Mr. Despain said there is not a
dead end situation. He pointed out that there is access onto 400 North from the parking area and
there is access onto 1100 East.
Mr. Richan said if the road runs back past the property that is not going to be developed, then it
becomes a dead end situation.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Richan that he is addressing his request for additional property to be
dedicated to the City for the continuation of 400 North Street. He said that he was not saying
that the road ought to be developed. He said he was just saying that property for the road ought
to be deeded to the City so that the road width could be extended when it is needed .
Mr. Christensen asked if there will be a fence on the property line below the fill .
Mr. Connel Christensen said there will be a fence .
Mr. Christensen suggested that some shrubbery or more trees be added around the parking lot so
that the headlights of the cars and trucks do not shine into the neighbors backyards.
Mr. Connel Christensen said they could add some more shrubbery and trees around the parking
lot.
Mr. Hadfield again expressed concern about whether the proposed lighting in the parking lot is
sufficient.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the lighting in the parking lot is downward directed .
Mr. Connel Christensen said the lighting is cut off so that it will not flare into the residential
neighborhoods. He said the proposed lighting meets the code for lighting levels in parking lots.
1V1r. Hadfield again said he is concerned that the proposed lighting in the parking lot is not
adequate.
Mr. Connel Christensen said they can provide a report that shows the lighting is adequate.
Mr. Hadfield said that they would like to review their report that shows that the lighting is
adequate.
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Nielsen moved to table this item until the issues that have been discussed tonight are
addressed.

Mr. Baldwin 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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR ADAMS COURT
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF THREE LOTS AT 150 WEST 300 NORTH
Kent Barney of Hubble Engineer said they are proposing a three-lot subdivision. He said some of
the issues that were raised when the proposed subdivision came to the Planning Commission as a
two-lot subdivision were that there needed to be a boundary line agreement with the neighbors to
the west and an access easement to the rear of Lot 3 to accommodate the driveway.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are some problems with the proposed plan because the
setback for the rear lot is 30 feet and has been drawn as 20 feet. He said the setback needs to be
corrected to show 30 feet on the rear lot line.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about whether the partial cul-de-sac is wide enough for a garbage
truck or delivery truck to turn around .
Mr. Hadfield stated that there needs to be a boundary line agreement with the neighbor to the
west of the property proposed for development. He said the proposed subdivision needs to be
reviewed and approved by the American Fork Irrigation Company.

Mr. Barney stated that he has talked to Travis Fraughton of the American Fork Irrigation
Company and he does not see any problems that will be created in regards to the irrigation
system.
Mr. Despain stated that the City has approved partial cui-de-sacs in other places in the City
particularly when there is a high probabjlity that further development will occur.
Mr. Despain suggested that the applicant provide an amended preliminary plan to redefine the
building footprint areas.
Chairman Hansen asked if the bubble on the cul-de-sac could be enlarged a little bit. Mr.
Hadfield explained that the larger the bubble is made the smaller the building envelope will be.
Mr. Ric han asked if the Bloods, who own the property to the east of the property proposed for
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development are interested in developing their property.
Mr. Despain said it is his understanding that the proposed plan has been discussed with the
Bloods.
Mr. Barney said they have talked to the Bloods and they do not have any particular plans to
develop their property right now. He said the Bloods do have a grandson that may want to
develop some of the property in the future .
Mr. Christensen said he does not feel that the subdivision can be approved because the cul-de-sac
is not the right size. He said that he does not feel the subdivision can be approved until the Blood
Property is developed and the cul-de-sac meets the City standards. He said they need to stick to
what the standards are for a cul-de-sac for safety reasons.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that a partial v.'idth cul-de-sac was done at 450 North 100 West and
there have not been any problems. He said the full width of the cul-de-sac will be done sometime
in the future . He said the standard is V2 plus five feet, which they have far exceeded. He said his
concern is whether there is sufficient radius for a garbage truck to turn around without having to
back up .

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the Green-Okey Subdivision was also approved with a partial width
q1l-de-sac.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the preliminary plat for Adams Court Subdivision consisting
of three lots at 150 West 300 North subject to: (1) the correct rear setback designation of 30
feet being shown on the plat and (2) approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield if the two subject to items stated by Mr. Richan address all
the issues.
Mr. Hadfield said he mentioned that the rear setbacks need to be 3 0 feet, the American Fork
Irrigation Company needs to approve the proposed plan, boundary line agreements with the
neighbor to the west need to be obtained, and the radius needs to be wide enough so that larger
vehicles can turn around .
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Richan if he wanted to include in his motion that the bubble be larger
so vehicles can turn around.
Mr. Baldwin said that staff have indicated that there have been other partial width cui-de-sacs
approved in the City and there have been no problems. Mr. Baldwin did not seem to feel that
the motion needed to be amended to include that the bubble needs to be larger.
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. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman Hansen. Those
voting no: Mr. Christensen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PUBLIC SEWER TO
ACCOMMODATE THE FOREST GARDEN SUBDIVISION AT 650 NORTH 850 EAST
Mr. Hadfield stated that staff felt that there is a potential for five other people to hook onto the
sewer if it is extended. He said the statement that says "four future lots" needs to be removed
from the plat because he does not want the plat for the extension of the public sewer to be
construed as an approved plan for lots on 900 East. He said there has been a lot of discussion
about 600 North continuing and connecting to Queens Drive and if the four lots that are shown
on the plat are developed, then the road will not be able to continue to Queens Drive.
l'Ar. Hadfield said he would like to see the easement be 20 feet wide across the sewer from the
existing street. He said the manhole is outside ofMr. Russell Gunther's property. He said the
manhole either needs to be located on Mr. Russell Gunther' s property or Mr. Russell Gunther
needs an easement on Mr. Dale Gunther's property in order to access the manhole.

Mr. Sowby pointed out that the easement takes care of the issue regarding the manhole not being
on Mr. Russell Gunther's property. In other words, there should not be a problem with the
manhole not being located on Mr. Russell Gunther' s property.
Mr. Hadfield said the American Fork Irrigation Company needs to review and approve the
proposed plan. He said the statement about Plat A needs to be removed from the plat.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed request to extend the sewer is authorized pursuant to
Title 4 of American Fork City's Development Code. He said the proposed sewer extension
v;ould not interfere with any future development.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Sowby if there is a 20-foot easement. Mr. Sowby stated that there is a
30-foot easement.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the request to extend the public sewer to accommodate the
Forest Garden Subdivision at 650 North 850 East subject to: (1) the 30-foot easement as
shown with the assurance that the easement .includes access to the manhole and the east
branch of the sewer (2) approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company, and (3) the
references to proposed future lots and Plat A be removed from the plat.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE VACHER
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 7.99 ACRES AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo included in the Planning Commission
Packet. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. He discussed the six
major issues relative to the proposed annexation agreement.
After Mr. Despain discussed the six major issues, Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Dester if he had
reviewed the proposed annexation agreement.
Mr. Dester said he had not reviewed the proposed annexation agreement, but said he did not have
a problem with the issues that Mr. Despain just discussed .
Mr. Dester said he hopes that the Planning Commission will consider allowing more than 4 units
per structure to be attached to one another, but said that is an issue that can be discussed during
project approval and does not need to be addressed tonight. He said if the Planning Commission
will not allow more than 4 units to be attached to one another he can still make the project work
by following the current ordinance and just attaching 4 units per structure.
Jim Phelps stated that he has not seen a copy of the proposed annexation agreement, but they
have talked to Mr. Despain.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Phelps if he is willing to be included as part of the annexation.
Mr. Phelps said he is willing to be part of the annexation.
Mr. Despain stated that neither parties have seen the proposed annexation agreement. He said
the annexation agreement will not be forwarded to the City Council until it is signed by all parties
involved with the annexation. He said he would be happy to provide parties a copy of the
annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said that Attachment #4 in the annexation agreement needs to be replaced with the
version that shows only 4 units attached per structure.
Mr. Richan said a petition is a "sacred thing" because it is a freedom that we all enjoy. He said a
petition can be an effective tool.

Mr. Nielsen exited the room.
Mr. Richan said he has found over the years that petitions vary a great deal. He stated that he
did some research on the petition that was submitted to the Planning Commission regarding the
proposed annexation a couple of meetings ago . He stated that he talked to 19 of the 23 people
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who signed the petition.

He reported the following :

12 people had read the petition and 7 had not.
53% of the people he talked to expressed concern about traffic
49% of the people he talked to expressed concern about the road
42% of the people he talked to expressed concern about high density
5 people expressed concern about apartments being built on the property proposed for annexation
5 people expressed concern about the value of their home declining
4 people expressed concern about low income housing
2 people expressed concern that if the project goes through they will not be able to develop their
property.
1 person said that the developer just wants to make money
1 person expressed concern about the new town homes that were going in
1 person expressed concern about the loss of water rights
1 person felt boxed in
1 person opposed pressurized irrigation system
1 person said he did not know what he signed
1 person wished he had not signed the petition
Mr. Richan said in classifying the people who signed the petition he thinks that only 2 people were
knowledgeable about the proposed annexation,.7 people had very limited information, and 12
people had very little knowledge. Mr. Richan said he was surprised that most of the people who
signed the petition had read it. He said only 7 of the 19 people he interviewed said that they had
not read it.

lVIr. Baldwin moved to forward the annexation agreement for the Vacher Annexation
consisting of 7.99 acres at 755 East 50 South to the City Council subject to: (1) the parties
signing the agreement and (2) Attachment #4 being corrected to show only 4 units per
building to be in compliance with the City ordinance.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen returned .
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Nielsen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
Mr. Dester asked if the City has a policy about accepting letters or petitions regarding proposed
projects. He said in many Planning Commissions and City Councils they do not accept petitions
in the meeting.
Chairman Hansen said the City does not have a policy regarding accepting letters or petitions.
Mr. Dester said when petitions are handed out at the 1neeting it does not give the people who
serve on the Planning Commission or the City Council time to review the petition. Mr. Dester
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complimented and thanked Mr. Richan for his research regarding the petition that was submitted
to the Planning Commission a couple of meeting ago .
Mr. Richan said he learned early on that when any petition was submitted that it was subject to

rev1ew.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CONCEPT PLAN FOR A PARK AT 600 WEST 1120 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield suggested that a name for the proposed park needs to be decided on. He suggested
Mitchell Hollow Park or the Hunter Ridge Park. He suggested that the citizen group be the one
to decide on the name.
Mr. Hadfield said hopefully there can be a sidewalk along 1120 North. He expressed concern
about the location of the detention pond. He said the detention pond needs to be moved . He
also expressed concern about the restroom facilities being placed next to the neighbors backyards.
He said he would not like a public restroom next to his backyard. He suggested that the
restroom facilities be placed next to the parking area.
Mr. Hadfield said there should be some scale on the proposed plan.
Mr. Hadfield said there should be an access easement between Plat B and Plat E . He said there
should be a 10-foot right-of-way for the people coming out of Hillcrest on 1300 North down 500
West and over to 560 West and then down to the park.
Mr. Despain said there has been some uncertainty about the intended use of the proposed park.
He said he does not know if the intended use for the park has been decided on. He said if the
park is going to be a sports park, then trees in the middle of the park would not work very well .
He said there needs to be some further look at what the proposed park is intended to be used for .
He said the land proposed to be developed into a park is very steep so there would have to be
some earth work done to make the park more flat if the park is to be used for sporting events.

It was discussed that there are plans to put some basketball courts in the park.
Mr. Nielsen asked if there should be some sidewalk areas that meander through the park.
Mr. Despain explained that the road to the west of the property proposed for development of the
park is not fixed yet. He said the Army Corps of Engineers is still being worked with to decide
where the road will go . He said a sidewalk on 1100 North would be good.
Mr. Christensen said the volleyball court needs to be turned north and south otherwise the west
sun will be in the players eyes in evening.
There was a brief discussion about what the park needs are for the City. Kenney Hoggan, who
serves on the Parks and Recreation Committee, said the Parks and Recreation Committee is
currently putting together a proposal regarding what types of park facilities the City needs and
will be presenting their proposal to the City Council very soon. He stated that the property
proposed for development is not targeted for a sports type park.
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Mr. Baldwin said there should be more than one picnic area in the park.
Mr. Washburn stated that it is the goal that the park will get started this year. He said they do
not know at this point where the road will go . He said it does not make sense to relocate the
detention basin. He said they can reconstruct the detention basin so it has a gentler slope. He
said more than likely when the road is completed there will not be a need for the detention basin.
IVIr. Washburn said that the committee working on the park would like to have some approvals
from the Planning Commission because they do not want to spend the money that has been raised
and then find out all of their work was for nothing.
Mr. Washburn expressed concern about whether there is sufficient property for a 10-foot
easement unless the City is willing to make an adjustment on the side yard setbacks.
Chairman Hansen said the issue of the easement will be a subject that can be addressed in two
weeks.
In regards to the 10-foot easement, Mr. Hadfield said he was only identifying a need for the
residents in the area so that they can access the park.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the concept plan for a park at 600 West 1120 North
subject to: (1) the access easement on the north (2) the restroom facilities being moved
away from the lots (3) the design of the detention pond being changed, but it can remain in
the same area (4) adding a basketball area (5) turning the volleyball court north and south
and (6) providing a scale on the concept plan.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
It was discussed that the park will be about 6 acres.

Mr. Richan expressed concern about the adequacy of the parking
Mr. Washburn said most people will be walking from their houses to the park. He said that they
could add more parking, if required.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

'{hose voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan complemented the residents for their effort in trying to get the park developed .
PRESENTATION BY VIC DEAUVONO REGARDING THE BOAT HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION AND SITE PLAN
Vic Deauvono asked what is holding up. the adoption of the General Plan.
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Chairman Hansen said they are just waiting on the completion of the drainage element before they
adopt the General Plan. He said there are also some transportation updates that are necessary
before the transportation element can be adopted .
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the transportation element is almost completed. He said the land
use element has "pretty much" been settled on, but may surface again. He reported that staff is
meeting with Mayor Barratt tomorrow rnorning to discuss land use and other items of the General
Plan.
Chairman Hansen stated that at joint work session that the Planning Commission had with the
City Council on February 28, 2002, the Mayor said that there needs to be places in the City where
more higher end housing can be built. He said the land use element may need to be re-looked at.
Mr. Deauvono talked about densities and said that American Fork City's average density over the
last six year has been about 4.45 units per acre.
Chairman Hansen stated that based on the directive from the Mayor the density levels are going to
change so that allowable densities are not as high as they currently are .
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Deauvono how much acreage he owns.
Mr. Deauvono said they own about 145 acres.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Deauvono that it was not worth discussing his proposed plan at this
time because it has changed dramatically. He told Mr. Deauvono that he was moving onto the
next item on the agenda.
Mr. Deauvono stated that he had been waiting since June to discuss his proposed plan with the
Planning Commission. He asked Chairman Hansen if he could ask a few more questions.
Chairman Hansen again told Mr. Deauvono that it was not worth discussing his plan tonight
because the proposed plan was not accurate because of all the changes that have taken place with
regards to what property he owns.
There was some discussion that the land use for the area proposed for development is 2 dwelling
units per acre. Mr. Deauvono stated that they have designed a plan with 2 units per acre.
Mr. Nielsen told Mr. Deauvono that he has never presented the Planning Commission a plan that
shows the number of dwelling units at 2 units per acre.
Mr. Deauvono told Mr. Nielsen that in June of 2001 they did present a plan that showed 2
dwelling units per acre.

1-1r. Nielsen explained that the Planning Commission is waiting for some elements of the General
Plan to be completed before it can adopt the General Plan. He said when the drain.age element
and transportation element are completed then they will adopt the General Plan.
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Chairman Hansen said he is unwilling to waste his time and the Planning Commission's time
discussing Mr. Deauvono ' s proposed plan because it is not accurate. He told Mr. Deauvono to
bring back a plan for the property that he owns and then they can discuss it. He stated that the
proposed plan does not meet the General Plan and the plan that was presented in June of 200 1 did
not meet the General Plan.
Mr. Richan said that he would not be cut off from asking some questions . He told Chairman
Hansen that he was not going to prevent him from asking his questions.
Chairman Hansen said the problem is that Mr. Deauvono does not own all of the property in the
plan that is being presented.
In response to Chairman Hansen' s statement, Mr. Richan said " this does not have anything to do
with that."
Chairman Hansen said "then, we can move onto the next item on the agenda."
Mr. Richan said "no. You are not going to do that to me." He told Mr. Deauvono that he has
some concerns with the proposed project. He said that he will not vote to approve any
development on the property proposed for development until it has been shown that the land is
suitable for development. He said the soils are going to have to be tested and the tests are going
to need to be done for more than one year.
Mr. Deauvono stated that tests were done on the property in 1996, 1997, and 1999. He said Mr.
Despain has copies of the reports regarding the tests in his office. He said Mr. Despain has a
letter that states that the land is suitable to build 3 to 4 units per acre.
DISCUSSION ON THE JOINT CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION WORK
SESSION ON FEBRUARY 28; 2002 ANTI IMPACT ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF
THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain discussed some of the issues that were raised at the joint work session. It was
discussed that Mayor Barratt indicated at the joint work session that the City needed to try to
preserve some of the undeveloped land in the City for larger lots. Mr. Despain discussed the
City's current zoning designations and some of the challenges associated with the current zoning
system. He raised the question of whether the zoning classification system needs to be changed.
Mr. Christensen asked why American Fork can't have larger lots. He said there is land in
American Fork that could be utilized for larger lots. He said the problem is that the developers
do not have respect for the land. He said there is an area of land by the golf course where a
developer tore down trees that were 150 feet high. He said that it was a mistake for that
developer to tear down the trees because people will buy the lots with the trees before they will
buy the lots that do not have trees on them.
Mr. Christensen suggested that curvilinear streets would help give character to developments.
He said that instead of density driving things that developers should be required to locate the
natural features and respect them in their proposed layout for their proposed project.
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Mr. Nielsen suggested that when there is over 10 acres being developed that there be some mixed
sized lots allowed . He gave the example of having some 9,000 square foot lots and some 6,000
square foot lots in the same zone.
Mr. Despain said that there needs to be some changes made to the current zoning ordinances or
the south side of the City is going to look just like the north side of the City. He talked about the
problems and challenges associated with bonuses.
There was a great deal of discussion about the current zones and some of the challenges that the
City is facing with the current zone classifications.
Sherry Kramer stated that American Fork City has enough starter homes.
Fork City needs some larger lots.

She said American

Mr. Christensen again talked about some of the natural features . He asked if the City could
require the developers to show all of the natural features and then to show in their plan how they
will address all of the natural features.
In response to Mr. Christensen's sugges!ion about having the developer's respond to the natural
features, Mr. Hadfield said that is an excellent idea.
Mr. Christensen said that by addressing the natural features the developer will have to design their
project so that it incorporates or respects the natural features . He gave the example of the
developer designing a road a certain way so that it will go around a tree instead of the tree being
torn down.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Deauvono has often raised the question of how American Fork can say
that only 2 dwelling units per acre can be allowed to be developed on the south side of town.
He said that Mr. Deauvono has asked him what studies American Fork City has to show that only
two dwelling units per acre can be built on the land south of I-15 . Mr. Despain explained that
cities have the right to shape their own destiny and that is what the General Plan is for.
Mr. Hadfield said that he hopes when the drainage plan is complete that the City will look at
something different from the standard 32 feet of asphalt .
After a great deal of discussion about the existing zone classifications and some of the challenges
that the City has experienced and will face with the existing zone classifications, Mr. Baldwin
asked what kinds of tools does the City need that do not currently exist. He said right now he
uses the tools that are provided, which are the ordinances. He said he would like to know what
tools are needed to help address some of the issues that the City is dealing with. He said until
they can come up with the right tools, then all they are doing is complaining.
In response to Mr. Baldwin' s statement about the need for new tools, Mr. Despain said that Mr.
Baldwin is correct. Mr. Despain said that all he is trying to do is find out what changes in the
tools the Planning Commission would like to make. He said a lot of the changes need to be made
to the zoning ordinances.
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Mr. Baldwin said zoning is not the only tool that is needed . He said the City needs tools that
currently do not exist.
Mr. Nielsen said there need to be different lot sizes allowed in a particular area. He said different
lot sizes will help preclude developers from having just straight streets.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to bring back some proposals to the Planning Commission
so that it has something to work with.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hansen reported that there is a follow-up Envision Utah Meeting on March 25 and 26
and another one on March 27 in American Fork.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FEBRUARY

20~ 2002~

MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the February 20, 2002, Minutes with the following
corrections:
On Page 4, Line 33 "give" should be changed to "given." On Page 5, Line 10 "Note #2 on
under" should be changed to "Note #2 under." On Page 7, Line 41 "issue a" should be
changed to "issue is a." On Page 8, Line 34 "in included" should be changed to "included."
On Page 9, Line 25 "want" should be changed to "wanted." On Page 9, Line 35 "been the
best" should be changed to "been one of the best." On Page 13, Line 5 "City Council"
should be changed to "Planning Commission ."
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
, Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Christensen moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:57 p.m.

·1p~u 1(~
Melanie Marsh
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ME•v•ORANDUM

.

Date: March 1, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
Subject:

Draft #2 of Vacher Annexation Agreement.

Attached is the revised draft of the Vacher Annexation Agreement.
This agreement has been revised to incorporate several issues
which came to light during our February 20th meeting. These
include:
1.

Determination of whether Phelps parcel should be included.
In recent conversation with Mr. Phelps he indicated a
willingness to become signatory to the annexation, with
conditions. While a signed request has not yet been
received, the Agreement is based on the assumption that it
will be and that Phelps will become a party to the
agreement.

2.

Zone designation (Section 4) - Mr. Phelps indicated that he
would prefer to be placed in an R-1 zone. The zone map
proposes that the two existing dwellings be put in the R-19000 zone.

3.

Water rights - the required water rights does not include
either existing dwelling, which are exempt from water rights
conveyance

4.

Road ROW - (Sections 8 and 9) These sections address the
conveyance of the additional ROW. Since deeds will be
provided independently separate sections have been used for
each property owner.

5.

Road Improvements - (Section 10). This is a new section
intended to address the how and when the construction of the
improvements along SO South will be made. In summary it
places the responsibility for all the improvements on the
developer of the Vacher parcel, to be made concurrently with
the improvements to the undeveloped Vacher property. If we
don't assign the burden for the whole annexation to the new
development, there is no effective way to ensure
construction in front of the two existing dwellings .
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6.

Annexation Concept Plan - The draft attached is the same as
the earlier version. It contains some buildings with more
than four units per structure. A copy of the four structure
alternative has been provided, but Mr. Dester has incicated
that he remains hopeful that the PC will reconsider its
decision to four unit per structure limitation.

~

... , - " - - •
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2-28-02
PC Draft #2
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

(Vacher Annexation)
This agreement, made and entered into this _____ day of
2002, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City") and Lee
Vacher, Reva Vacher, Marilyn Christensen, and Candace Rhodes
(hereafter referred to as "Vacher") and Jim and Lynne Phelps
(hereafter referred to as "Phelps"), owners of the real property
within the area proposed for annexation, is based on the
following:
RECITALS

WHEREAS, Vacher is the owner of those certain parcel of
privately owned real property situated within the boundary of the
Vacher Annexation, identified and described on Attachment 1 as
the "Vacher Parcel"; and Phelps is the owner of that certain
parcel of privately owned real property situated within the
boundary of the Vacher Annexation, identified and described on
Attachment 1 as the "Phelps Parcel". The Vacher Parcel and the
Phelps Parcel are located within the unincorporated territory of
Utah County, but contiguous to the corporate boundary of the
City. An application requesting annexation of both the Vacher
Parcel and Phelps Parcel, together with a map showing the area
proposed for annexation (hereafter referred to as "Annexation
Area") has been submitted to the City. A copy of the Request to
Initiate Annexation of Land Within an Island or Peninsula and
the appurtenant annexation plat are attached hereto (Attachments
1 and 2), 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 Resolution
No. 01-08-29R indicating its intent to annex the entire
Annexation Area·. 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 the best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to: (1) enact an
ordinance of annexation relating thereto, concurrently with the
approval and execution of this Agreement, and (2) 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
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outstanding tasks identified herein or otherwise required prior
to annexation.
TERMS AND CONDITIONS
NOW THEREFORE, based on the above recitals and in consideration

of the annexation of the territory described in Attachment
the City, the parties covenant and agree as follows:

1

to

SECTION 1.
The real property to which the terms of this
Agreement apply shall be the parcels of private property within
the Annexation Area, set forth on Attachment 1, which is, by this
reference, made part of this agreement.
SECTION 2.
The Vacher, Phelps 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 voluntarily. Further,
Vacher and Phelps each hereby acknowledges and agrees that the
benefit received from annexation of the property is equal to or
greater than the requirements and conditions of development as
set forth in this Agreement and as required by the terms of the
City's Development Code and Impact Fee Ordinance.
SECTION 3.
The Vacher and Phelps hereby affirm that they
are the sole owners of their respective privately owned parcels,
within the Annexation Area and have 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 Annexation Ordinance, the zone classification to be made
applicable to the Annexation Area shall be a combination of the
R-3-7500 and the R-1-9000 Residential Zones. The specific
boundaries of each zone district shall be as set forth on the
Zone Designation Map (Attachment 3} which is hereby made a part
of this Agreement.
SECTION 5.
As part of the request for annexation, Vacher
has submitted an Annexation Concept Plan (Attachment 4} showing
the intended development within the Annexation Area consisting of
three existing single family residences (located on the Phelps
Parcel and a portion of the Vacher Parcel} and also a proposed
housing development (located on the remainder of the Vacher
Parcel} containing approximately 64 residential units. 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
zoning proposed for the Annexation Area. It is expressly
understood and agreed by the City and Applicant that all further
submissions for development approval will be in substantial
compliance with the design of the Annexation Concept Plan.
SECTION 6.
Current City annexation policies allow for
the annexation of existing dwellings without the need for

conv~~H~~I~~l 0ri~\l¥~<tlfe6 ' c~-t2y~c!M~¥~~i-rtA~~n~~~~Jce of

water right for new development in an amount sufficient -meet the
needs of the proposed riew development. In accordance with that
policy, no water right will be required for each of the three
existing dwellings. However, based on the Annexation Concept
Plan, Vacher agrees to convey to the City ___ acre feet of water
right to meet the conveyance requirements for the proposed new
development. The City has determined that the ___ acre feet to
be conveyed constitutes an amount equal to the water use
requirements for new development within the Annexation Area. In
the event that final development plans result in a different
requirement, the City retains the right to require additional
water right in the amount required to meet the additional demand.
SECTION 7.
The water right conveyance requirement is to
be satisfied through a deed conveying to the City ____ shares
of American Fork Irrigation Company stock (Certificate Number ____
_l. A copy of the certificate is attached hereto (Attachment S)
and the City acknowledges receipt of the executed originals.
SECTION 8.
As a condition of annexation, Vacher agrees
to convey to the City the right-of-way necessary to accommodate
the expansion of SO South Street. The general location of the
area to be conveyed for street purposes is set forth on
Attachment 4. The extent of the area to be conveyed shall be as
determined by the City Engineer with actual conveyance of the
public street area to be concurrently with the recording of the
Annexation plat. A copy of the deed of conveyance for the SO
South Street right-of-way is attached (Attachment 6), and the
City acknowledges receipt of the executed original.
SECTION 9.
As a condition of annexation, Phelps agrees
to convey to the City the right-of-way necessary to accommodate
the expansion of SO South Street. The general location of the
area to be conveyed for street purposes is set forth on
Attachment 4. The extent of the area to be conveyed shall be as
determined by the City Engineer with actual conveyance of the
public street area to be concurrently with the recording of the
Annexation plat. A copy of the deed of conveyance for the SO
South Street right-of-way is attached (Attachment 7), and the
City acknowledges receipt of the executed original.
SECTION 10.
City agrees to delay actual construction of
street improvements along SO South Street until the first phase
of the housing development on the Vacher Parcel. Vacher agrees
to construct the required street improvements along the entire
length of the annexation area fronting upon 50 South Street,
including both the frontage of the existing dwellings and the
undeveloped portion of the Vacher Parcel, concurrently with and
as a part of the required improvements for the proposed housing
development project.
SECTION 11.
No impact fees are required as a condition
of annexation. However, nothing in this Agreement constitutes a
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waiver of any obligation that Vacher or Phelps or their
successors or assigns may have for the payment of impact fees
required as a condition of development of the Annexation Area or
subsequent connection · to the City's utility system. Vacher
hereby acknowledges that no development approval or building
permit shall be issued for any new development until all
applicable fees required by City ordinance have been paid at the
amount then in effect.
SECTION 12.
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 13.
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 Vacher, to Lee Vacher,
American Fork, Utah 84003.

c.

If to Phelps, Jim Phelps,730 East Main Street, American
Fork, Utah 84003.

7 45

East Main Street,

SECTION 14.
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.
VACHER

Lee Vacher

AMERICAN FORK CITY
by: _________________________________________________________
Mayor
attest:

Reva P. Vacher
City Recorder
Candace Rhodes
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PHELPS
Jim Phelps
Lynne Phelps
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Copy of Request to Initiate Annexation

Attachment 3.

Zone Classification Map

Attachment 4.

Annexation Concept Plan
TO BE PROVIDED

Attachment 5.

Copy of water rights conveyance documents
TO BE PROVIDED

Attachment 6.

Copy of Deed from Vacher for additional SO South
Street ROW
TO BE PROVIDED

Attachment 7.

Copy of Deed from Phelps for additional SO South
Street ROW
TO BE PROVIDED
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CO~SSION
MARCH 20, 2002
· NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on March 20, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Presentation by Mark Robinson concerning drainage in the North Pointe Business Park at
63 0 East 11 00 South.
2. Review and action on the placement of an ancillary structure at Gold's Gym at 63 8 East
State Road.
3. Review and action on the placement of a cellular antennae on a replacement pole at Bus
Manning Field at 525 North 60 East.
4. Review and action on a zone change request from the existing R-4 and CC-I zones to the
CC-2 zone at 34 & 60 North 200 West.
5. Discussion on the annexation agreement for the Harbor Road Annexation Plat B, a
portion of the Harbor Road Annexation, consisting of 15 3. 61 acres at 240 West 700
South.
6. Review and action on the final plat of Virginia Ridge PlatE Subdivision consisting of32
lots at 1280 North 580 West.
7. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Searle Hills Subdivision Plat B consisting of
1 lot at 605 West 1040 North.
8. Review and action on the final plat of Searle Hills Subdivision Plat B consisting of 1 lot
at 605 West 1040 North.
9. Review and action on a revised preliminary plat for West Side Farms Subdivision
consisting of 31 lots at 850 West 550 North.
10. Revie\v and action on the final plat ofWest Side Farms Subdivision Plat A consisting of
10 lots at 850 West 600 North.
11. Revie\v and action on a revised site plan for Alpine Valley Center at 608 West Main
Street.
12. Revie\v and action on a revised Automall Business Center PUD. which is a resubdivision
of site one of the American Fork Auto mall, at 99 5 South 500 East consisting of 3 lots.
13 . Revie\v and action on a site plan for an LDS Chapel at 400 North II 00 East.
14. Revie\v and action on an amendment to the Development Code to brin~ current zoninu:
into compliance with the General Plan.
...
...
15. Site Plan Committee Report.
16. Other business.
17. Revie\v and action on the March 6. 2002, minutes.
18 . Adjournment.
Dated this 12 day ofMarch. 2002 .

James S. Hansen. Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 20, 2002
ATTACHMENTS (3)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, March 20,
2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:04 p.m. Those present included Chairman James
Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, Keith
Richan, and *John Woffinden. Staff present included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, and Melanie
Marsh. Others present included Nathan Giguiere, Robert Reese, Alan Jensen, Rodger Graham
Chad Hunter, Julianne Hunter, Sherry Kramer, Mark Watters, Paul Washburn, Jim Cates, Steve
Sowby, Mr. Christensen, Brent Skidmore, Ted Didas, Steve Pruitt, Travis Jockmusen, Robert
Reese, Colton Mathews of Troop 1123; the following scouts from Troop 943: Jordan McMutrey
and Aaron Gau; the following scouts from Troop 17: Michael Nelson, Mike Jensen, Jace Ross,
and Jacob Malloy.
Chairman Hansen excused Steve Nielsen.
PRESENTATION BY MARK ROBINSON CONCERNING DRAINAGE IN THE NORTH
POINTE BUSINESS PARK AT 630 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Mr. Robinson was not present. This item was not discussed.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF AN ANCIALLARY STRUCTURE AT
GOLD'S GYM AT 638 EAST STATE ROAD
The petitioner did not submit anything for inclusion in the Planning Commission packet. This
item was not discussed.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF A CELLULAR ANTENNAE ON A
REPLACEMENT POLE AT THE BUS MANNING FIELD AT 525 NORTH 60 EAST
Nathan Giguiere of Cingular Wireless stated that they are proposing to place a cellular antenna at
the Bus Manning Field at 525 North 60 East and to replace an existing light pole structures. He
explained that they are proposing to replace the existing 60-foot high pole with a 75-foot high
pole. He pointed out that they proposed structure will be 300 feet from any residence.
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield had no engineering concerns to report.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed structure satisfies all of the requirements of the
ordinance.
*Mr. W offinden arrived.
Mr. Despain stated that when the proposal was discussed in staff meeting the Recreation
Department was unaware that the existing light pole will be replaced with a new light pole and

that an antenna was going to be placed on it. He suggested that any approval will be conditioned
upon review by the Recreation Director.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the lease agreement is still being reviewed by Kevin Bennett, City
Attorney, and suggested that any approval should also be subject to approval of the lease
agreement by the City Attorney.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Giguiere if he has talked to the Recreation Department about the
proposed cellular antenna.
Mr. Giguiere stated that he has talked to Cal Houghton, Parks Superintendent. He said that he
gave Mr. Houghton a copy of the plans and he seemed excited about the fact that the City would
be getting a new light pole.
Mr. Despain stated Mr. Giguiere still needs to talk to Steve Bailey, Recreation Director, about
the proposed plan.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Giguiere why such a big shelter is needed.
Mr. Giguire said there are several different technologies that are used. He said the technology
that Cingular uses does not allow for an outdoor cabinet because of the climate.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Giguiere what will happen if a ball goes into the enclosed area around
the shelter.
Mr. Giguire said the type of fencing that they are utilizing is a wrought iron fence with spacing
large enough for someone to actually reach through it to retrieve a baseball. He said the distance
from the shelter is actually 3 Yz feet so if someone were playing baseball they could "fish" the
ball out with a hand or a bat.
It was discussed that everything inside the compound will either be rock aggregate or will sit on
a concrete pad. It was discussed that no maintenance will be required by the Parks Department
inside the compound.

Mr. Baldwin asked if any external lighting is needed for night operation.

In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Giguiere stated that no external lighting is needed.
Mr. Richan asked if any rent is being paid to the City. It was discussed that rent will be paid to
the City. Mr. Giguiere pointed out that the terms of the lease agreement are currently being
worked out.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the placement of the cellular antenna on a replacement
pole at Bus Manning Field at 525 North 60 East subject to: (1) review by the Recreation
Director and (2) approval of the lease agreement by the City Attorney.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Jim Cates asked if the structure will be 300 feet from the boundary line of any residence. He
asked if the structure will prohibit future building.
In response to Mr. Cates question, Chairman Hansen said he did not think the structure will
prohibit any future building because the closest residents are on 100 East.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE EXISTING R-4
AND CC-1 ZONES TO THE CC-2 AT 34 AND 60 NORTH 200 WEST
Alan Jensen explained that the purpose of the proposed zone change request is to bring into
compliance an "erroneous zone," which is to convert a portion of the property where part of the
old existing Barratt Lumber Company is located. He explained that the two parcels that are
identified on 200 West would be changed from an R4-7500 to a CC-2 and that the bottom
portion of the existing CC-1 designation in the Barratt Lumber area would be converted from the
CC-1 to the CC-2 Zone.
Mr. Jensen said the owner, Rodger Graham, would like to preserve the existing homes.
Mr. Hadfield explained that Mr. Graham has indicated that he would like to retain the historic
Barratt Home and the V ergie Anderson Home in a historic preservation zone with the intent that
those residences could sometime be used as offices. He said staff has recommended that the
homes be put into the CC-2 Zone so that the homes can be preserved.
Mr. Despain recommended that the open area that separates the two residences be placed in the
CC-2 Zone so that if that area is ever developed the setbacks would be consistent with the
setbacks of the building on either side of it and across the street from it. In other words, the
whole area on the west side should be placed in the CC-2 Zone.
It was discussed that the current zone map shows the area in the north as being located in the R4-

7500, but in searching the ordinances Mr. Colborn found that the north area is really in the CC-1
Zone. Mr. Hadfield said the zone map needs to be corrected to show that the north area is
located in the CC-1 Zone.
Mr. Jensen asked why the western portion of the property should be placed in the CC-2 Zone
instead of the CC-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the reason for recommending the western portion of the property be
placed in the CC-2 Zone is so that if a building were ever built on the property it would have to
meet the same setback requirements for the buildings located next to it and across the street from
it.
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There was some discussion about an open structure being placed on the western portion of the
property. Mr. Despain said he did not know if the ordinance addresses the setback requirement_s
for an open structure.
There was a lot of discussion on the setback requirements. There was some discussion that an
accessory building may be placed on the western portion of the property proposed for the zone
change. Chairman Hansen read from the ordinance regarding setback requirements for accessory
buildings.
Mr. Despain said if the applicants proposed to put a canopy on the entire parcel of land with zero
setbacks on any of the four sides he did not know if that would be permitted in the CC-2 Zone.
He explained that there is no setback requirement in the CC-1 Zone. He said the CC-1 dictates
that the fire codes must be met.
Rodger Graham said they plan on being in compliance with the fire code requirements. He said
they would like to keep the western portion of the property in the CC-1 Zone.
Chairman Hansen said he lives near the proposed zone change. He said he would like to see
preservation of the setbacks along 200 West.
Mr. Graham said he does not have a problem with the consistent zoning on 200 West. He said
he is concerned about where the zoning lines will be drawn because the property is not
subdivided. He explained that when he bought the old Barratt House the title company told him
that he could not sell until a subdivision of the property had been completed. He asked if the line
would just be drawn through the properties.
Mr. Despain said the line would probably be just drawn connecting the parcel on the south and
the parcel on the north and would not be drawn further back to the rear lot line.
There was some discussion about the depth of the lots. It was discussed that the depth of the lots
is about 192 feet deep.
Mr. Graham felt that the property needed to be subdivided before the zone change is approved.
He said if the property was subdivided he would not need the lots that deep.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that this item be tabled so that staff can work with the petitioner on some
of the setback issues.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Baldwin asked that the petitioner better answer Question #4 on the Zone Change
Application. He said he has heard why the zone ought to be changed, which is to help preserve
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the historic homes. He said the reason for the zone change needs to be explained in the actual
Zone Change Application so that it is clear what the public's benefit is for the zone change.
DISCUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION PLAT B, A PORTION OF THE HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION,
CONSISTING OF 153.61 ACRES AT 240 WEST 700 SOUTH
Paul Washburn said the property proposed for annexation has been discussed with other various
developers over the last several years. He said Mr. Frandsen has now asked him to help him
annex his property into the City. He said the Frandsen Family is in control of most of the
property included in the proposed annexation except for the property that is owned by Jim Cates.
Mr. Washburn said he has read the minutes from various Planning Commission Meetings to find
out what the Planning Commission is looking for in the area proposed for annexation. He said
the proposed plan includes for the most part 9,000 square foot and greater lots. He pointed out
that 30 lots will be 16,000 square foot lots or larger, which have been designated as twinhome
lots. He said the proposed plan shows the twinhome lots on the comers.
Mr. Washburn said the proposed plan shows about 15 acres of open space.
Chairman Hansen asked about the LDS Church site.
Mr. Washburn said they are proposing to put and LDS Church Site on 1100 South Street and
Boat Harbor Road. He stated that the LDS Church has not yet committed to placing a church at
1100 South Street and Boat Harbor Road.
Mr. Washburn explained that the Hunter Slough creates a little bit of a problem. He explained
that some areas are open-stream and others have been converted into irrigation channels. He said
the proposed plan will allow them to utilize the water ways either way the Planning Commission,
City Council, or irrigation company wants them to.
Mr. Washburn stated that the storm drainage has been taken care of. He pointed out that the
property is located in the Type C Flood area so no additional precautions are necessary.
Mr. Washburn stated that they have a letter from the Army Corp of Engineers regarding the
wetland areas.
After Mr. Washburn's presentation, Mr. Hadfield explained that there are a number of issues that
need to be addressed. He stated that the proposed plan shows that Boat Harbor Road will be an
82-foot cross section. He pointed out that the plan also shows 1100 South as a collector class
road. He said he thinks the intent of the transportation element has been met with the proposed
plan.
Mr. Hadfield said the question the Planning Commission needs to answer tonight is whether it is
interested in the annexing the property proposed for annexation and moving ahead with
preparing the annexation agreement.
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Mr. Despain said at this point he is not really concerned with the detail in the proposed plan. He
said the City does not really know what ordinance system will be used for the property that is
located south ofl-15. He said the Mayor and City Council have asked the Planning Commission
to take a look at the ordinances of the City in order to see is something can be done with them to
help encourage larger homes to be built in the City. He said that he does not want the Planning
Commission to get too focused on the proposed plan right now. He said the discussion tonight is
more of an education regarding the character of the proposal.
Mr. Despain discussed the density of the proposed plan. He said the proposed plan shows
density above the three dwelling units per acre, which is above the density that the proposed
General Plan shows. He said that he has some question on the calculation of the density.
Mr. Despain said he is uncertain about how the proposed park areas "will come into the hands of
the City." He explained that the proposed plan shows about 6.1 acres of core park area and 7.93
acres of core park area would be needed.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan shows about 5 acres of neighborhood commercial areas. He
said the proposed General Plan indicates that the commercial areas ought to be 6 to 10 acres.
Mr. Despain discussed the design of the proposed project. He said the proposed project consists
mainly of one and two family lots in a cluster PUD. He said part of the question that the City
needs to address is whether it wants to create something different south ofl-15 or whether it is
content to continue the "Hillcrest and Virginia Ridge Approach to development." He reminded
the Planning Commission that the Mayor has challenged the Planning Commission to do
something to alter the perception that American Fork serves primarily middle income housing
needs and does little to provide upper end housing.
Mr. Despain said an earlier wetland inventory report found wetlands present on a portion of the
site.
Mr. Despain said the water rights have not yet been evaluated.
Mr. Washburn stated that they were not sure how to design the proposed project because it is
unclear what the City would really like to see developed south ofl-15. He said the best direction
that he received was that they should look at taking a PUD approach. He said in reading the
minutes there were a lot of mixed messages about the type of development that should take place
south of I-15. He said there was a lot of discussion about wanting more variety in the housing
styles and about wanting curvy roads in the minutes. Mr. Washburn stated that if the City wants
more variety in the housing styles, then larger lots are not the only thing that is going to help
achieve that. He said larger lots will provide some variety, but it is not the only technique that
can be used. He said there are currently some large lots in the City where big homes were not
built on them. He stated that large lot developments require a lot of flexibility in setbacks, road
design, etc. Mr. Washburn said if the City's plan is to designate the property south ofl-15 as
large lots like 12,000 square foot lots so that million dollar homes will be built on them that
probably will not instantly happen. He said big lots are not the only technique that can be used
to encourage developers to build upper end homes.
Mr. Washburn explained that they intended to donate the parks to the City.
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There was some discussion about the sloughs. It was discussed that all parties need to be
involved with addressing the issues associated with the sloughs. Mr. Washburn said some of the
parties that need to be involved are the downstream water users, the City, and the irrigation
company. Mr. Washburn stated that he would like to leave the sloughs open, but they are willing
to do whatever is best.
Mr. Despain said there have been soils and wetlands studies done on the property. He pointed
out that some members of the Planning Commission have expressed concern about whether the
property south ofl-15 is suitable for development. He said the soils report indicates that there
was water found any where from two to seven feet in depth. Mr. Despain explained that just
because there is high water does not automatically preclude development. He said that he
believes that most of the property in the proposed annexation is suitable for development of
homes.
There was quite a bit of discussion regarding the wetland issues. Mr. Washburn stated that they
had people from the Army Corps of Engineers on the site about two weeks ago. Mr. Woffinden
pointed out that the letter from the Army Corps of Engineers dated in 1998 regarding the
wetlands expired in January 2000. He asked if the letter is still valid. He said times have
changed and stated that there needs to be an updated letter provided from the Army Corps of
Engineers.
Mr. Hadfield said the letter from the Army Corps of Engineers was just an effort to identify some
of the issues. He said if the letter has to be updated it can be.
Mr. Washburn said once they get an approved plan from the Planning Commission it will have to
be approved by the Army Corps of Engineers.
Mr. Sowby stated that wetlands consultants had been on the site performing tests about two
weeks ago. He said they know where the wetland areas are. He said the wetlands mainly fall in
the northern part of the central park area.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the letter from the Army Corps is 4 years old and conditions have
changed. He said they are currently in the third year of a drought situation, which greatly
impacts thing.
Mr. Baldwin said when the water rights were discussed "it sounded like the water rights were
coming from the sloughs themselves." He asked how the water rights will be obtained from the
sloughs.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question about obtaining water rights from the sloughs, Mr.
Despain said "it can be done."
Mr. Despain said one of the problems associated with the water rights is that some people own
"service rights" and some people own "well rights." He said if the City approves something that
terminates someone's service rights or well rights, then the City has some potential liability.
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Mr. Baldwin said Mr. Washburn made several comments regarding revisions to the ordinance
that would be helpful to encourage different types of development in American Fork. He said he
would like to know how to incorporate into the ordinances some of the suggestions that Mr.
Washburn has made. Mr. Washburn stated that he would be happy to meet with any of the
members of the Planning Commission to discuss ways the ordinances could be revised to
accommodate different types of building styles.
There was a lot of discussion about the issues associated with large lots. Mr. Christensen said
the City has an obligation to offer more large lots to people in the City. He said his brother used
to live in American Fork and wanted to stay in American Fork, but could not find a large lot to
build his new home on. He said his brother had to go to Highland to find a large lot subdivision.
He asked why Highland can offer large lots and American Fork can't. He said he does not think
that everyone wants to live on a 9,000 square foot lot.
Mr. Washburn said they would be happy to include some large lots. He asked how many large
lots the City was looking for. He said it has been his experience in American Fork that the large
lots are hard to sell.
Mr. Christensen asked why Alpine and Highland can sell large lots.
In response to Mr. Christensen's about why Alpine and Highland can sell large lots, Mr.
Washburn said he did not know why they are able to sell large lots.
Mr. Christensen said some people are looking for an area that has a community fell and
something that is not just engineered.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that in the river bottoms in Provo they are selling half acre lots in
excessive of $200,000 a lot.
Mr. Christensen asked why half acre lots can't be sold in American Fork.
Mr. Washburn said that American Fork City's ordinances will not allow anything like they are
developing in the river bottoms in Provo. He explained that the streets in the project that they
are developing in the river bottoms would be too narrow to meet the requirements of American
Fork City's ordinance. He said the setbacks in the project they are developing in the river
bottoms are only 25 feet from the road, which would not meet American Fork City's ordinance.
He said that he has to work with the current ordinance says. He said that when he first came to
the City to develop Virginia Ridge he had a different plan, but the ordinances would not
accommodate it.
In response to Mr. Washburn's statement about the ordinances not accommodating his proposed
plan for Virginia Ridge, Mr. Despain said "that is not true."
Mr. Christensen said the proposed plan just looks engineered and not planned. He said he is
looking for some continuity in the open space instead of "just a plunk of landscaping here and
there." He said the streams could be a great amenity.
Mr. Christensen told Mr. Washburn that the Planning Commission wants to work with him.
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Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission is not against the proposed annexation.
Mr. Baldwin expressed his appreciation to Mr. Washburn for the report that was provided in the
Planning Commission packet.
Mr. Sowby explained that the background information that was provided in the report discusses
what they intend to do with the sloughs. He said the sloughs that are open they want to leave
open and the ones that are already piped they want to leave piped. He said they do not want to
do anything to change the scheme of the sloughs. He said they want to continue the flow
patterns that are already there.
Mr. Sowby explained that Mr. Frandsen has ample water rights to deed to the City.
After much discussion about the proposed plan, Mr. Hadfield said that it seems like they are
focusing too much on one attachment to the annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen suggested that Mr. Washburn and Mr. Sowby may want to stay for the
Planning Commission's discussion regarding amendments to the Development Code. He said
that the Mayor has said that he does not want to see any more development like Virginia Ridge
in American Fork. He said that the Planning Commission has been asked to look at what
changes could be made to the development code to encourage large lot subdivisions and different
kinds of developments than are currently being developed in the City.
Mr. Sowby said they just tried to hit the target that they had. He said they have proposed a
development with three units per acre, which is the target they were trying to hit. He said if the
Planning Commission wants to give them a different target, then they can react to it. He said
they spent a lot of time trying to hit the requirements in the Development Code.
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission can see that the plan is intended to meet the
current ordinances. He said the vision for the south side may be different from what the current
ordinances permit, but the Planning Commission does not currently have the vision in place.
Mr. Washburn talked about the problems that he encountered when trying to use the PR Zone for
Virginia Ridge. He said one problem that he faced was trying to meet the open space
requirements. He said he would be happy to recommend some changes to the current
ordinances.
Mr. Richan said people move to Highland and Alpine because there are hills to build on. He said
it is all about location. He expressed concern about whether it is economically feasible to build
large home on large lots south ofl-15. He expressed concern about the mosquitos south ofl-15.
He asked if there is potential to develop some projects like is being developed in the river
bottoms. He said he would like to see something other than cookie-cutter subdivisions
developed south of I-15.
Mr. Richan said he hopes that the people who own the property proposed for development take
pride in developing a project that will be a legacy for generations to follow. He said Hillcrest is
not a project that is worth being proud about. He raised the question of whether the market can
only handle projects like the ones that currently existing north ofl-15.
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Mr. Washburn said everyone would like to have big houses in their neighborhood, but the reality
is the medium income for a family of 4 is $34,000.
Mr. Christensen said American Fork has to offer something besides 9,000 square foot lots. He
said other cities are offering larger lots and they are selling.
Mr. Washburn expressed concern about converting the proposed project to all large lot
developments.
Councilman Hunter suggested that a section of the property proposed for annexation be
developed as large lots.
Brent Skidmore said he works for a mortgage company and so he is familiar with lot sizes. He
said there are a lot of homes for sale in Highland because people can't afford them. He said the
market stops at about $150,000. He said the market is not there for big homes.
Chairman Hansen said he is not sure the City is looking for just large lots.
Mr. Richan said he hopes that the City is not looking for just large lots. He said lot size does not
always dictate good planning.
Jim Cates asked if there is something that could be done to change the open space requirement, if
they looked at having 12,000 square foot lots.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to start working on the annexation agreement for the
proposed annexation.
Mr. Richan said he appreciates the packet of information that was provided in the Planning
Commission packet regarding the proposed annexation.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VIRGINIA RIDGE PLATE
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 32 LOTS AT 1280 NORTH 580 WEST
Mr. Washburn said the only thing different form the original concept plan is the 10-foot
easement that gives access to the park.
Chairman Hansen asked if the easement is excluded out of Lot 23.
Mr. Washburn said it is outside of Lot 23. He said the easement will be part of the street
dedication to the City.
Mr. Hadfield stated that some of the sumps need to be relocated. He said there should be some
frontage on Lot 31 to put a bulb on 1300 North Street. He said some additional frontage would
help allow some better turning movements and also some better access for the future lots to the
north.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that there might be a better way to account for Lot 1.
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Mr. Washburn stated that they have met with Pecks and have worked out a design for the bulb.
Mr. Despain said that he would like to see the bulb that has been designed. He said the reason
for the bulb is to facilitate cars passing each other and to facilitate parking that may occur on the
bulb area. He talked about the importance of the bulb area.
Mr. Despain discussed how to account for Lot 1. He suggested that Lot 1 be deleted from the
plat and be shown as a meets and bounds description.
Mr. Despain said the water rights for the lower portion of Virginia Ridge have been satisfied as
have the water rights on Lots 28, 29, 30 and 31.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge PlatE Subdivision
consisting of 32lots at 1280 North 580 West subject to: (1) review of the sump location to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer (2) Lot 31 showing the appropriate curvature to blend
into the proposed bulb and (3) Lot 1 being converted to a meets and bounds description.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SEARLE HILLS
SUBDIVISION PLAT B CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 605 WEST 1040 NORTH
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the zone change has not yet been approved by the City
Council.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed lot is encumbered by an irrigation ditch. He said they have
proposed to intercept the ditch in an irrigation PUE and run the water to the west. He said there
will also be some bonding requirements.
It was discussed that the Planning Commission could act on the proposed preliminary plat even
though the zone change has not yet been approved, but that it could not act on the final plat until
the zone change is approved by the City Council. Mr. Hadfield stated that the Planning
Commission could act on the final plat on April3, 2002 after it knows the outcome of the City
Council action on the zone change. It was discussed that the soonest the City Council could take
action on the final plat would be April 16, 2002.

Mr. Baldwin asked if there is any requirement or sign off required for the diversion of the
irrigation ditch.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Hadfield said the irrigation company needs to sign
off on the diversion of the irrigation ditch.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat of Searle Hills Subdivision Plat B
consisting of llot at 605 West 1040 North subject to approval from the irrigation company.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SEARLE HILLS SUBDIVISION PLAT
B CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 605 WEST 1040 NORTH

Mr. Baldwin move to table this item pending action by the City Council on the zone
change.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTIO ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR WEST SIDE FARMS
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 31 LOTS AT 850 WEST 550 NORTH
This item was pulled at the request of the petitioner. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE VALLEY CENTER AT
608 WEST MAIN STREET
Steve Pruitt pointed out that there has been a change in the location of the Target Building in
order to make the parking work better and to make the traffic flow better. He said they have also
moved the landscaping areas around to break up the parking are so it is not just a "sea of
asphalt."
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed plan now show the pad site on the east side.
Chairman Hansen asked if the gas line that was just moved will have to be moved again.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question about the gas line, Mr. Pruitt said the gas line will
have to be moved again. He said they have already talked to Questar about moving the gas line.
Mr. Pruitt said the intended date to open Target is July 2003. He said they need to break ground
by June of this year in order to meet the opening date.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Army Corps of Engineers has reviewed the proposed plan.
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Mr. Pruitt explained that the Army Corps of Engineers has reviewed the proposed plan and under
the Supreme Court ruling in January of 2001 the wetlands were determined to be nonjurisdictional. He said he gave Mr. Hadfield the letter that discusses the Court's determination
regarding the wetlands.
Mr. Despain asked if there is still water there.
Mr. Pruitt said there is not water there. He said it is the plants that are raising the Army Corp of
Engineer's concern.
Mr. Despain again asked if there is a surface water problem that has to be accommodated by the
proposed development.
Mr. Pruitt explained that there are 86 species of plants, but that there is not surface water that has
to be accommodated by the development.
Mr. Pruitt discussed the issue related to the remainder of the UDOT Property. He explained that
they found a 1961 deed from Taylor and Gunther Parcels wherein they dedicated the portion of
property on the south of the existing UDOT property line with "two reservations in the deed (1)
that it be a seamless property line so there were no gaps and (2) they reserve the right for ingress
and egress over what they call the frontage road so they have the right of ingress over the
property in perpetuity."
After Mr. Pruitt's explanation regarding the UDOT Property, Mr. Despain asked Mr. Pruitt if
UDOT understands that. Mr. Pruitt said UDOT does understand. Mr. Despain asked Mr. Pruitt
if UDOT could write a letter stating their understanding of the current situation. Mr. Pruitt said
he could ask UDOT to write a letter stating that they understand what is in the deed.
Mr. Hadfield said there needs to be a stop sign placed at the curb cut at the southeast comer. He
said there should also be a stop sign placed at 600 West Street.
Mr. Hadfield said they also need to talk about the alleyway because there is a road that comes
through the Woodbury Parcel and at some time things may shift and the parking spaces may be
placed against the building. He said there is some transition that they may want to look at for the
northwest comer for the ease of traveling public.
Mr. Hadfield said there are places in the drawings where handicap ramps are not shown.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plan now has a signage plan submitted with it, which Mr.
Despain will need to address.
Mr. Hadfield stated that today he received a fax from Ted Didas, the engineer for the proposed
project. He said the fax addresses the 10 issues that were raised the last time the Planning
Commission discussed the proposed project. He suggested that if the Planning Commission
recommends approval of the proposed project that the motion should refer to the letter dated
March 20, 2002, that was provided by Mr. Didas.
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Mr. Despain said the road dedication issue on the Kmart site continues to be unresolved. He
stated that Mr. Pruitt has worked at getting the road dedication issue resolved. He said Mr. Pruitt
has requested that the City entertain eminent domain action. He said that he is not sure the City
will entertain an eminent domain action because the City is usually hesitant to do an eminent
domain action.
Mr. Despain said with the exception of the size of the monument sign at the main entrance, the
proposed signage plan seems to conform with the sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain said the water rights still need to be submitted.
Mr. Despain recommended that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed plan that it
be viewed as a major change that needs to go to the City Council action.
Mr. Despain said if the property is ever subdivided then there will need to be some type of
property owners association documentation.
There was some discussion about the road on the northwest comer of the proposed project. It
was discussed that they do not know what the outcome of the northwest road will be yet. Mr.
Despain said there needs to be some acknowledgment that some realignment of the road an
driveways may be required.
Mr. Hadfield explained that when Walmart was built in the City there was a condition that if at
some future time the road needed to be realigned that the City reserved the right to come back to
the developer to have the road corrected. He said when Woodbury's south portion develops it
may be necessary to realign the road and shift the parking to the opposite side of the street.
Mr. Christensen said he thinks the proposed plan is significantly better than the earlier plan that
was proposed. He asked that the landscaping be shown on the plat north of 130 North. Mr.
Christensen encouraged Mr. Pruitt to try to save some of the existing trees that are on the site.
Mr. Pruitt said to the extent they can save the trees they will.

Mr. Baldwin moved to forward to the City Council the revised site plan for Alpine Valley
Center at 608 West Main Street subject to: (1) there being' a stop sign at the curb cut at the
southeast corner (2) there being a stop sign at 600 West (3) the City reserving the right to
work with the developer to correct the northwest corner transition when development
occurs (4) handicapped representation being completed throughout the drawings as
appropriate (5) placement of the water valves to the satisfaction of the City Engineer (6)
gas line relocation being accommodated as necessary and as it can be scheduled due to
demand (7) the items identified in Mr. Didas letter of March 20, 2002 that have not been
completed being completed (Mr. Didas letter dated March 20, 2002 is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1) (8) the signage complies with the City ordinance (9) water
rights being satisfied to the satisfaction of the City and (1 0) the change in the road on the
west being coordinated with the development of the road to the north of the development
for continency.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
(Planning Commission Minutes - March 20, 2002)
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED AUTOMALL BUSINESS CENTER PUD,
WHICH IS A RESUBDIVISION OF SITE ONE OF THE AMERICAN FORK AUTOMALL,
AT 995 SOUTH 500 EAST CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that certain improvements were bonded for and not all of the
improvements have been made. He said the time period for the bond is drawing to a close.
Mr. Despain said it was originally proposed that Lot #2 would help provide the necessary
parking spaces required for Lot #3, but because of the difficulty in preparing the necessary
documentation so that could occur it is now proposed that Lot #3 will have enough parking
spaces to meet the requirements.
Mr. Despain said that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, expressed concern about access to Lot #3
because the common access drive is actually all on Lot #1. He said Mr. Bennett suggested that
there be come specific reference on the plat that identifies the common access route to show that
Lot #1 and Lot #2 will have uninterrupted access.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there still needs to be some owners association developed that handles
such things as drainage, access and egress, etc. He said there needs to be some documentation
for the owners association.
Mr. Despain said it may be possible to address some of the common elements through notes on
the plat.
Mr. Despain said it may be possible to address some of the common elements through notes on
the plat.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed plan, he would
suggest that the approval be subject to the issues associated with the water rights being resolved
and subject to adequate documentation regarding the common facilities.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about approving the proposed project until some of the issues that
have been discussed tonight are resolved with City staff. He asked Mr. Despain if the Planning
Commission should be recommending approval of the proposed project.
Mr. Despain said that he understands Mr. Richan's concerns and said that if the Planning
Commission does recommend approval of the proposed project it should not be forwarded to the
City Council until the items discussed tonight have been completed.

Mr. Richan moved to table this item due to the extenuating circumstances and until the
outstanding issues can be resolved with staff.
(Planning Commission Minutes- March 20, 2002)
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Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if their action will affect the bonding possibility.
Mr. Hadfield said he thinks his bringing up the bonding issues is a wake up call to the
developers.
Travis J ockumsen of Hubble Engineering said the issues that are left to resolve are the owner's
issues. He said Hubble Engineering has done everything it can do. He said he understands why
the Planning Commission does not want to approve the proposed plan. He said he would
appreciate it if the minutes would reflect that Hubble Engineering has resolved all of the
.
.
.
eng1neenng Issues.
Mr. Despain said with some minor tweaking the engineering issues are about finished.
Mr. Baldwin said they realize that the common ownership concerns are the owners
responsibility. He said the common ownership issues can be taken care of with some notes on
the plans, but only at the owner's direction.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS CHAPEL AT 400 NORTH 1100
EAST
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plan now shows the driveway on the north side. He said there
needs to be a stop sign shown at the northwest access to 400 North. Mr. Hadfield said he still
questions the ampleness of the lighting in the parking lot, especially around the dumpsters. He
said they have the design of the road pavement for the parking lot, but not for the extension of
400 North or the edge of 1100 East. He said the road pavement design needs to be submitted for
400 North and the edge of 1100 East.
Mr. Hadfield said the sump design needs to be reviewed because there could be some problems
with it. He said foundation drains may need to be placed around the building.
Mr. Hadfield said that all of 400 North needs to be included in the dedication plat.
Mr. Christensen asked if the other side of the fence will have sod. He expressed concern that it
will be hard to mow the grass because of the steep slope.
Mr. Connel Christensen said he did not know if there will be sod on the other side of the fence.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting it was discussed that
shrubbery would be placed around the parking lot so that the headlights from the cars would not
shine into the neighbors backyards.
(Planning Commission Minutes- March 20, 2002)
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Mr. Connel Christensen said at the last meeting he was unaware that there was going to be a
fence with slats.
Mr. Christensen asked if the fence will be right next to the parking lot.
Mr. Connel Christensen said he did not know if the fence would be right next to the parking lot.
Mr. Christensen said it would be better if there were some trees and shrubbery added around the
parking lot.
Mr. Hadfield said there is not a scale for the location of the OS&Y valve in relationship to the
fire plug. He said the OS&Y valve can't be any greater than 100 feet from the fire hydrant.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for an LDS Chapel at 400 North 1100 East
subject to: (1) showing a stop sign at the northwest access to 400 North (2) review of the
lighting, especially around the dumpster to the satisfaction of the City Engineer (3) the
design for the road pavement being submitted (4) clarification of the sump design and
location verses the water table data (5) evaluation of a foundation drainage system in light
of the water table level (6) extension of the dedication of 400 North to the line shown on the
east of the plat used for the chapel (7) the OS& Y being located according the appropriate
code and (8) the landscaping on the south to be aesthetically pleasing and safe to maintain.
Mr. Christensen said seconded
Chariman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman
Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE TO
BRING CURRENT ZONING INTO COMPLIANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain discussed a proposed ordinance that the Planning Commission forwarded to the
City Council for approval approximately two years ago. The proposed ordinance was never
approved. The proposed ordinance along with a memo from Mr. Despain is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain said as a result of the discussions that were held at the joint Planning Commission
and City Council Work Session the issue has been raised that American Fork seems to becoming
an area of mid-range densities. He said that some people have indicated that American Fork
caters to the young married segment of the population and so the grade schools are full, but the
American Fork High School is hard to populate because people move out of American Fork
when their kids get older.
Mr. Despain discussed the R1-15,000 Zone. He explained that the R1-15,000 Zone has not
accomplished what it was intended to accomplish.

(Planning Commission Minutes- March 20, 2002)

17

Mr. Despain said some have characterized American Fork as an area where there is no place to
have upscale homes. He said that he is not sure American Fork is really devoid of upscale
homes. He said a majority of homes in American Fork are not upscale, but American Fork does
have some upscale homes.
Mr. Despain stated that large lots do not always guarantee that large homes will be built on them.
He said the question is what alteration need to be made to the ordinance to encourage people to
build upscale homes in American Fork.
Mr. Despain discussed the density schedule. A copy of the density schedule that Mr. Despain
discussed is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3.
Chairman Hansen said the legislative intent in the PR-2 Zone is a statement that he feels
represents what the Planning Commission would like to see developed south ofl-15. He
expressed concern about whether the statement encouraged innovation or whether it still
encouraged people to develop 9,000 square foot lots. He said that he asked Mr. Washburn to
read the statement to see what he thought.
There was a lot of discussion about large lots and whether large lots would encourage people to
build larger, more upscale homes. Mr. Washburn stated that nice homes can also be built on
small lots. He said the problem with large lots is that the more a developer spends on a lot, the
less he or she has to spend on the home. Mr. Washburn suggested that the setback requirements
be decreased in order to encourage people to build larger homes.
Councilman Hunter said there are people who are looking for Y2 acre lots. He said he knows
several people that have moved to Highland because they wanted a larger lot.
Mr. Christensen said it would be irresponsible if the City does not plan so that there are large lots
for people to buy.
Sherry Kramer said there are places in American Fork where there should be large lots. She said
the subdivision next to the golf course should be a large lot subdivision and over by Searle Hills
the lots should be large.
Mr. Baldwin said the Mayor has said there is a need for upscale homes in American Fork, but the
City also has requirements for affordable housing. He said if all they are looking out is how to
get more expensive homes, then they are going to be in trouble. He said there has to be a
balance. He pointed out that Mr. Richan has continually talked about the need for elderly
housing. He said if they just talk about one element of the overall planning, then they are going
to "box themselves in."
Mr. Richan raised the question of what constitutes upscale housing. He said they can't just look
at one segment of the population. He said there has to be balance of different kinds of homes.
Mr. Washburn discussed what is needed to marker expensive lots. He said people buying
expensive lots do not want a square lot. He pointed out that the half-acre lots that they are
selling in the river bottoms have less than 70 feet of frontage. He said in the river bottoms
(Planning Commission Minutes -March 20, 2002)
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project they do not have cul-de-sac with a bulb bigger than 60 feet in the whole project. He said
people who buy expensive lots want something unusual.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that his co-worker has an 8,000 square foot lot in Orem with a home
on it that would appraise for close to $300,000. He said in Orem they had the flexibility to build
a large home on a small lot.
Chairman Hansen asked what the flexibility was to build a large home in Orem on a small lot.
Mr. Washburn said only a 7-foot side yard was required and the setbacks were only 15 to 20 feet
in the rear yard.
Mr. Despain discussed the PR Zone. He said the PR Zone was designed to give developers some
flexibility. He said the problem with the PR Zone is that the developers are still trying to do a
straight subdivision and are not doing anything innovative. He said it is not the ordinance that
will generate ingenuity it is the mind set of people who are developing that will generate
ingenuity. He raised the question about how the ordinances should try to facilitate flexibility and
ingenuity.
Mrs. Kramer asked if the City could require the developer to have CC&Rs before the property is
developed.
In response to Mrs. Kramer's question, Mr. Washburn said in the PR Zones the City could
require the developer to have CC&Rs before the property is developed.

Mr. Despain said the City can encourage CC&Rs, but it can't enforce them. He said CC&Rs are
a marketing tool.
Mr. Washburn stated that the PR ordinance is great for attached housing, but not for detached
housing. He said the 25% open space requirement is one of the requirements that causes the
most problems.
Mr. Despain pointed out that flag lots are allowed in PUDs. He said reduced lot sizes to a certain
point are allowed in PUDs and reduced frontages are allowed in PUDs. He said there are some
tools of flexibility in the ordinances. He said the question is whether the developer chooses to
use the tools of flexibility.
Mr. Despain said there has been a lot of discretion in the PR Zone, which has not worked well
because people tend to develop a standard subdivision.
Mr. Despain said the standards for PUDs may need to be looked at again.
There was more discussion about how to attract people who will build nice, upper scale homes.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that there have to be amenities in order to attract people to build large
homes.
Mr. Washburn said one thing that deters some people from developing in American Fork is the
time it takes to complete an annexation. He said that on the average it takes about a year to 18
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months to complete an annexation. He suggested that possibly the annexation process could be
streamlined to encourage more people to develop in American Fork. He suggested that possibly
more discretion could be given to staff.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he always tries to support staff. He said that the thing that frustrates him
is when a project comes to Planning Commission with a long list of subject to items. He said
there are some technical details that the Planning Commission should never be discussing.
Mr. Richan pointed out that several years ago the Planning Commission made a motion to table
an item that had more than seven or more subject to items.
Mr. Ric han said the requirement of the 5-foot planter strip is so that there is a place to put the
mailbox, fire hydrant, water meter and etc.
Mr. Despain said the City does need to have ordinances that are more in line with the density
requirements.
Chairman Hansen said the neighborhood commercial zone and the TDR ordinance are needed.
As the Planning Commission continues to work on trying to create ordinances that encourage
flexibility and a wide range of housing options, Mr. Baldwin said he would be interested in
hearing from some of the developers to learn what their suggestions are.
Mr. Despain said the proposed ordinance that was submitted a couple of years ago to the City
Council in inadequate and he would like to make some revisions to it.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield said some lots were "flip-flopped" in the Temple Meadows Project in order to save
a cluster of trees. He said some of the utilities were already in when the lots were "flip-flopped"
and now they have discovered there is a conflict with the sewer line. He said the City ordinance
requires that the Planning Commission approve the extension of utilities. He asked if the
Planning Commission would be willing to allow staff to work out the details regarding the
utilities in Temple Meadows.

Mr. Baldwin moved to authorize the Engineering Department to resolve the problem with
Temple Meadows.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman
Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
(Planning Commjssion Minutes - March 20, 2002)
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Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is an Envision Utah Work Shop Meeting next Wednesday at
6:30p.m. at the Senior Citizen Center. He invited the Planning Commission to attend the
meeting.
Connex Containers
Mr. Despain reported that there are numerous connex containers located throughout the City. He
was not sure how to address the problem of the numerous connex containers that are being
placed throughout the community.
Mr. Washburn said Provo City treats the connex containers as temporary structures and so
people are only allowed to have them for 6 months. He said in Provo people have to get a permit
to have a connex container on their property.
Keith Richan's 80th Birthday
Chairman Hansen pointed out that Mr. Richan is having an 80th Birthday Celebration on Friday,
March 22, 2002 at the Sunset Hills Clubhouse.
Development Code
Mr. Christensen said he would like to obtain a copy of the Development Code. Mr. Despain told
Mr. Christensen to stop by his office and he could pick up a copy.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARCH 6, 2002, MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the March 6, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections.
On Page 1, Line 29 "gutter along 900 East will need to come across with the water way and
continue down and tie to the existing curb" needs to be changed to "gutter along 900 East
will need to continue to the way way and connect to the existing curb." On Page 4, Line 5
"next the" should be changed to "next to the." On Page 5, Line 17 "a legal" should be
changed to "a legal description." On Page 5, Line 20 "legal" should be changed "legal
description." On Page 5, Line 21 "is actually" should be changed "are actually." On Page
5, Line 22 "legal" should be changed to "legal description." On Page 5, Line 23 "legal"
should be changed to "legal description." On Page 8, Line 25 "taking" should be changed
to "making." On Page 8, Line 41 "place" should be changed to "placed." On Page 9, Line
26 "they" should be changed to "the." On Page 10, Line 44 "of materials" should be
changed to "materials." On Page 12, Line 38 "lights" should be changed to "lots." On
Page 13, Line 32 "review" should be changed to "reviewed." On Page 14, Line 1 "in their"
should be changed to "their." On Page 15, Line 23 "pointed out the easement that" should
be changed to "pointed out that the easement." On Page 16, Line 30 "said is" should be
changed to "said he is." On Page 18, Line 1 "thanked for" should be changed to
"thanked." On Page 18, line 26 "not ir' should be changed to "not know if." On Page 19,
Line 1 "their" should be change to "there." On Page 19, Line 8 "buy ofr' should be
changed to "approvals." On Page 21, Line 38 "why the American Fork" should be
changed to "why American Fork."
(Planning Commissi on Minutes -March 20, 2002)
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Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Woffinden and Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote because they were not present
at the March 6, 2002, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Woffinden moved to adjourn. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:08 p.m.

, "'11~ ~rwY
Melanie Marsh
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L.U~

Engineering, pile

366 East 10560 South
Sandy, UT 84070
Phone: {801) 571-0930

Fax:

(801)571~

Mr. JH Hadfield
American Fork City
270 East 200 North
American Fork, UT 84003
Via Fax: (801) 763-3005

RE:

Alpine Valley Center
Planning Commission Issues

Dear Mr. Hadfield:
There were a number of issues raised when this project was last presented to the
Planning Commission. This letter provides an update on the status of those issues.
The following issues were identified in a letter from Sear-Brown to Mr. JH Hadfield,
dated December 20, 2001:

1. Wetlands Issue. The US Army Corp of Engineers has provided a letter accepting
the delineation of the wetlands on the project site. In addition the USACOE has
noted that the wetlands on the project site are non-jurisdictional.
2. Drainage from adjacent projects. The current drawings include appropriate
drainage facilities to convey stormvvater runoff from adjacent properties.
3. K-Mart R.O.W. dedication. Mr. Pruitt is working with the owner of the K-Mart
parcel to resolve this issue. We are also working with American Fork to evaluate
the potential to request condemnation of the necessary R.O.W.
4. Street address for dedicated R.O.W. We have coordinated with American Fork
staff and the R. 0. W. along the north perimeter of the site is labeled as 130 North.
5. UDOT approval for drive access. UDOT has provided a conditional approval of
the drive access points shown on the current drawings.
6. Water Rights conveyance. Mr. Pruitt has forwarded the appropriate certificates
and documentation to American Fork City.
7. Dedication of R.O.W. and easements. We will provide a Subdivision/Dedication
Plat for the project upon a final approved site plan.
8. Traffic Studv. A traffic impact study has been completed by lnterPian Co. (traffic
engineers). The traffic engineers are working with American Fork City and
coordinating the efforts with Woodbury.
9. Engineering Issues. We have met numerous times with city staff and we are not
aware of any further engineering issues.
10. Sign-off from downstream water users. We understand that American Fork City
is working with downstream water users for several projects including the Park 'N
Ride, Alpine Valley Center, Woodbury and future projects.
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Mr. JH Hadfield
March 20, 2002

In addition, the following items were discussed at the Planning Commission:
a.) Landscape Plan. We have added 2 rows of raised landscaped islands in
the main parking lot. To accorrmodate the additional landscaping the
main plaza buildings have moved north (toward 130 North). The current
plans also include additional landscaping along the perimeter of the
project site.
b.) Main Street Improvements. We have included the improvements to widen
Main Street along the frontage of the project site.

c.) Sidewalk access. We have added meandering sidewalks along the Main
Street and State Street frontages. We have added a meandering sidewalk
along 130 North. We have also added a sidewalk along the drive access
from Main Street north to 130 North.
d.) Buildings on UDOT access parcel. We have moved Building A out of the
UDOT access parcel, as shown on the current plans.

I hope that this information is helpful in resolving the issues for this project. If you have
any questions or comments, please contact me at (801) 571-0930.

Sincerely,

tad {Jr_d()J
Ted Didas, PE
Principal
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

US. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT. SACRAMENTO
t
•

CORPS OF ENGINEEF\S

1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO. CAUFORNJA 95114·292%

i

Au-l.VTO
ATTEHnONOF

February 5, .2002

Regulatory Branch (20f2S005S)

Steve Pruitt
i
39G3 East Alpine Vall~y Circle
Sandy, Utah

84093

\

Dear Mr. Pruitt:

f

This letter conc~rns the Alpine Va~ley center wetland
investigation study cqmpleted by Frontier Corporation USA. Th~s
property is located a~ong the north side of Main Street near its
interchange with Inte~state Highway lS (I-15) within the city of
American Fork in Sect~on 15, Township s south, Range 1 East, Utah

i

County, Utah.

.

·

i

We have reviewed ~he report eitled "Alpine Valley Center
Wetland Technical Repdrc• completed by Frontier Corporacion dat.ed
January 2002. We concUr with the findings made by your
consultant that two wetland areas totaling 1.60 acres of the 13
acre property are not within the jurisdiction o! the U.S . Army
Corps of Engineers.
accordance with the recent Solid waste
Agency of Northern Coo~ county (SWANCC) Supreme court decision,
wetlands which show no~ surface water connection to a water ot the
united States or have ~n Interstate Commerc~ use will not be
regulated by our offic~. We were unable to fino evidence of a
surface wa~er connectipn between the wetland features on this
site and Utah Lake nor~were we able ~o document interstate
commerce. We have alsb determined that the remaining 0.16 acres
of wetlands located on~this property have been artificially
created and would revert back to uplands if irrigation ceased.
Therefore, a Depar~men~ of the Army permit is not required for
your work.
Your proje~t site does not support waters of the
United States.

Ih

l

Our disclaimer ofijurisdict:ion is only for Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Watet Act. Other Federal, Sta~~. and local
laws may apply to actiticies that occur on this property.
If you have any ~estions, please contact Mr. Shawn Zinszer
at the utah Regulacory~Office, 533 West 2600 south. Suite lSO,
Bountiful, Utah 840~0, ttelephone (80~) 295-8388 ext. 16, or P.ma..:.:szinszer@spk.usace.ar.m~.mil.

i

i

l
~

Si.ncerely.

)My~

Nancy Kang
Chief, Utah Regulatory Oftice
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Enclosures

.
I

Copies Furnished:

~

!';

Dennis Wenger, Fron~ier Corporation USA, 221 N. Spring Creek
Parkway, Suite B, Prayidenca, Utah, 84332
~

Lucy Jordan, u.s. F~sh and Wildlite Service, Utah Field Office,
2369 west Orton circl~, West Valley City, Utah 84119

.

Doug Sakaguchi, Divtsion of Wildlife Resources, Central Region,
1~15 North Main, Spri.gville, Utah 84663
Dave Ruiter, Enviro~mental Protection Agency, 999 18th
Suite 300. Denver, co7orado. 80202
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THIS IS NOT A PERMIT!
UTAH DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION
· REGION THREE PROJECT REVIEW
Project
Applicant

ALPINE VALLEY CENTER

Review No:

TED DlDAS, SEAR BROWN 151 S REGENT ST SLC. 84 ~II

Review Date:

01/1412002

Location:

AMERICAN FORK, SR.-145 AT 600 WEST

Phone:

(801) 323-0837

Proposal:

ACCESS, STORM DRAIN

Fax:

(801} 323-0TIO

From: Bany Sawsak, Terry Sto'Well, DeDe FUlmore, Pennits Officers
Region Three Headquarters, 825 North 900 Weet, Orem Utah UOS
(801)

227~1718018

omce

(801) 227-8CW9 Fax

Comments:

1/18/02 Plan.s received 1/14/W. haw been reviewal and the following revisions are needed:
• Property owner' needs to 'teq_Uest the change in access aaos.s ahc U A line on Main Street. Contact Dan Knowlden~ he will
prepare the forms to be signed. Plans for the rc:qucsl ~d AlL plans submitted in the filture must be on 11 X 17 size. Please submit
copy of c:leed showing property owneFship by person making request.

* Storm d:rainagc discharge of 4.17c& is below natural historic discharge atld is thrzefore approved.
~

• Put note on plans stating that tho developer is responsible for the roadway widening. removing existing Striping and repainting
.

new lines and installing "'STOP" signs.

~-~-F.~

~Y~SAWSAK

llEGION PERMITS omcER
cc: led Didas, fax
American Fork City Planning
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 15, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subjec~

Ordinance amending the development code

The attached ordinance is the same one which the PC forwarded to
the Council approximately two years ago. As some may recall,
this was noticed and a public hearing held by the Council, but no
action was taken.
It is submitted for review again at this time based on the
outcome of the recent joint PC/CC meeting in which the Council
requested that the PC take a look at our ordinance in an effort
to encourage the development of areas having more appeal for long
term occupancy.
The practical effect of this amendment is to bring the current
ordinance system into line with the existing and proposed General
Plan. The R-1-12000 and the PR-3.0 are consistent with the 3
dwelling units/per acre category and the R-1-20,000 and PR-2 are
zones which conform with the 2 DU/acre areas.
The remainder of the PR zones are primarily just a re-designation
of the existing PR-15,000, PR-9,000 to change the emphasis from
lot size to gross density.
This is not submitted anticipating action, but is for the purpose
of discussion by the PC in its attempt to come up with the
changes that will effectively accomplish the goal addressed in
the joint meeting.
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5-2-00
Hearing Draft
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
OF AMERICAN FORK CITY; ADDING ADDITIONAL ZONES TO THE LIST OF
ZONING DISTRICTS AUTHORIZED IN THE CITY; SETTING FORTH THE
REQUIREMENTS WITHIN SUCH ZONES 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.
Section 2-3.1 entitled Zones Established is
hereby amended, to read as follows:
PART I
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SECTION 1.
Section 2-3.1 entitled Zones Established is
hereby amended, to read as follows:
2-3.1

Zones Established
In order to carry out the purpose of this Code, the City of
American Fork, Utah, is hereby divided into zones as
follows:
A.

Residential Zones

(2 -4 .1A)

A-1

{2-4.2)
{2-4.14)
(2-4-1A)
{2-4-2A
(2-4.2B)
{2-4.3)
{2-4.4)
{2-4.5)

RA-1
RA-2

R-1-20,000
R-1-15,000
R-1-12,000
R-1-9000
R-1-7500
R-2-7500

Agricultural Zone
Residential-Agricultural Zone
Residential-Agricultural Zone
Residential Zone
Residential Zone
Residential Zone
Residential Zone
Residential zone
Residential Zone
1
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(2-4.6)
(2-4.7)

R-3-7500
R-4-7500

Residential Zone
Residential Zone

(2-4.7A)

PR-2.0
PR-2.3
PR-3.0
PR-3.6

Planned
Planned
Planned
Planned

(2 -4. 7B)

(2-4.7C)
(2-4.7D)
B.

(2-4.8)
(2-4.9)
(2-4.18)
(2-4.10)
(2-4.17)
(2-4.15)
C.

(2-4.11)
(2-4.12)
D.

Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

Zone
Zone
Zone
Zone

Commercial Zones

SC-1
CC-1
CC-2
GC-1
GC-2
PO-l

Planned Shopping Center Zone
Central Commercial
Central Commercial Zone
General Commercial Zone
Planned Commercial Zone
Professional Office Zone

Industrial Zones

PI-1
I-1

Planned Industrial Zone
Industrial Zone

Miscellaneous Zones

(2-4.13)
(2-4.16)
(2-4.19)

FP0-1
S-1
HF0-1

Flood Plain Overlay Zone
Special Institutional Zone
Highway Frontage Overlay Zone

(2-4.20)

SP

Shoreline Preservation Zone

SECTION 2.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4.1A setting
forth the requirements within the A-1 Agricultural Zone, to read
as follows:
2-4.1A

A.

A-1 AGRICULTURAL ZONE

Legislative Intent
The objective in establishing the A-1 Agricultural Zone is
to provide a location within the community devoted primarily
to the raising of livestock and/or the growing of crops, and
to preserve and protect the continued use of the property
for agricultural purposes by excluding the location of
residential and other incompatible development. The Zone
includes those areas of the City where the combination of
soil quality, size of land parcel, availability of water,
historic use of land and lack of urban development activity
make the land most suited to agricultural and livestock
purposes.
Representative of the uses within the A-1 Zone are ra1s1ng
of field crops, livestock grazing, dairies, livestock feed
2
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yards, and farm caretaker dwellings. Uses which are
inconsistent with and tend to militate against the continued
use of the land for agriculture and livestock raising are
excluded from the zone.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this Code:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

C.

The raising of crops in the field.
Grazing of livestock
Care and keeping of Livestock and fowl without
restriction as to numbers
Barns, stables, corrals, pens, coops and other
buildings for the care and keeping of domestic fowl and
livestock.
Dairy farms, including the facilities and equipment
incidental to the operation of the farm unit. Also the
storage, packaging and processing of milk produced on
the premises.
Livestock farm and/or Feed yards and the facilities and
equipment incidental to the operation the farm unit (ie
grain storage, silos, mills) .
Crop farming operation, including the facilities and
equipment incidental to the operation of the farm unit.
Electric, water, gas, telephone and similar utility
transmission lines and facilities.
An accessory sign pertaining to the sale of real
property or produce raised on the premises, provide
that such sign shall not exceed 32 square feet.
Kennels, when included as part of a designated farm
unit.
Roping and riding arenas.
Foster care homes, when a part of a farm caretaker
dwelling, and containing not more than three nonrelated foster care occupants.

Conditional Uses
The following buildings, structures and uses of land may be
permitted upon compliance with the requirements of this Code
and subject to the prior approval of by the designated
review agency.
1.

Primary and Secondary Farm Caretaker Dwellings conventional construction, when located on a designated
farm unit, subject to the prior approval of the
Planning Commission issued upon a finding that the
proposed dwelling is part of a bona fide farm operation
and is to be occupied by the owner, ma~ager or employee
of the farm unit to which it applies.
3
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2.
3.
4.
D.

Home occupations subject to the provisions of Section
2-5.24 of this Code.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this Code.
Temporary uses, subject to the provisions of Section 25.23 of this Code.

Area Requirements
The minimum lot area and width requirements for a zoning lot
shall be as follows:
1.

Each farm caretaker dwelling shall be located upon a
"Designated farm unit". Each designated farm unit
shall contain be not less than 40 acres, except that
the Council may approve a farm unit having less than 40
acres, upon presentation of satisfactory evidence by
the applicant and a finding by the Council, that the
proposed designated farm unit constitutes a bona fide
farm operation.

E.

Access Requirements
Each farm caretaker dwelling shall (1) front upon and have
direct access to a public street for a distance of not less
than 200 feet, or (2) shall have direct and uninteruptable
access to a public street over a deeded private travel
easement.

F.

Location Requirements
All dwellings and primary accessory buildings shall be
setback not less than thirty (30) feet from the right-of-way
line of any existing or proposed public street as shown on
the major street plan, or sixty-six (66) feet from the
center line of any said existing or proposed street,
whichever is greater.
All dwellings and other main buildings shall be setback not
less than ten (10) feet from any lot line not adjacent to an
existing or proposed public street.

G.

Dwelling Requirements
1.

Height of Dwellings - The maximum height of any
dwelling shall be thirty-six (36) feet, measured in
accordance with the criteria set forth under Section 25.44, as may be modified by the following:
a.

Chimneys, flag poles, television antennas, and
similar ancillary structures not used for human
occupancy shall be excluded in determining height .
4
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b.

The Building Inspector may approve a dwelling
having a greater maximum height, provided, that
the dwelling will be set back from all appurtenant
lot lines (or footprint lot boundaries where
applicable) a distance two feet for each
additional foot of dwelling height.

2.

Size of Dwelling - Each dwelling shall have a minimum
building footprint area of not less than 900 square
feet, not including any portion of the footprint area
occupied solely by a garage, carport, porch, breezeway
or similar area not used as a living area.

3.

Width of Dwelling - The minimum width of a dwelling
shall be twenty (20) feet, as measured from the outside
wall at the narrowest point of the first story,
exclusive of any garage, porch, shed or similar area
not considered as living area. The width shall be
considered the lesser of the two primary dimensions.

H.

Utility Requirements
All dwellings and other structures used for human occupancy
shall be served by the City's culinary water and sanitary
sewer system or, where not reasonably available, as
determined by the City Council, by an adequate culinary
water and sewage disposal facility approved by the CityCounty Health Department.

I.

Special Provisions
1.

2.

Not less than two off-street parking spaces shall be
required for each dwelling unit. Each off-street
parking space shall be not less than 10 x 20 feet per
space and shall not be located within any portion of a
front or side setback area adjacent to a street.
All buildings and uses within this zone shall comply
with all applicable Supplementary Development Standards
as set forth in this Code.

SECTION 3.
Section 2-4.2A currently setting forth the
requirements within the R-1-15,000 Residential Zone is hereby
redesignated as Section 2-4.2B
SECTION 4.
Section 2-4.2A is hereby amended by adding
the following regulations relating to uses within the R-1-20,000
Residential Zone, to read as follows:
2-4.2A

A.

R-1-20,000 Residential Zone

Intent
5
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The R-1-20,000 Residential Zone is established to provide
areas for the encouragement of an environment for family
life. Typical uses within the zone are one-family detached
housing on large lots {20,000 square feet) together with a
co-mingling of parks, playgrounds, trail areas, schools,
churches, and other community facilities designed to serve the residents of the City. The zone is characterized by
spacious lots, uncrowded buildings, and quiet residential
conditions.
The zone is consistent with and intended to facilitate
implementation of the areas designated on the General Plan
as Very Low Density Residential {2 Dwelling units per
acre) .· Owners and developers of property within this zone
should bear in mind that primacy is given to residential
development and maintain their properties in recognition
thereof.
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
C.

One-family dwellings {conventional construction and
manufactured housing), subject to the provisions of
Section 2-5.42.
Customary residential accessory buildings and
structures.
The growing of crops in the field
Sheds used for storage of equipment used in connection
with agricultural activities on the premises.
Utility lines
Accessory signs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of Section 2-5.31
Public and parochial schools and grounds.
Public agency parks and playgrounds.
Public buildings and grounds, not including storage
yards and repair shops.
Churches.
Customary household pets, but not including kennels.
Fences, walls, and hedges subject to the requirements
of Section 2-5.15 of this code.

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.
6
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Home occupations subject to the provisions of Section
2-5.24 of this Code.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this Code.
Temporary uses, subject to the provisions of Section 25.23 of this Code.
Historic building conservation projects, subject to the
applicable provisions of Chapter 2-6 of this Code.
Pre-schools and child care nurseries - quasi-public,
subject to the standards and conditions set forth under
Section 2-5.40. Also,
Pre-schools and child-care nurseries - residential,
subject to the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)

7.
8.

9.

10.
D.

The number of children in attendance shall not
exceed ten (10) at any one .time.
The use and facilities appurtenant thereto shall
comply with and shall have been approved as a home
occupation, and
The submission of copies of permits or approvals
from the State Department of Human Services or
other recognized approval agency or evidence of
imminent approval by such agency (when such
approval is required by state law or regulation) .

Foster care homes containing not more than two (2) nonrelated foster care occupants.
Residential Facilities for Elderly Persons and
Residential Health Care Facilities (Small Scale),
subject to the standards and conditions set forth in
Section 2-5.37.
Youth Group Housing Facilities, subject to the
standards and conditions set forth in Section 2-5.38 of
this Code.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.

Lot Area. Width and Depth Requirements
The minimum area, width and depth requirements for a zoning
lot shall be as follows:

7

\

.
:_

·•

.... ,

·~

~

.......

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE MARCH 20,2002 PC MINUTES_ PAGE 9 OF 23

MINIMUM
AREA
(in sq. ft.)

USE

MINIMUM
MINIMUM
WIDTH
DEPTH OF LOT
(in ft.)
(in ft.)

One-family dwellings

20,000

100

110

Churches

2 acres

250

none

Schools

5 acres

200

none

E.

Location Requirements
1.

Main Buildings All dwellings and other main buildings
and structures shall be set back in accordance with the
following:
(a) Front Setback. All dwellings and other main
buildings shall be setback not less than thirty (30)
feet from the front lot line which abuts on any
existing or proposed public street.
(b) Side Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings
and other main buildings including any attached garage
or similar structure shall be set back not less than
ten (10) feet from either side lot line and the
combined total distance of the two side setbacks shall
be not less than twenty-four (24) feet.
(c) Side Setback - Corner Lots - Side Abutting a
Street. All dwellings and other main buildings shall
be set back not less than twenty (20) feet from the
side lot line which abuts on any existing or proposed
public street.
(d) Rear Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings
and other main buildings and structures shall be set
back not less than thirty (30) feet from the rear lot
line, except that a portion of a dwelling may project
up to five (5) feet into the required rear setback
area, provided that the width of the projecting portion
shall not exceed fifty (50) percent of the total width
of the dwelling.
(e) Rear Setback - Corner Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except that
where a garage is attached to the rear of the dwelling,
the required rear setback for said garage may be
reduced to not less than twelve (12) feet as measured
from the rear lot line to the closest part of the
building.
8
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2.

Accessory Buildings All accessory buildings shall be
located in accordance with the following:
(a) Setback from Main Building - Front Setback.
Accessory buildings shall be set back not less than
twelve (12) feet to the rear of the closest rear wall
of the main building, and not less than twelve (12)
feet from the closest 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 seventy-five (75) feet from the
front lot line.
(b) Side Setback - Corner Lot - Side Abutting a
Street. Accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than forty (40) feet from the side lot line which abuts
on a street.
(c) Side and Rear Setback - Interior Lot Line.
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)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

F.

10 OF 23· - ~ _- ~-- -~·- · · · ~'-····

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 be constructed of
non-combustive materials or have fire resistive
walls rated at two (2) hours or more, and
The building will not be placed on land designated
as a utility easement upon which any underground
utility system or lines shall have been
constructed.

Dwelling Requirements
1.

Height of Dwellings - The maximum height of any
dwelling shall be thirty-six (36) feet, measured in
accordance with the criteria set forth under Section 25.44, as may be modified by the following:
a.

Chimneys, flag poles, television antennas, and
similar ancillary structures not used for human
occupancy shall be excluded in determining height.

b.

The Building Inspector may approve a dwelling
having a greater maximum height, provided, that
the dwelling will be set back from all appurtenant
9
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lot lines (or footprint lot boundaries where
applicable) a distance two feet for each
additional foot of dwelling height.
2.

Size of Dwelling - Each dwelling shall have a minimum
building footprint area of not less than 900 square
feet, not including any portion of the footprint area
occupied solely by a garage, carport, porch, breezeway
or similar area not used as a living area.

3.

Width of Dwelling- The minimum width of a dwelling
shall be twenty (20) feet, as measured from the outside
wall at the narrowest point of the first story,
exclusive of any garage, porch, shed or similar area
not considered as living area. The width shall be
considered the lesser of the two primary dimensions.

G.

Utility Requirements
All dwellings and other structures used for human occupancy
shall be served by the City's culinary water and sanitary
sewer system.

H.

Special Provisions
1.

2.

Not less than two off-street parking spaces shall be
required for each dwelling unit. Each off-street
parking space shall be not less than 10 x 20 feet per
space and shall not be located within any portion of a
front or side setback area adjacent to a street.
All buildings and uses within this zone shall comply
with all applicable Supplementary Development Standards
as set forth in this Code.
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SECTION 4.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4.2C setting
forth the requirements within the R-1-12,000 Residential Zone, to
read as follows:
2-4.2C
A.

R-1-12,000 Residential Zone

Intent
The R-1-12,000 Residential Zone is established to provide
areas for the encouragement of an environment for family
life. Typical uses within the zone are one-family detached
housing on moderately large lots (12,000 square feet)
together with a co-mingling of parks, playgrounds, trail
areas, schools, churches, and other community facilities
designed to serve the residents of the City. The zone is
characterized by spacious lots, uncrowded buildings, and
quiet residential conditions.
The zone is consistent with and intended to facilitate
implementation of the areas designated on the General Plan
as Low Density Residential (3 Dwelling units or less) .
Owners and developers of property within this zone should
bear in mind that primacy is given to residential
development and maintain their properties in recognition
thereof.
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.

B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.

One-family dwellings (conventional construction and
manufactured housing), subject to the provisions of
Section 2-5.42.
Customary residential accessory buildings and
structures.
The growing of crops in the field
Sheds used for storage of equipment used in connection
with agricultural activities on the premises.
Utility lines
Accessory signs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of Section 2-5.31
Public and parochial schools and grounds.
Public agency parks and playgrounds.
Public buildings and grounds, not including storage
yards and repair shops.
Churches.
Customary household pets, but not including kennels.
11

:

··,'

.

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE MARCH20, 2002 PC MINUTES_ PAGE lJ -OF

12.
C.

23

'

-

Fences, walls, and hedges subject to the requirements
of Section 2-5.15 of this code.

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.
4.
5.
6.

Home occupations subject to the provisions of Section
2-5.24 of this Code.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this Code.
Temporary uses, subject to the provisions of Section 25.23 of this Code.
Historic building conservation projects, subject to the
applicable provisions of Chapter 2-6 of this Code.
Pre-schools and child care nurseries - quasi-public,
subject to the standards and conditions set forth under
Section 2-5.40. Also,
Pre-schools a~d child-care nurseries - residential,
subject to the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)

7.
8.

9.
10.
D.

I.·

, :

The number of children in attendance shall not
exceed ten (10) at any one time.
The use and facilities appurtenant thereto shall
comply with and shall have been approved as a home
occupation, and
The submission of copies of permits or approvals
from the State Department of Human Services or
other recognized approval agency or evidence of
imminent approval by such agency (when such
approval is required by state law or regulation) .

Foster care homes containing not more than two (2) nonrelated foster care occupants.
Residential Facilities for Elderly Persons and
Residential Health Care Facilities (Small Scale),
subject to the standards and conditions set forth in
Section 2-5.37.
Youth Group Housing Facilities, subject to the
standards and conditions set forth in Section 2-5.38 of
this Code.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.

Lot Area, Width and Depth Requirements
The minimum area, width and depth requirements for a zoning
lot shall be as follows:

12
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MIN.IMUM
MINIMUM
DEPTH OF LOT
WIDTH
(in ft.)
(in ft.)

MINIMUM
AREA
(in sq. ft.)

USE

One-family dwellings

12,000

100

110

Churches

2 acres

250

none

Schools

5 acres

200

none

E.

Location Requirements
1.

Main Buildings All dwellings and other main buildings
and structures shall be set back in accordance with the
following:
(a) Front Setback. All dwellings and other main
buildings shall be setback not less than thirty (30)
feet from the front lot line which abuts on any
existing or proposed public street.
(b) Side Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings
and other main buildings including any attached garage
or similar structure shall be set back not less than
ten (10) feet from either side lot line and the
combined total distance of the two side setbacks shall
be not less than twenty-four (24) feet.
(c) Side Setback - Corner Lots - Side Abutting a
Street. All dwellings and other main buildings shall
be set back not less than twenty (20) feet from the
side lot line which abuts on any existing or proposed
public street.
(d) Rear Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings
and other main buildings and structures shall be set
back not less than thirty (30) feet from the rear lot
line, except that a portion of a dwelling may project
up to five (5) feet into the required rear setback
area, provided that the width of the projecting portion
shall not exceed fifty (50) percent of the total width
of the dwelling.
(e) Rear Setback - Corner Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except that
where a garage is attached to the rear of the dwelling,
the required rear setback for said garage may be
reduced to not less than twelve (12) feet as measured
from the rear lot line to the closest part of the
building .
13
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2.

Accessory Buildings All accessory buildings shall be
located in accordance with the following:
(a) Setback from Main Building - Front Setback .
Accessory buildings shall be set back not less than
twelve (12) feet to the rear of the closest rear wall
of the main building, and not less than twelve (12)
feet from the closest 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 seventy-five (75) feet from the
front lot line.
(b) Side Setback - Corner Lot - Side Abutting a
Street. Accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than forty (40) feet from the side lot line which abuts
on a street.
(c) Side and Rear Setback - Interior Lot Line.
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)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

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 be constructed of
non-combustive materials or have fire resistive
walls rated at two (2) hours or more, and
The building will not be placed on land designated
as a utility easement upon which any underground
utility system or lines shall have been
constructed.

Dwelling Requirements
1.

Height of Dwellings - The maximum height of any
dwelling shall be thirty-six (36) feet, measured
in accordance with the criteria set forth under
Section 2-5.44, as may be modified by the
following:
a.

Chimneys, flag poles, television antennas,
and similar ancillary structures not used for
human occupancy shall be excluded in
determining height.
I
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The Building Inspector may approve a dwelling
having a greater maximum height, provided,
that the dwelling will be set back from all
appurtenant lot lines (or footprint lot
boundaries where applicable) a distance two
feet for each additional foot of dwelling
height.

2.

Size of Dwelling - Each dwelling shall have a
minimum building footprint area of not less than
900 square feet, not including any portion of the
footprint area occupied solely by a garage,
carport, porch, breezeway or similar area not used
as a living area.

3.

Width of Dwelling - The minimum width of a
dwelling shall be twenty (20) feet, as measured
from the outside wall at the narrowest point of
the first story, exclusive of any garage, porch,
shed or similar area not considered as living
area. The width shall be considered the lesser of
the two primary dimensions.

G.

Utility Requirements
All dwellings and other structures used for human
occupancy shall be served by the City's culinary water
and sanitary sewer system.

H.

Special Provisions
1.

2.

Not less than two off-street parking spaces shall
be required for each dwelling unit. Each offstreet parking space shall be not less than 10 x
20 feet per space and shall not be located within
any portion of a front or side setback area
adjacent to a street.
All buildings and uses within this zone shall
comply with all applicable Supplementary
Development Standards as set forth in this Code.

Section 2-4.7B, currently setting forth the
requirements within the PR-9,000 Planned Residential Zone is
hereby repealed.
SECTION 5.

SECTION 6.
Section 2-4.7A, currently setting forth the
requirements within the PR-15,000 Planned Residential Zone is
hereby redesignated as 2-4.7B.

All references to the PR-15,000 Zone within
Section 2-4.7B, as modified pursuant to Section 5 above, Section
2-6.3-E, and any other location within the text of the
SECTION 7.
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Development Code and also all areas designated on the official
zone map of the City as PR-15,000 Planned Residential Zone are
hereby amended to read PR-2.3 Planned Residential Zone.
SECTION 8.
Section 2-4.7A as modified pursuant to
Section 5 above is hereby amended by adding the following
regulations relating to uses within the PR-2.0 Planned
Residential Zone, to read as follows:
2-4.7A

A.

PR-2.0 Planned Residential Zone

Legislative Intent
The PR-2.0 Planned Residential Zone is established to
provide residential areas within the City for the
encouragement of an environment for family life. Typical
uses within the zone are a combination of one-family
detached housing units and also attached housing units
located in a coordinated design setting, together with a
co-mingling of parks, playgrounds, schools, churches, and
other private and community facilities designed to serve the
residents of the City. The zone is characterized by
dwellings interspersed with significant amounts of park and
open space area at densities generally comparable to the R1-20,000 Zone (approximately 2 dwelling units per acre), but
with increased design flexibility to more adequately
accommodate natural constraints to development (wetlands,
flood areas, drainage channels etc.) facilitate the
preservation of open space and encourage innovative designs.
The zone is consistent with and intended to facilitate
implementation of the areas designated on the General Plan
as Very Low Density Residential (2 Dwelling units per
acre) . Owners and developers of property within this zone
should bear in mind that primacy is given to residential
development and maintain their properties in recognition
thereof.
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.

B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.

C.

Any use permitted within the R-1-20,000 Residential
Zone, subject to the applicable requirements for such
use as set forth therein.

Conditional Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
16
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requirements of this code and after approval has been given
by the designated review agency.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Any Conditional Use permitted within the R-1-20,000
Residential Zone, subject to all requirements
applicable to such use as set forth therein.
Planned Unit Developments - Mixed Density, subject to
the applicable provisions of Section 2-6.3.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.
Planned Townsite Projects, subject to the provisions of
Chapter 2-6, at such time as regulations relating
thereto have been adopted by the City.
A Transfer of Development Right - Receiving Area (TDRR), subject to the provisions of Section 2-4.21, at
such time as provisions relating thereto have been
adopted by the City

SECTION 9.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within
in Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4.7C setting
forth the requirements within the PR-3.0 Planned Residential
Zone, to read as follows:

17
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2-4.7C
A.

PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone

Legislative Intent
The PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone is established to
provide areas within the City providing an environment
suitable for family life. Typical uses within the zone are
a combination of one-family detached housing units and also
attached housing units located in a coordinated design
setting, together with a co-mingling of parks, playgrounds,
schools, churches, and other community facilities designed
to serve the residents of the City. The zone is
characterized by dwellings interspersed with significant
amounts of park and open space area, at densities greater
than within the PR-2.0 and R-1-20,000 zones. The permitted
density is generally comparable to the R-1-12,000 Zone
(approximately 3 dwelling units per acre) , but with
increased design flexibility to more adequately accommodate
natural constraints to development (wetlands, flood areas,
drainage channels etc.), facilitate the preservation of open
space and encourage innovative designs.
The zone is consistent with, and intended to facilitate
implementation of, those areas designated on the General
Plan as Low Density Residential (3 Dwelling units per
acre) . Owners and developers of property within this zone
should bear in mind that primacy is given to residential
development and maintain their properties in recognition
thereof.
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.

B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.

C.

Any use permitted within the R-1-12,000 Residential
Zone, subject to the applicable requirements for such
use as set forth therein.

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.

Any Conditional Use permitted within the R-1-12,000
Residential Zone, subject to all requirements
applicable to such use as set forth therein.
18
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2.
3.
4.
5.

Planned Unit Developments - Mixed Density, subject to
the applicable provisions of Section 2-6.3.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.
Planned Townsite Projects, subject to the provisions of
Chapter 2-6.12.
A Transfer of Development Right - Receiving Area (TDRR), subject to the provisions of Section 2-4.21, at
such time as provisions relating thereto have been
adopted by the City.

SECTION 10.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4.7C setting
forth the requirements within the PR-3.0 Planned Residential
Zone, to read as follows:
2-4.7D

A.

PR-3.6 Planned Residential Zone

Legislative Intent
The PR-3.6 Planned Residential Zone is established to
provide areas within the City providing an environment
suitable for family life. Typical uses within the zone are
a combination of one-family detached housing units and also
attached housing units located in a coordinated design
setting, together with a co-mingling of parks, playgrounds,
schools, churches, and other community facilities designed
to serve the residents of the City. The zone is
characterized by dwellings interspersed with significant
amounts of park and open space area, at densities greater
than within the PR-3.0 and R-1-12,000 zones. The permitted
density is generally comparable to the R-1-9000 Zone
(approximately 4 dwelling units per gross acre) , but with
increased design flexibility to more adequately accommodate
natural constraints to development (wetlands, flood areas,
drainage channels etc.), facilitate the preservation of open
space area and encourage innovative designs.
The zone is consistent with, and intended to facilitate
implementation of, those areas designated on the General
Plan as Medium Density Residential (3-6 dwelling units per
acre) . Owners and developers of property within this zone
should bear in mind that primacy is given to residential
development and maintain their properties in recognition
thereof .
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.

B.

Permitted Uses
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The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.

C.

Any use permitted within the R-1-9000 Residential Zone,
subject to the applicable requirements for such use as
set forth therein.

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.

Any Conditional Use permitted within the R-1-9000
Residential Zone, subject to all requirements
applicable to such use as set forth therein.
Planned Unit Developments - Mixed Density, subject to
the applicable provisions of Section 2-6.3.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.

SECTION 11.
All references to the PR-9,000 Zone within
Section 2-6.3-E, and any other location within the text of the
Development Code and also all areas designated on the official
zone map of the City as PR-9,000 Planned Residential Zone are
hereby amended to read PR-3.6 Planned Residential Zone.
SECTION 12.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section setting forth the
requirements within the SP Shoreline Preservation Zone, to read
as follows:
2-4.20

A.

SP Shoreline Preservation Zone

Legislative Intent
The SP Shoreline Preservation Zone covers the riparian area
adjacent to Utah Lake. This area is subject to periodic
flooding and a very high water table, (when not actually
inundated) . Experience has shown this area to be generally
unsuited for general development and environmentally
fragile; its preservation is of importance to the City.
Uses which tend to produce a hazardous condition or
otherwise degrade or militate against the preservation of
the shoreline are not permitted. Accordingly, uses within
the zone are limited to uses which will not significantly
degrade environment of the lake shore area or require a
significant commitment of public resources for protection
during times when the area is inundated with flood waters.
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Typical uses within the zone are a combination of natural
areas, public and private open space areas, golf courses,
camping and similar open recreation areas, boat launch ramps
and harbor facilities. Also, the zone is designated as a
TDR-S Zone (Transfer of Development Rights Sending Zone) .
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall
be permitted upon compliance with the applicable
requirements of this code:
1.

C.

The production of crops in the field and similar
agricultural activities and grazing of livestock, but
not including feed yards.

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.

4.
5.

Golf Courses, and appurtenant facilities (parking lots
etc), but not including club houses or other
appurtenant facilities used for human occupancy.,
subject to approval of a development plan in accordance
with the provisions of Section 2-5.32 and applicable
provisions of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
Camping and picnic areas, and appurtenant facilities,
(parking areas etc.) but not including Recreation
Vehicle courts or structures used for human occupancy,
subject to approval of a development plan in accordance
with the provisions of Section 2-5.32 and applicable
provisions of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
Boat launch facilities, harbors, dry boat storage areas
and appurtenant facilities, but not including
structures used for human occupancy, subject to
approval of a development plan in accordance with the
provisions of Section 2-5.32 and applicable provisions
of the Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
Open space areas appurtenant to a PUD, Townsite or
similar Large Scale development Project.
A Transfer of Development Right - Sending Area (TDR-S),
subject to the provisions of Section 2-4.21, at such
time as provisions relating thereto have been adopted
by the City.
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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
2002

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Recorder
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5,000
7,500
9,000
10,000
11,000
12,000
15,000
20,000
40,000

8.70
5.80
4.80
4.30
4.00
3.60
2.90
2.20
0.92

---------------------------- S t r e e t A r e a--------------------------------

----------------------------G r o s s De n s i t y -----------------------------

'60' ROW
'56' ROW
'50' ROW
'42' ROW
'60' ROW
'56' ROW
'50' ROW
'42' ROW
q/Ft. DU % . Sq/Ft PY... __ ~ - . _ Sq/Ft. DU
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Sq/Ft. DU
%
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0.24 ·- 1,3bo -·~· 0.21 ·-··· 1;1so---- O.i!r
1,575 o.24
6,575
6.63
6,540
6.66
6,300 6.91
6,150 7.08
9,950
4.38
9,740
4.47
9,540 4.57
9,160 4.76
2,450 0.25
2,240
0.23
2,040
0.21
1,660
0.18
3.65
11,660
3.74
11,460
3.8 11,000 3.96
2,950 0.25
2,660
0.23
2,460
0.21
2,000
0.18 11,950
3,300 0.25
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0.23
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0.21
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3.28
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3.37
12,750 3.42
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3.12
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3.05
3,300 0.23
2,940
0.21
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0.2
2,200
0.17 14,300.
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0.2
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0.15
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14,750 2.95
14,200 3.07
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2 39
18,125
2.4
17,300 2.52
4,050 0.21
3,200
0.18
3,125
0.17
2,300
0.13 19,050
24,100
1.81
24,650
1.77
23,875 1 82 22,677 1.92
4,100 0.17
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2,677
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6,400 0.14
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0.1
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10.90
8.70
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4.30
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2.20
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751
1,127
1,361
1,520
1,634
1,573
1,652
1,980
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0.15
0.15
0.15
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0.1
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- ····-.
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1,000
1,320
3,000
14.52
16.25
9.47
2,680
5,751
1,650
7.57
1,250
3,750
11.62
3,350
13.00
8,627
5.05
1,875
2,475
5,625
7.74
5,025
8.67
4.20 .
10,361
2,250
2,970
6,750
6.45
6,030
7.22
3.78
2,500
3,300
7,500
5.81
6,700
6.50
11,520
12,634
3.45
2,750
3,630
5.28
7,370
5.91
8,250
13,573
3.21
3,000
3,960
9,000
4.84
8,040
5.42
16,652
2.62
3,750
4,950
11,250
3.87
10,050
4.33
3.25
\ 1.98',
6,600 . 15,()00
2.90
13,400
21,980
5,000
1.63
44,840
26,800
0.97
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1.~5
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 3, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on April 3, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Presentation by Mark Robinson concerning drainage in the North Pointe Business Park at
63 0 East 11 00 South.
2. Review and action on the placement of an ancillary structure at Gold's Gym at 638 East
State Road.
3. Review and action on the placement of a cellular antennae on a replacement pole at Bus
Manning Field at 525 North 60 East.
4. Review and action on a revised site plan for a storage facility at the American Fork
Fitness Center at 454 North Center Street,.
5. Review and action on the extension of public utilities in 30 North Street at approximately
1020 East.
6. Review and action on the extension of public utilities and roadway improvements in
Automall Drive from 500 East to 620 South at approximately 150 East. (Boyde G.
Williams Annexation)
7. Review and action on a revised site plan for Tropical Development LLC (Morinda) at
73 7 East 1180 South.
8. Review and action on the final plat of Adams Court Subdivision Plat A consisting of3
lots at 150 West 300 North.
9. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Mountain View Place Subdivision Plat A
consisting of2 lots at 130 North 900 East.
10. Review and action on the final plat of Mountain View Place Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 130 North 900 East.
11 . Review and action on the final plat of Featherstone Subdivision Plat A consisting of 5
twin home lots at 290 South 130 East.
12. Discussion on the proposed amendments of the Development Code concerning residential
densities in conformance with the General Plan.
13. Discussion and action on a revised plan for North Park Plat D PUD at 750 West 450
North.
14. Discussion on a revised annexation agreement for the Harbor Road Annexation Plat A
consisting of 10.89 acres at 650 South 100 West.
15. Discussion on the annexation agreement for the KWR Annexation consisting of 29.08
acres at 1475 North 100 East.
16. Discussion on the annexation agreement for the Carlisle Addition Annexation No. #5
consisting of27.3 acres at 1200 North 900 East.
17. Site Plan Committee Report.
18. Other business.
19. Review and action on the March 20, 2002, minutes.
20. Adjournment.
Dated this

~5

day ofMarch, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

.•

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
APRIL 3, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (3)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April3, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen,
Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin and John Woffinden. Staff present
included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Douglas Schneider and Melanie Marsh. Others present
included Mark Wilson, LeAnn Johnson, Jennifer Davidson, Nathan Davidson, Jason Johnson,
Dave Johnson, Karen Johnson, Phil Collins, Merlin Hampton, Roger Miner, Bonnie Miner, John
Belmont, Ray Jensen, Tausha Oveson, Troy Oveson, Nathan Giguiere, Randy Dallin, Cathy
Helman, Cheryl Hays, Shauna Morgan, Bill Peperone, Paul Washburn, Mark Hutchings, Jeffrey
Adams, Kent Barney, George Brown, Steve Sowby, David Robinson, and Barbara Christiansen,
of New Utah.
Chairman Hansen excused Mr. Ric han. He stated that Items #7, # 11, # 12, and # 13 have been
deleted from the agenda.
PRESENTATION BY MARK ROBINSON CONCERNING DRAINAGE IN THE NORTH
POINTE BUSINESS PARK AT 630 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Mark Robinson passed out a packet of information to the Planning Commission. He referred the
Planning Commission to the packet of information. The packet of information is attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. He pointed out that on Page 1, Paragraph 2 of the packet
information it states "since it is not known what the purchasers of the interior lot sites for the
westerly ditch will desire as a condition of site plan approval, the westerly ditch may be left open
as a landscape feature, or piped as required." Mr. Robinson then referred the Planning
Commission to Item #2 on Page 2 of the packet where it reads "We intend to discuss the open
ditch landscaped concept with the planning commission on Wednesday. We are hesitant to pipe
it now because the lot configuration may change and need to be re-piped again anyway." Next,
he referred the Planning Commission to Item A on Page 3 where it states "all canals, ditches and
other watercourses for the distribution of irrigation water located within or contiguous to a
proposed subdivision shall be covered or piped."
Mr. Robinson said it is clear to him that the ditch should be piped. He pointed out that there is
no reference on the plans that were approved on March 19, 1997, regarding whether the ditches
would be piped or left open. He referred the Planning Commission to Piqure # 1 in the packet of
information that was passed out. He pointed out the algae that are growing in the water. He
then referred the Planning Commission to Picture #3, which he said shows the ditch at its best.
He said the water is stagnant. He said there is not enough fall to make things look right.
Mr. Robinson said that since he bought the project he has planted over 240,000 square feet of
sod. He said he has replaced over 60 trees and there are still more trees that need to be replaced.
He said he is not trying to get out of anything. He said it will cost $70,000 to bring the project up
to what he feels it should be. He said that he does not want to cause any problems. He stated
1

that there are 40 more acres of property in the North Pointe Business Park that he will be
developing soon.
Mr. Robinson said his partners see the open ditch as a huge liability. He said his partners are
saying that the City is in violation of its ordinance by allowing the ditch to remain open. He said
the if the City wants the ditch left open, then the City needs to give him an indemnification for
any liability that might happen.
Mr. Robinson said he is also representing Morinda at this time and it does not want the ditch left
open because of the potential liability.
Mr. Robinson said "the City ought to let me do to the property what I know best." He said the
ditch does not look good the way it currently is.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there are two ditches that are not piped ( 1) the Ellery Seager Slough
and (2) the ditch on the west. He asked Mr. Robinson if he desires to pipe both ditches.
Mr. Robinson said he is just planning on piping one ditch at this time.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that when the North Pointe Business Park was approved it was
approved with the ditches left open.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the North Pointe Business Park Project is not a subdivision so there
is some question about whether the subdivision ordinance is applicable at this point. He said at
the time the dedication plat was being discussed Mr. Bromley asked if the City would like the
ditches to remain open as landscape features and he believes Mr. Bromley was told the City
would like the ditches to remain open.
Mr. Despain said if the City is going to hold firm on the issue of open ditches in North Pointe
Business Park and elsewhere in the City, then the provision in the subdivision ordinance
regarding ditches is going to have to be looked at.
There was some discussion about the Morinda Project. Mr. Despain stated that the Morinda
Project is an illegal subdivision of property.
Mr. Despain said the question that needs to be addressed is relative to whether the ditch should
be piped or not be piped.
Chairman Hansen said this item was noticed on the agenda as a presentation so the Planning
Commission can take no action tonight. He said he could put this item on the next Planning
Commission Agenda as an action iten1.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he was not on the Planning Con1mission in 1997, but since he has been
on the Planning Commission there have been a nutnber of discussions regarding the land south of
I-15. He said they have discussed the itnportance of looking at drainage, looking at the handling
of the stom1 water, looking at open space, looking at water rights of the downstreatn users and
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how piping interacts with the various elements just mentioned. He said with that background,
his impression is that what the Planning Commission wants to do is look at a rational approach
for development that will be pleasing and will still meet the requirements of the land and will
handle the water. He said he is not saying the ditch should or should not be piped, but he just
wanted to let Mr. Robinson know what the Planning Commission's concerns are.
Mr. Robinson said he has tried to address the Planning Commission's concerns. He said there is
no way the 30-inch pipe will ever be filled up.
Mr. Baldwin said the Planning Commission is not in a position to act on this item because this
item was noticed on the agenda as a presentation.
Mr. Woffinden asked if there are any reports that show the flow of the ditches over time. He
said for the Planning Commission to make a good decision it needs some data on the flow of the
ditches.
Mr. Robinson stated that data on the flow of the ditches has already been provided to the City.
He then explained that the North Pointe Business Park has three drainage systems.
Mr. Woffinden said he needs to see the flow data in order to make a decision.
Mr. Robinson said he will provide the Planning Commission with the flow data.
Mr. Despain said that when Mr. Bromley was working on getting the North Pointe Business Park
approved he saw the open ditch as an aesthetic asset and a way to solve the through water that
came from his property and off site. He said what Mr. Robinson is saying that the system of the
open ditch does not work. He said City staff needs to take a look at the ditch and see if there is
enough fall.
Mr. Woffinden again stated that he needs some flow data in order to make a good decision.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Robinson if he could better identify where the ditch is coming from
so that they have a better idea of who is contributing water and who is not. He said he will put
this item on the next agenda as an action item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE AT
GOLD'S GYM AT 638 EAST STATE ROAD
Randy Dallin said he is present to request approval on the placement of an ancillary structure at
638 East State Road to pre-sale n1emberships to Gold's Gym, which will be locating in the old
Fred Meyer building.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about whether the structure will be permanently fixed to the
ground.
Mr. Dallin stated that the trailer is being leased. He said the trailer will be anchored down. He
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pointed out that there will be a skirt placed around the structure.
Mr. Denney asked if the design of the tie downs will withstand the wind loads for the structure.
In response to Mr. Denney's question about wind loads, Mr. Dallin said he assumes the design of
the tie downs will withstand the wind loads for the structure.

Mr. Denney said some evidence that the design of the tie downs will handle the wind load of the
structure needs to be provided to the City.
Mr. Despain stated that part of the shopping center has been leased so that the people working in
the trailer will have access to restroom facilities. He pointed out that there will be no water in
the trailer. He said the proposed ancillary structure meets the requirements of the ordinance with
the exception of providing evidence that the tie downs will meet the wind load requirements. He
said the signs on the trailer may be in excess of the 32-square foot requirement, but they have not
measured them.
Mr. Despain discussed the time limit for the proposed ancillary structure. He said it has been
indicated that Gold's Gym will be opening in October 2002. He suggested that any motion to
approve the proposed plan be subject to a certain time limit being placed on how long the
ancillary structure can remain at the proposed site. He suggested that the ancillary structure only
be allow to remain at the site for approximately six months. He suggested that any approval also
be subject to the tie downs meeting the wind load requirement.
Mr. Baldwin stated that OSHA has a specific minimum distance requirement from where a
person's workstation is to the restroom facilities. He asked Mr. Dallin if he has reviewed
OSHA's requirement regarding the placement of restroom facilities.
Mr. Dallin said he has not reviewed OSHA's requirement regarding the placement of restroom
facilities.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that Mr. Dallin may want to review OSHA's requirement regarding the
placement of restroom facilities.
Mr. Dallin said they really do not want to bring in portable restroom facilities.
Mr. Baldwin said he understands why they would not want to bring in portable restroom facilities
and he does not want them to have to bring in portable restroom facilities, but he said the federal
government does have a law that may affect whether or not portable restroom facilities may need
to be brought in.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the placement of an ancillary structure at Gold's Gym at
638 East State Road subject to: (1) verification of the tie down adequacy to the satisfaction
of the City Engineer and (2) the time limit for the ancillary structure be the end of 2002.
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Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF A CELLULAR ANTENNAE ON A
REPLACEMENT POLE AT BUS MANNING FIELD AT 525 NORTH 60 EAST
Chairman Hansen said at the last Planning Commission Meeting the Planning Commission
approved the placement of a cellular antenna at the Bus Manning Field upon the condition of
approval by the City Recreation Director, but Steve Bailey, the Recreation Director, expressed
some concern about the placement of the proposed building and antenna.
Mr. Denney said the primary concern is with the placement of the proposed building. He said
the concern is that the building will be a sight obstruction that may make it difficult for people to
see kids running out into the street to retrieve foul balls so there may be accidents. He said
another concern with the placement of the proposed building is that it takes away some of the
area where the pitchers warm up.
Mr. Denney said it has been proposed that the antenna should remain in the same location or put
on a pole further to the north and that the building be associated with the old restroom facility or
placed under the scorekeeper's building.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that it has also been indicated that the proposed stn1cture may
create some problems if the fitness center is ever expanded.
Doug Schneider said Mr. Bailey also expressed concern about the fence being placed around the
proposed building because the fence would give kids a chance to climb on the roof, which creates
a liability if someone were to climb on the roof and fall off and get hurt. He said Mr. Bailey also
expressed concern about how the proposed building would affect the aesthetics of the park.
Mr. Schneider said it was not too long ago that the City looked at putting a trailer out in front of
the field for offices for the Recreation Department, but many of the neighbors complained so the
trailer was not put out front. He said he does not think the proposed building will be any tnore
pleasing than the trailer that was proposed by the City.
Nathan Giguiere, representative for Cingular Wireless, said tnany of the issues that have been
raised tonight have caught hin1 completely off guard.
Chairman Hansen said the agreements between the City and Cingular have not been completely
worked out. He said if the Planning Commission chooses to approve the proposed plan, it should
be subject to approval of the lease agreement by Kevin Bennett, City Atto111ey.
5

Mr. Giguiere said he has spoken with Carl Wanlass and Kevin Bennett regarding the lease
agreement. He said he does not foresee a problem with the lease agreement. He said he needs to
know what the City wants. He said he does not want to keep going back and forth with his
attorney, if the City is not sure where it is going to extend the fitness center in the future. He
said because of the City's uncertainty on various issues he does not know what other alternative
to propose.
Chairman Hansen said it is his understanding that Mr. Bailey stated that the building could be
located to the north, but that was not a viable option because of the distance that the wires have
to travel.
Mr. Giguiere said in reference to utilizing the same pole and location of the building on the first
base line that can't be accommodated. He said the building has to be located as close to the
tower as possible in order for the technology to work. He said the only reason they did not try to
utilize another pole was because no tower can be located closer than 300 feet to a residence.
There was some discussion about possibly locating the antenna on the pole to the north.
After some discussion about where the antenna and pole could be located, Mr. Baldwin said it
looks like they are significantly looking at modifying what was approved last time. He
suggested that the building be buried.
Mr. Giguiere stated that the technology would not work properly if it were buried underground.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the applicant can resolve some of the site plan
issues.
Mr. \Voffinden seconded the motion.

Mr. Giguiere asked who he could talk to get the final say on where the City would permit an
antenna to be placed.
Chairman Hansen suggested that Mr. Giguiere talk to the Parks Departn1ent and the Engineering
Depart1nent.
Mr. Despain said there are a couple of things that need to be understood. He said this it the
City's parks and the proposal is for a 25-year lease, which is a long-term decision. He said if
there is any inconvenience, it ought not to be the City that is inconvenienced.
Mr. Despain said the significant players need to get together to work things out.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
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Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Giguiere that the City Attorney has many concerns with lease
agreement. He said the lease agreement does not meet the City Attorney's approval.
Mr. Giguiere said he has made multiple calls to the City Attorney to try to find out if there are
any concerns and the City Attorney has "consistently not called him back." He said he is willing
to address the issues, but he has to be made aware of them in order to address them.
He asked someone to let the City Attorney know that he has tried to contact him.
Councilman Hunter asked Mr. Giguiere to leave his card and he will get it to Mr. Bennett.
Before moving onto item #4 on the agenda, Chairman Hansen again stated that Items #7, #11,
# 12 and # 13 have been removed from the agenda and will not be discussed tonight.
Steve Sowby asked why item #13 was removed from the agenda.
Chairman Hansen said Item #13 was placed on the agenda when he was out of town. He said he
would not have put Item # 13 on the agenda if he had been in town. He said he would like to
discuss Item #1_3 with Mayor Barratt before the Planning Commission discusses it.
Mr. Sowby said that Item #16 should also be removed from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR A STORAGE FACILITY AT
THE AMERICAN FORK FITNESS CENTER AT 454 NORTH CENTER STREET
Mr. Schneider said the proposal is to place a storage container next to the trailer to store
equipment in. He said the proposed storage facility is 8' x 20'.
Mr. Denney said the proposed storage facility is an ancillary structure associated with the
American Fork Fitness Center. He said the foundation of the structure needs to be looked at as
well as how the structure will be secured to the ground in order to make sure it meets the wind
load requirements.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed storage facility is a connex container. He explained
that it has not been the policy of the City to require connex containers to be secured to the ground
because they are just temporary facilities. He said it appears that the proposed storage facility
will be used for long-term storage. He said he is viewing the proposed storage facility as an
ancillary, permanent structure verses a temporary facility.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there will be any lighting put in the storage facility.
Mr. Schneider said they are not anticipating having any electricity in the storage facility.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed storage facility will be painted
7

Mr. Schneider said he does not know if the storage facility will be painted. He said it may look
better if it is painted.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the revised site plan for a storage facility at the American
Fork Fitness Center at 454 North Center subject to: (1) adequate foundation and tie down
for a semi-permanent ancillary facility and (2) the provision that no service, electrical,
water, etc. will be provided to the storage facility.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Phil Collins expressed concern about the Planning Commission approving the proposed storage
facility because he is afraid that approving it might violate the City ordinance. He raised the
question of what will prevent others from placing a storage facility like the one proposed in their
backyards, if the proposed storage facility is approved. He said the proposed facility needs to
comply with the existing building code.

Mr. Baldwin amended his motion to include that the storage facility must comply with the
building code.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE EXTENSION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES IN 30 NORTH
STREET AT APPROXIMATELY 1020 EAST
Mr. Denney stated that this iten1 includes a proposal to construct sewer and other improvements
in a "partial width" street along the north edge of Mr. Wilson's property. The right-of-way was
previously deeded to the City. The actual Planning Comn1ission action on the request is limited
to a recommendation regarding the proposed extension of the sewer in the right-of-way. He
indicated that the proposed sewer extension was consistent with the City' s sewer plans and
should be approved. His n1ain concern was that the proposed street improvements would not
make 30 North an adequate through travel way because of the lack of continuous right-of-way
with adjacent parcels. He expressed concern that traveling along this route would be difficult
and probably dangerous because it requires a shifting fr01n side to side.
Mr. Denney said until the City gets tnore "pieces" of the road he recommends that the City not
allow the road to connect clear through right now. The use being proposed could be allowed to
go out to 1100 East and come back in as it has in the past. He recommended barricading the
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possible connection to the west until the City acquires the additional land necessary to make a
safe alignment.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about why the Planning Commission was talking about
barricading the road because the request is to extend the sewer. He said the City owns the
property so it can put up barricades if it considers the situation a safety hazard.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposal is to bring the sewer line in slightly on a diagonal.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the extension of public utilities in 30 North Street at
approximately 1020 East.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that the Engineering Department review the question about the placement
of barricades as the pavement goes in.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE EXTENSION OF PUBLIC UTILITIES AND ROADWAY
IMPROVEMENTS IN AUTOMALL DRIVE FROM 500 EAST TO 620 SOUTH AT
APPROXIMATELY 150 EAST (BOYDE G. WILLIAMS ANNEXATION)
It was discussed that the Boyde G. Willimns Annexation is not yet complete. Mr. Despain
explained that the City does have a signed annexation agreement, but it does not have the
executed deeds for the roads and water rights at the present time.

Chairman Hansen expressed concern about taking action on property that is not yet in the City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there has also been a request tnade to the City for an SID. He said
the proposal represents an extension of utilities and roads.
Chairman Hansen said it has been the policy of the Planning Commission not to take action on
items that deal with property that is not yet annexed into the City. He then asked what the
Planning Commission would like to do.
Bill Peperone said the annexation has not been con1pleted yet, but the water has been turned in to
the City. He said the atmexation agreement has been signed. He said Mr. Despain has indicated
from the very beginning of the process that the City would require road dedication deeds. He
said part of the reason the annexation has not been con1pleted yet is because they are still trying
to work on getting the necessary road dedication deeds to give to the City. Mr. Peperone said the
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purchaser of the property proposed for development needs to purchase some more property in
order to give the City the necessary road dedication deeds. He said the purchaser of the property
is working on purchasing the necessary property so that the necessary road dedication deeds can
be conveyed to the City.
Mr. Baldwin said he has no objection discussing the proposed extension of utilities and roadway
improvements in Automall Drive, but he does having an objection to taking action on it since the
annexation is not complete.
Mr. Denney said instead of making lateral connections for the water to the individual sites, which
they do not know where the boundaries are and do not know how much area is going to be
required for any one user at this point in time they are putting crosses in the main water line and
bringing water lines out to the area of the easements along the side road and at that point in time
capping and stubbing them.
Mr. Denney said he would still like to work with the applicant's engineer to resolve some of the
drainage issues.

It was discussed that a 12-inch water line should be installed, rather than an 8-inch line in case
there are large users that locate on the site. Mr. Peperone said he did not see a problem with
putting in a 12-inch water line.
Mr. Baldwin agreed that it was important to have a 12-inch water line installed.
Mr. Denney briefly discussed the easement and road dedications that need to be resolved.
Mr. Despain said the proposal is consistent with the terms of the annexation agreement. He
pointed out that the SID financing would probably be allowed to be used to cover the costs for
the water lines, sewer lines, and surface improvements for the roads. He said the SID financing
may be used to cover the costs associated with handling the on-site drainage, but he is not sure on
that.
Mr. Denney said he believes the costs associated with handling the on-site drainage should be
eligible for the SID funding.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table the extension of public utilities and roadway improvements in
Automall Drive from 500 East to 620 South at approximately 150 East (Boyde G. Williams
Annexation) with the following observations: (1) that the storm water systems be reviewed
with the City engineer to meet the 100-year storm (2) that the size of the water line be
resolved with City Engineering (3) that the road alignment on the west and associated with
the temporary one be resolved (4) the SID concerns being referred to the City Council and
(5) the realignment of the slough on the southwest corner being resolved.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he recognizes that the tabling motion is an awkward one because of the
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observations that he has included in the motion, but he thinks the observations will be helpful so
that the applicant knows what issues need to be addressed.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.

Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Woffinden asked if there are wetlands issues associated with the proposed project.
Mr. Denney said there are some cattails around the drainage.
Mr. Despain explained that there are some new rules in regards to wetlands. He pointed out that
some things viewed as jurisdictional wetlands are no longer viewed as jurisdictional wetlands.
He said the new rule is that if there is an area less than 2 Y2 acres it is no longer required to be
approved by the Army Corp of Engineers.
Mr. W offinden stated that cattails are one of the plant species that is a definite sign of wetlands
that needs to be looked at carefully.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR TROPICAL DEVELOPMENT
LLC (MORINDA) AT 737 EAST 1180 SOUTH
This item was not discussed. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF ADAMS COURT SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS AT 150 WEST 300 NORTH
The representative for the petitioner stated that the house has been removed.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the turning radius in the cul-de-sac. He said he has tried to
insist that there be enough swing in the radius so that delivery trucks can back out of the cul-desac. He said it is important that short cul-de-sacs have the half street plus five. He said the City
needs to create a policy that limits the neck of the cul-de-sac so that vehicles will not have to
back more than 100 feet or 7 5 feet out of the cul-de-sac onto a collector road.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about how the Streets Department will be able to snow plow the
cul-de-sac without plowing in someone's driveway. He also pointed out that the people who
live in the cul-de-sac will have to put their garbage cans out on 300 North in order for their
garbage to be collected.
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Mr. Denney stated that there needs to be an easement for the gang mailbox.
There was some discussion about how much area is needed for a gang postal facility. It was
discussed that the gang mailbox was 4' X 8' It was discussed that the gang mailbox is placed
behind the walk and not in the planter strip. Mr. Baldwin suggested that the gang mailbox be
placed in the planter strip.
Mr. Denney stated that the planter strips are usually reserved so that the natural gas lines can be
put in them.
Mr. Baldwin said the gang mailboxes that he has seen have been right off the street.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Hadfield is currently working on a policy with the post office
for gang mailboxes.
Phil Collins stated that when he served on the Planning Commission the American Fork City Fire
Chief came in and talked to the Planning Commission about his disdain for cui-de-sacs. He said
what is being proposed in the proposed plan is a half cul-de-sac with no assurance that it will
ever be finished. He said when he was on the Planning Commission they agreed that they would
not entertain the idea of having partial cul-de-sacs. He said he has serious issues with approving
a plan that shows a half cul-de-sac. He said the issue of the gang mailbox is an irrelevant issue.
He said the more salient issue is in regards to binding the adjoining property owner to a
development he may or may not like. He said half cui-de-sacs also raise the issue of public
safety. He asked the Planning Con1mission to strongly consider whether a partial width cul-desac should be allowed.
Mr. Baldwin asked the applicant if he has had any conversation with the property owners on the
east about the possibility of either and easement or the possibility of purchasing enough property
to complete the cul-de-sac.
Jeff Adams said the adjacent property owners are not interested in developing their property right
now. He said they have tried to make the cul-de-sac bigger to accommodate the tum around.
There was some discussion about how much of a turning radius is needed for a fire truck. It was
discussed that the size of the turning radius for a fire tn1ck depends on the size of the fire truck.
Chairman Hansen asked if all the boundary line issues have all been resolved.
Mr. Adams said all of the boundary line issues have been resolved.
the boundary line agreements when the final plat is recorded.

He said the City will record

Chairman Hansen stated that the applicant will need to provide to the City evidence of the
boundary line agreements.
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Chairman Hansen said Mr. Hadfield has pointed out that the Planning Commission has approved
partial width cul-de-sacs similar to the one being proposed.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the Planning Commission would not be the body that sets the throat
distances for cul-de-sacs. He said the City Council would be the appropriate body that would set
throat distances for cui-de-sacs.
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission has already granted preliminary approval so to
some degree the issue relative to the adequacy of the cul-de-sac is a discussion that is kind of late
in the game. He stated that partial width cul-de-sacs have been approved in the past.
Mr. Despain stated that the City does need to create a formal partial width cul-de-sac policy. He
said he will come back with a recommendation to address partial width cui-de-sacs.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Adams Court Subdivision Plat A consisting
of 3 lots at 150 West 300 North subject to: (1) a review of the cul-de-sac radius (2) there
being a gang postal facility easement provided that is acceptable to the post office, which
will probably end up on Lot 1 (3) evidence of the boundary line agreements (4) water rights
being conveyed to the City (5) approval from the irrigation company and (6) the
observation that the City Planner will bring back a recommended standard for partial culde-sac for the Planning Commission to use as a guideline in the future.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Phil Collins suggested that the motion include that the property owners not require the City to
provide garbage service .within the half cul-de-sac. In other words the residents will have to
move their garbage cans out to 300 North in order for the garbage truck to be able to pick their
garbage up.

Mr. Baldwin amended his motion to include the observation that there is a high probability
that the people who buy homes in the cul-de-sac may have to take put their garbage cans
out on 300 North in order for the garbage trucks to be able to pick up their garbage.
Councilman Hunter seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hansen. Those voting
nay: Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 130 NORTH 900 EAST
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Planning Commission saw the preliminary plat of
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Mountain View Place Subdivision Plat A before and tabled it. He said the proposed preliminary
plat is no different from the plat that was presented to the Planning Commission before. He then
turned the time over to Ray Jensen to explain why the Planning Commission should entertain the
proposed plat.
Mr. Jensen said the last time the proposed preliminary plat was discussed there was some
confusion about Fleming Drive. He said staff believed that Fleming Drive was not a full street.
He said the right-of-way has been dedicated as a full street. He said the right-of-way is 66 feet
wide. He pointed out that the curb and gutter is in place, but the sidewalk is not. He said the trail
that they are proposing·in the concept for the gated community is not going to replace the
sidewalk, but it will be in addition to the sidewalk.
Chairman Hansen said the issue regarding the unbuildable parcel to the south of Lot 2 that may
in the future become a derelict parcel has still not been addressed. He said the last time the
Planning Commission looked at the proposed plan it recommended that the remainder of the
parcel be a third lot.
Mr. Jensen said he did not see the need to include the remainder of the parcel in a third lot.
Mr. Denney recommended that the cross section be corrected. He said the City standard for the
cross section is 3 inches of asphalt with 6 inches of base. He pointed out that 4 inches of base is
required underneath the sidewalk and curb and gutter.
Mr. Denney said it appears that there is roo1n to put sidewalk along the north side of Fleming
Drive.
Mr. Denney said one unusual thing with the site is that there is a natural gas line going through it.
He said the proposed plan does a good job of accommodating the gas line.
Mr. Despain said there has been considerable discussion from staff regarding whether there is a
derelict parcel. Some staff members are of the opinion that there would be a derelict parcel and
others are of the opinion that there would not be a derelict parcel. He said as long as the parcel
is attached to the body of the property to the west it technically is not a derelict parcel in his
judgement under the ordinance, but it does have a high probability that it could be one. He said
it is debatable about whether any benefit would be gained from connecting the parcel to a third
lot.
Mr. Despain said a good share of the existing trail is currently on the public right-of-way. He
said the trail as a public facility will not last much longer.
Mr. Denney said the approval from the American Fork Irrigation Con1pany also needs to be
provided to the City.
Mr. Baldwin asked what would happen if Lot 2 were extended.
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Mr. Woffinden said if Lot 2 were extended then the street would be on three sides of Lot 2.
George Brown pointed out that several of Patterson's projects have lots with three sides.
Mr. Woffinden said it is "a disgrace" to have lots where the street is on three sides of them.
Mr. Brown said unless the ordinance is changed, the City can't start discriminating now. He said
the City needs to be consistent.
Mr. Woffinden raised the question about whether the City is going to let the developers take over
the City. He said it is time that the City takes control of the City back. He said if new
ordinances need to be written, then the City needs to get going on it.
Councilman Hunter suggested that Lot 1 just be developed right now and not Lot 2.
Chaitman Hansen said at the last meeting it was recommended that the property owners go back
and redo the proposed plan to make it just a one-lot subdivision.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the City Attorney had to say about the property on the south of Lot 2.
Mr. Despain said it is the City Attorney's opinion that the property on the south of Lot 2 would
be a derelict parcel and he has recommended that the proposed subdivision not be approved
unless there are three lots.
Councilman Hunter asked why 130 North can't come in off of Fleming Drive.
In response to Councilman Hunter's question, Mr. Despain said 130 North can come in off of
Fleming Drive~ but the reason it does not is because of the presence of the gas line.
Mr. Baldwin moved to deny the preliminary plat of Mountain View Place Subdivision Plat
A consisting of 2 lots at 130 North 900 East.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.

Mr. Brown asked what the basis for the denial is.
Mr. Baldwin said the basis for the denial is the City Atton1ey's opinion that there would be a
derelict parcel left and by City ordinance that cannot be done. He said he would not feel
co1nfortable approving something contrary to legal counsel.
Mr. I ensen expressed concern about what constitutes a derelict parcel. He raised the question of
why the parcel is considered a derelict parcel.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the petitioners can appeal to the City Council.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen. Those voting nay:
Councilman Hunter. The motion carried.
Mr. Brown pointed out that Pattersons have three unbuidable lots in the City that are derelict
parcels (1) Center Street (2) 1400 North and (3) on the west side of Hillcrest. He raised the
question about how come there are derelict parcels in the City if there is such a strong policy
against having derelict parcels in the City.
In response to Mr. Brown's question regarding why there are derelict parcels in the City,
Chairman Hansen said previous Planning Commissions overlooked them.

Tausha Oveson asked who they could contact to verify what constitutes a derelict parcel. Mrs.
Oveson was told to contact Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, to discuss what constitutes a derelict
parcel. She was told that she could also get a copy of the City ordinance regarding derelict
parcels.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 130 NORTH 900 EAST
This item was not discussed. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF FEATHERSTONE SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 5 TWIN HOME LOTS AT 290 SOUTH 130 EAST
This item was not discussed.
DISCUSSION ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
CONCERNING RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN
This item was not discussed.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A REVISED PLAN FOR NORTH PARK PLAT D PUD AT
750 WEST 450 NORTH
This itern was not discussed.
DISCUSSION ON A REVISED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 10.89 ACRES AT 650 SOUTH 100 WEST
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo that was included in the Planning
Commission packet regarding the revised annexation agreement for Harbor Road. The memo is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2. He pointed out that there is now a new owner
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involved with the proposed annexation. Mr. Despain said Eric Thompson, the new owner, has
asked that the City return to him six shares of irrigation water that were provided by Doug
Warren. He said Mr. Thompson would like to make a change in the annexation agreement that
does not propose to move immediately to final plat approval.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed revised draft annexation agreement has been provided
to Mr. Thompson. He said there are five primary changes that have been made in the proposed
revised annexation agreement. Mr. Despain discussed the five primary changes to the
annexation agreement, which are outlined in the memo (See ATTACHMENT #2).
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission were to approve the proposed revised annexation
agreement he would have no hesitation about annexing the property because it does address the
issue of future development of the property. He said the only question he would have is whether
in retrospect the Planning Commission is convinced that the annexation concept plan is one it
would buy into or whether it would like to look at some different concept plans.
There was some discussion that the property owner has tried to divert water off the property. Mr.
Denney said on the north edge they have installed a drain to the intercept the water from the
north. He said they have also tried several drains in the middle of the property. He said they
have not yet been successful at diverting the water off the property.
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission needs to see a concept plan that addresses the
water elements.
Councilman Hunter said he does not think the City is interested in having any more sewer lift
stations in the City. Mr. Despain said the discussion regarding sewer lift stations has been
removed from the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 11 of the proposed revised annexation agreement addresses
the jurisdictional wetland issue. He said Section 11 states that the applicant acknowledges that
the jurisdictional wetland issue exists and will take care of it as a condition of subdivision
approval.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the subdivision plan should be in substantial compliance with
the approved annexation concept plan. He said if the water problems are not addressed with the
concept plan, then the subdivision plan may end up being different from the concept plan.
Mr. Baldwin said small detention basins are going to be an increasingly important consideration
south of I-15 because of the high water level that has been exhibited there. He said detention
basins are not something that the Planning Commission can pass over lightly. Mr. Baldwin said
the issue of the detention basins is an issue that needs to be resolved, but it should not be done in
a piecemeal fashion.
Mr. Brown asked when impact fees will be addressed as a way to get another road across the
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freeway. He said if impact fees are going to go into effect soon to get a road across the freeway,
then it should start with the proposed annexation.
Chairman Hansen said the need for an additional road across the freeway is recognized. He said
part of the recommendation in the proposed general plan is that there be an impact fee so money
can be gathered to get another road across the freeway.
Mr. Brown asked who is going to do a study on the south side of American Fork that shows what
will happen with the water so the developers are aware of the water issues. He said the first time
a sewer line is put in on the south side of American Fork the water is going to shift.
Chairman Hansen said the City is aware that the water will shift when a sewer line is put in on
the south side of American Fork.
Mr. Collins said he is very concerned about the water issues south ofi-15. He suggested that any
annexation of property south of I-15 should include a soil sample.
Chairman Hansen said there have been a number of members on the Planning Commission that
have expressed the need for soil samples. He said it has been frequently discussed that one test
hole is not enough and that there needs to be numerous test holes done at various times.
Chairman Hansen again stated that a different concept plan needs to be presented that addresses
the various water issues.
Mr. Baldwin made an observation regarding water. He said Utah has been in a drought situation
for 3 Yz years. He pointed out that last month there was a soils report submitted that showed
water within 4 or 5 feet of the surface. He said if after 3 Yz years of being in a drought situation
there is still water within 4or 5 feet of the surface, then they are concerned about water issues.
Mr. Despain said if he understands things correctly, he can report to Mr. Thompson that the
Planning Commission would be favorable to the proposed revised annexation agreement if the
wetlands are dealt with now, rather than waiting until the development plan stage and if there is a
revised plan submitted that shows the elimination of open space and the detention basin area.
Mr. Baldwin said the detention basin is part of it, but the drainage and water flow also needs to
be addressed. He said there has to be son1ething in place that protects the City against possible
actions that may be taken if there are problems caused with a downstream user's water rights.
DISCUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE KWR ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 29.08 ACRES AT 1475 NORTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the current general plan does not allow con1mercial uses in the
area proposed for annexation. He said the Plmming Commission has discussed putting a
neighborhood commercial zone in the area of the property proposed for annexation. He said he
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does not see the annexation agreement being approved until the neighborhood commercial zone
is approved, if that is one of the zones part of the property is to be placed in. Chairman Hansen
then turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding the KWR Annexation that
was included in the Planning Commission Packet. The memo is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #3. Mr. Despain discussed the memo.
Mr. Baldwin said they need to take the proposed R1-12,000 ordinance back to the City Council
for its approval. He said the zoning for the proposed project needs to be reflective of the General
Plan as opposed to placing the property in the R1-9000 Zone.
There was some discussion about the road alignment. Mr. Baldwin asked what the plans are for
Alpine Highway. Mr. Denney said a 5-lane facility is currently being looked at for Alpine
Highway where there will be major turning movements. Mr. Baldwin said the proposed
annexation should provide for the appropriate right-of-way to be provided for the Alpine
Highway.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed plan should not "compel" people to use 100 East.
One citizen cautioned that the City should be careful with what it does on 1340 North because
that is the access to the school. The citizen stated that 1340 North is already a busy road.
Mr. Despain referred to Item #4 in the memo that discusses that a development plan should be
required. He said one issue discussed with Highland City is that houses should not front on 9600
North. He said City staff has talked with the Robinsons about a variety of housing concepts.
He said the development plan needs to be more detailed than the one that the City has already
seen. He said he does not know if actual interior streets need to be identified in the development
plan.
Mr. Despain said his proposal is to begin preparing the annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen said the ordinances regarding a neighborhood commercial zone needs to be in
place before the annexation agreement is drafted, unless the applicants desiring to annex do not
want part of their property placed in a neighborhood commercial zone.
Mr. Collins said it has been discussed that part of the property should be placed in the R 1-12,000
Zone, but the City currently does not have an R1-12,000 Zone.
Chairman Hansen explained that an R1-12,000 Zone could possibly be approved a lot quicker
than a neighborhood commercial zone because the Planning Commission already has a rough
draft of an R1-12,000 Zone. He said it is going to take some time to create a neighborhood
commercial zone.
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Chairman Hansen asked Dave Robinson if he is interested in the property being placed only in a
residential zone or if he was interested in having part of the property in a commercial zone. He
said the City does not intend to annex part of the property into the City under any of the City's
current commercial zones. He explained that a new neighborhood commercial zone could be
created and possibly part of the property proposed for annexation could be placed in that zone.
Mr. Robinson said when they started the annexation process they knew the neighborhood
commercial zone was not yet in place and they are comfortable waiting for a neighborhood
commercial zone to be created. He said they would like to move the process along, but they are
in no hurry to begin development.
Chairman Hansen instructed Mr. Despain to begin working on the neighborhood commercial
zone.
Gary Rackman expressed concern about part of the property being zoned commercial.
Chairman Hansen stated that the neighborhood commercial zone needs to be in place before they
can intelligently discuss whether part of the property proposed for development can be zoned
commercial.
Mr. Rackman asked who suggested that part of the property proposed for development could be
placed in a commercial zone.
Chairman Hansen explained that the neighborhood commercial zone was an outgrowth of the
discussion that was held regarding the land south ofl-15. He said it has been discussed that a
neighborhood commercial zone would consist of small commercial areas. He said when
neighborhood commercial zones were discussed when talking about the land use for the property
south ofl-15 it was discussed that there may be other areas in the City where neighborhood
cmnmercial zones would be appropriate. He said the property proposed for annexation was one
area in the City where it was discussed a neighborhood commercial zone could possibly be
placed.
Mr. Rackman stated that the majority of the residents who live in the area near the proposed zone
change have indicated that they do not want to see part of the property proposed for annexation
placed in a commercial zone.
Mr. Collins pointed out that the establishn1ent of a neighborhood commercial zone is not an
assurance that it will be applied to part of the property proposed for annexation.
Mr. Robinson said they are not set on part of the property being placed in the neighborhood
comn1ercial zone.
Chairman Hansen again stated that the neighborhood commercial zone needs to be established
before it can be discussed as to whether part of the property should be placed in the
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neighborhood commercial zone. He said at this point in time he does not know if part of the
property proposed for annexation should be placed in the neighborhood commercial zone
because he does not know what the neighborhood commercial zone will consist of.
There were several citizens present at the meeting who stated that they do not want to see any of
the property proposed for annexation placed in a commercial zone.
Mr. Robinson said several of the residents who live near the area proposed for annexation have
made assumptions about how the property is going to be developed and there is a lot of hysteria
amongst the neighbors. He encouraged the residents to call or come by his office to discuss the
proposed plan instead of making assumptions about what is going to take place on the property.
Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork City has a different development philosophy than
Highland. He said that he does not believe American Fork City will zone the property for halfacre lots.
Scott Rackman said nothing has been resolved yet in regards to the neighborhood commercial
zone. He suggested that if this item is going to be put on the Planning Commission Agenda
every time that someone should let the citizens know what is going to be talked about at the
meeting. He said each time the citizens come to the meeting it seems like the City does not know
what it can do and what Mr. Robinson will be allowed to do.
Chairman Hansen explained that there are a lot of discussions that have to be had before an
annexation takes place.
Scott Rackman asked why any item that the Robinsons have on the agenda has to be at the end of
the meeting.
One man in the audience asked for an explanation of the annexation process.
Chairman Hansen and Mr. Despain both discussed the annexation process.
Mr. Collin pointed out that an annexation is not a right, but a privilege. He said property can't be
annexed into the City unless the City accepts the annexation.
Mr. Brown asked if the City has ever measured the lots in Quail Hollow.
Chairman Hansen said when the Planning Commission approved the Quail Hollow Subdivision
all the lots were at least the minimum lot size required.
Mr. Brown asked if anyone has ever measured the excess lots in the Hillcrest Subdivision. He
said the excess lots in the Hillcrest Subdivision have small side yards and backyards. He said he
would like to see someone measure those lots. He asked Mr. Denney if someone could go out
and physically measure the excess lots in the Hillcrest Subdivision.
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Mr. Denney said the City has measured several of the lots in the Hillcrest Subdivision and they
were 9,000 square foot lots. Mr. Brown told Mr. Denney that he would like to go out with him
one day to physically measure the lots. Mr. Denney told Mr. Brown that he would be glad to go
out with him one day to measure the lots.
Chairman Hansen encouraged the citizens to continue to attend the meetings and to be part of the
discussions when the neighborhood commercial zone is discussed. He told the residents that
they can participate in helping to create the neighborhood commercial zone.
One man in the audience asked if it would be possible to put this item or discussion of the
neighborhood commercial zone earlier on the agenda.

In response to the man's question about putting this item or discussion of the neighborhood
commercial zone early on the agenda, Chairman Hansen said they will look at that.
Mr. Robinson said he recommended to the City that this item be put earlier on the agenda.
Mr. Brown complimented the Planning Commission for the time and effort it puts into the
various issues that it has to address. He said overall the Planning Commission does a good job.
Mr. Baldwin said the Planning Commission tries to do a good job and it does try to listen to
people's concerns.
DISCUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CARLISLE ADDITION
ANNEXTION NO. #5 CONSISTING OF 27.3 ACRES AT 1200 NORTH 900 EAST
This item was not discussed.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Denney briefly talked about SID's.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council recently passed an SID Eligibility Resolution. He
said he believes the City is going to see a lot of SID's in order to improve projects.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there was a memo included in the packet regarding the revised plan
for North Park Plat A. He stated that the Planning Commission will soon be discussing the
revised plan for North Park Plat A.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARCH 20, 2002, MINUTES
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the March 20, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections:
On Page 13, Line 20 "He said the plants are what was raising the Armory Corp" should be
changed to "He said it is the plants that are raising the Army Corp." On Page 15, Line 7
"signage complying" should be changed to "the signage complies." On Page 15, Line 32
"Lot #1 should be changed to "Lot #3." On Page 15, Line 34 "Lot #1" should be changed
to "Lot #1 and Lot #2." On Page 17, Line 2 "steep of the slope" should be changed to
"steep slope." On Page 18, Line 37 "does plan" should be changed to "does not plan." On
Page 19, Line 29 "could the" should be changed to "could require the."
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :05 p.m.

~~

/11rwlr--

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE APRIL 3, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 8

BROMLEY COMMERCIAL-INDUSTRIAL SITE
IMPACT ANALYSIS
Revised 10 March 1997
1.

HYDROLOGY AND SURFACE DRAINAGE

The hydrology of this site is relatively easy to understand. It is and has been used as irrigated
farm ground for about one century. Various crop farming and agricultural activities have taken
place and are continuing on portions of the property. As described in the soils section below,
the groundwater table is between 20" and 60" deep. The land is moderately permeable and can
be easily drained with a subsurface system. Two sources of surface water enter and pass
through the property. One comes from under the freeway on the northeast side. It flows
constantly and is mostly made up of irrigation return flow, storm water, and subsurface drainage.
Another smaller source from the Auto Mall area on the northwest is more sporadic and less
intense . Nevertheless, both of these sources have to be contended with and safely passed
through the property to a place of ultimate disposition.
The proposed preliminary plan shows how these two ditches will be conveyed through the
property. The larger one on the east will be re-routed and piped entirely through the project
where it will discharge to the existing ditch near the tower on the LDS Church parcel to the
south. The other smaller ditch from the NW will be routed in its natural channel in a
stormwater easement running generally North to South. This ditch is to be combined with the
other source south of the site on the LDS parcel as it does now . Currently, as part of this
project, only the east ditch will be piped. Since it is not entirely known what the purchasers of
the interior lot sites for the westerly ditch will desire , as a condition of site plan approval, the
westerly ditch may be left open as a landscape feature, or piped as required. Upstream off-site
contributing properties who have been allowed to dump storm water or waste water into these
ditches should be asked to help contribute to the solution as it becomes necessary.
Additionally, there are at least four flowing artesian wells on site that flow continuously. They
have historically been used for irrigation. As the site is developed, these will have to be capped
and plugged or used as a source for the secondary irrigation system serving the area. This
second option would save greatly on the culinary system and reduce the water right
requirements . Presently, such a secondary system is planned to be installed as part of the first
phase pending adequate financing and favorable water rights conveyances to the city of other
rights , leaving existing flowing artesian rights to be used for continued irrigation.
On site storm drainage will be handled and channeled to four small storm retention ponds on
either side of the east-west running streets as shown on the preliminary plan. Water will be
deta ined there to assist in controlling the peak runoff into the waste ditch and as an aid to
improv.e water quality . If required, oil or grease skimmers or traps will be installed .
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SOWBY & BERG CONSULTANTS
Professional Engineering. PLm n i 11g & :\1 anagen1ent

MEMO
TO:

HOWARD DENNEY

FROM:

STEPHEN SOWBY

DATE:

17 MARCH 1997

SUBJECT:

BROMLEY COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL SITE

-------------------------------------------This is in response to some of your review comments I received from
you and J.H. on Thursday.
1.

The 42 11 pipe through the property is intended to be RCP with
a Manning's n value of 0.012 with approx. 70 cfs capacity
depending on the final pipe grade.

2.

We intend to discuss the open ditch landscaped concept with
the planning commission on Wednesday. We are hesitant to pipe
it now because the lot configuration may change and need to be
re -piped again anyway.
I have suggested it could be a
condition of approval of the commercial site plan since all
the site plans need to be approved anyway.

3.

Rod Despain is in control of the water rights filing and has
been for mo::1ths.
We have done all we can at this stage.
Bromley has turned in 110.88 acre feet of well water for use
on this and other projects.

4.

I have not completed the storm drainage calculations and
revisions as you suggested to conform to the 0.2 cfs per acre
form on sice.
I will continue to work on it.

5.

See attached
system.

6.

The environmental consultant for Reed Bromley
Phase 1 environmental survey clearance.

7.

See attached letter from wetlands consultant.

8.

We will comply with the total 66' wide street if the planning
commission requires it . But we think 2/3 of the road is fair
and very sufficient for now since it will give at least 30' of
paved width.

9.

See revised roadway cross section for partial development
showing the intended 44' developed section with 30' asphalt.

10.

Fire

11 .

The subgrade is intended to be 12'' of granular fill (either
Heckect pit run slag, crushed limestone, or other acceptable
less expe~s i ve source) .

hyd~anc

preliminary

layout

of

groundwater

lS

drainage

finishing the
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shall be covered with top soil and reseeded to the same
· extent as the prior existing natural conditions unless,
in the opinion of the Planning Commission, alternative or
additional treatment of the slope is necessary to avoid
the creation of a significant soil erosion, flood or
other environmental hazard.

3-5.9

B.

Location of streets and buildings on unstable soil shall
be avoided.

c.

Surface water produced from the subdivision development
shall be properly disposed within the subdivision or
shall be drained into natural channels in a manner that
will reduce the exposure to flood hazard and will prevent
the soil within and outside of the subdivision from
eroding and will not produce an undue flood hazard to
adjacent properties.

D.

The subgivision layout shall make adequate provision for
natural drainage channels and floodways.

E.

All water, sewer, and other utility systems and
facilities located in flood hazard areas shall be
designed to minimize infiltration of flood water into the
system, or discharge of the system into the flood waters.

F.

Other environmental hazards must also be eliminated or
adequately handled as directed by the Planning
Connnission.

Underground Utilities

Electric and telephone lines shall be located underground
except when the subdivider can show the Planning Commission
that underground lines are not feasible.
3-5.10

Street Signs

Street signs shall be installed at all locations indicated on
the preliminary plan. The location and design of said signs
shall conform to minimum City standards.
(Added by Ord. 5-13-80)

3-5.11

Irrigation Water System
A.

As a means of reducing the safety hazards from open
irrigation systems and as a condition of subdivision
approval, all canals, ditches and other watercourses for
the distribution of irrigation water located within or
contiguous to a proposed subdivision shall be covered or
piped and appurtenant entrance works and grating
installed and the subdivision developer shall comply
3-8

~

. -1

I
I
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fully with the requirements of the provisions of- Section
73-1-15, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended.
B.

The developer shall consult with the owner or owners of
all canals ditches, and other watercourses for the
distribution of irrigation water located within or
contiguous to a proposed subdivision regarding the means
of maintaining water flows and reducing damage to
property and for the purpose of complying with the
requirements of Section 73-1-15, Utah Code Annotated,
1953, as amended.
The developer shall also meet the
specifications for pipe or covering size and requirements
established and approved by the City Engineer in
accordance with the provisions of State law.
1

c.

D.

Performance guaranty required pursuant to Section 3-3.9
of the Development Code of American Fork, Utah shall
include the costs of required irrigation water system
improvements and release of said performance guaranty
shall, in addition to the requirements set forth under
Chapter 3-7 of the Development Code of American Fork,
Utah, require written notification of the acceptance of
said improvements by the owner or owners of the canal,
ditch or other watercourse in which said improvements are
installed.

.-

All canals, ditches and other watercourses which lie
within or are contiguous to said proposed subdivision
shall not be interfered with by the subdivider without
complying with the requirements of Section 73-1-15 Utah
Code Annotated, 1953 as Amended, and the applicable
provisions of this code.
1

E.

The irrigation water company which controls any canal,
ditch or watercourse which is covered or piped by a
subdivider pursuant to the requirements of Section 35.ll(A) of the Development code of American Fork City as
set forth above shall maintain the grates and entrance
works related to said covered or piped canal, ditch, or
other watercourse under the control of said irrigation
water company and shall keep the same in good repair and
free of all litter, debris and obstruction.
1

3- 6

RESPONSIBILITY FOR COSTS
SUBDIVISION PROJECTS

IN CONNECTION WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF

The costs incurred in connection with the planning and development
of a subdivision project shall be shared between the subdivider and
the City in accordance with the following schedule:

I
I

I
3-9
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 2 7, 2002

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,
\\ lf ( \-1

Subject:

0 ' .

'~C.· ~l { (

Revised annexation Agreement - Nort-h-P-ar*- ----Plat -A

Annexation of this area was previously submitted by Doug Warren.
An initial Agreement was prepared and the PC even went so far as
to consider and give conditioned approval to a proposed 29 lot
subdivision. The unresolved issues included the conveyance of
water right and also approval of the wetlands permit by the Corps
of Engineers. Neither were accomplished.
The new owner of the property has decided to move ahead with the
project, but with some changes. I have indicated that because of
the changes, a new annexation agreement will be required. I have
prepared a draft revision and it is appended hereto.
Major issues remain.

These include:

1.

Conveyance of the water rights - The original version
proposed quick approval of the plat - before the State
Engineer could act on the water rights change application.
To facilitate that, the applicant provided a irrigation
company certificate as backup in the event that the State
refused to approve the change application. The owner has
requested the certificate back, thus there is no backup.
This change includes a provision that no development
approval will be given until the water right is conveyed
(See Section 9 - last sentence) .

2.

Resolution of wetland issues (See Section 11) - under the
prior application the wetland issues were never resolved,
thus final approval was withheld. To my knowledge, the
matter remains unresolved.

3.

The original. plan called for the creation of a sewer lift
station to serve the homes, at least temporarily. The PC
was never convinced of this approach and the lift station
option was never approved. The proposed draft requires
extension of an off-site sewer to the TSSD outfall line.
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4.

Development Plan- the applicant intends to utilize ~ the same
annexation concept plan (Attachment 2) . This plan proposes
a small open space area and also a storm water basin. The
PC needs to revisit this plan and see if they are still
willing to buy into the small park concept. The primary
issue here is the long-term maintenance of the park. would
it be maintained by the adjacent lot owners and who would
pay the taxes? When this issue raised earlier, they
proposed the establishment of a home owners association,
like a PUD, but we never got the document.
Also, I am unsure of the City policy on small detention
basins. Do we take them as public property and assume
responsibility for maintenance?

5.

Storrs Avenue dedication- the lots fronting Storrs Avenue
do not have adequate width of road for circulation or
utility placement. Additional right-of-way was to be
provided from adjacent owners - or at least quit claim deed
from the adjacent owners to the Storrs Avenue gap area. To
my knowledge these deeds were never provided.

Obviously there are some clean-up to be done before the
subdivision can be approved. However, if the PC feels it
appropriate to revisit any of the conditions agreed to in the
initial annexation agreement, now is the time.
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MEMORANDUM
Date: March 13, 2002
To: Eric Thompson
From: Rod Despain,
Subject:

Revised Annexation Agreement for Harbor Road
Annexation - Plat A
I have revised the draft annexation agreement for the Harbor Road
Annexation - Plat A.
This draft eliminates the requirement for
the back-up water right, and acknowledges that a Change
Application for WUC 55-1382 has been submitted to the State
Engineer.
This agreement, if signed by the applicant and approved by the
Planning Commission and Council, would allow the annexation to be
recorded.
While I can not guarantee the actions of either
approval body, This draft is consistent with similar annexation
agreements and I believe it would be approved by both bodies ~
Upon receipt of a signed copy, the City would be willing to
release the 6 shares.
If this draft is acceptable, please let me know and we will put
it on the agenda for the next available Planning Commission
meeting.
Because of the distance, you may want to have Steve
Sowby or some othe~ person to represent your interest.
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. 3-11-02
Revision Draft #1
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT
(Harbor Road Annexation - Plat A)

This agreement, made and entered
2002, by and between The City of
Municipal Corporation (hereafter
------------------' owner of real
to the City, (hereafter referred
the following:

into this ___ day of
American Fork, Utah, a Utah
referred to as "City") and
property proposed for annexation
to as "Applicant"), is based on

RECITALS
WHEREAS,
Applicant is the owner of certain parcels of
privately owned real property situated within the boundary of the
Harbor Road Annexation - Plat A. The parcels are located within
the unincorporated territory of Utah County, but contiguous to
the corporate boundary of the City.
WHEREAS, the area within the Harbor Road Annexation - Plat A
(hereafter referred to as "Annexation Area") constitutes a
portion of the territory for which a Request to Initiate
Annexation of Land Within an Island or Peninsula has been
previously received (Harbor Road Annexation), a resolution of
intent to annex (98-11-47R) enacted, and the required public
notices and hearings completed, and
WHEREAS,
the real property within the Harbor Road
Annexation - Plat A constitutes a portion of an existing island
or peninsula, and
WHEREAS,
The City Council has determined that annexation of
the real property within the Harbor Road Annexation
Plat A is
in the best interest of the City and has indicated an intent to:
(1) enact an ordinance of annexation relating thereto
concurrently with the approval and execution of this Agreement
and (2) 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.

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, 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, and identified on Attachment 1 as "Thompson
Parcel" Attachment 1 is hereby adopted by reference.
SECTION 2.
The Applicant hereby acknowledges that the
City is not required to approve the Harbor Road Annexation - Plat
A 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
hereby acknowledges and agrees that the benefit received from
annexation of the parcel is equal to or greater than the terms,
conditions and understandings 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 agrees that, pursuant to the terms
of the annexation ordinance, the zone classification to be
initially attached to the Annexation Area is the R-1-9000
Residential Zone. Notwithstanding the provisions of the R-1~9000
zone classification, the Applicant hereby agrees that the maximum
number of lots or dwelling units to be placed on the site shall
be not more than 29 dwelling units (9.7 ac x 3 du/ac = 29).
SECTION 5.
In furtherance of the terms of this Agreement
the Applicant has submitted an Annexation Concept Plan
(Attachment 2) showing the intended development within the
Annexation Area, consisting of 29 single family dwelling lots and
certain streets, easements and open space areas proposed to be
dedicated or otherwise conveyed to the City and/or a Home Owners
Association. The Annexation Concept Plan has been reviewed by
the Planning Commission and determined by them to be generally
consistent with the terms and intent of the density features of
the proposed General Plan for the 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 design of the Annexation Concept
Plan, as may need to be amended to more adequately incorporate
impacts relating to wetlands, drainage or other natural condition
or the placement of trails and street right-of-way.
2
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SECTION 6.
The Annexation Area includes portions of both

100 West Street (Boat Harbor Road) and Storrs Avenue {240 West).
Both streets are essential to proper vehicular access to and
circulation within the Annexation Area. Accordingly, as a
condition of annexation, the Applicant agrees to convey or cause
to be conveyed to the City, without cost, the portions of the
annexation area intended for street purposes as set forth on
Attachment 3, which is attached hereto and by this reference made
part of this Agreement. Copies of the description of the rightof-way and the documents conveying the right-of-way areas to the
City are attached hereto {Attachment 4) and the City acknowledges
receipt of the executed original.
SECTION 7.
the western portion of Storrs Avenue rightof-way proposed for conveyance to the City is not within the
boundary of property owned by the Applicant and its ownership
status is uncertain (See Attachment 3). However, without the
western portion, the right-of-way area owned by the Applicant is
of insufficient width to provide adequate vehicular access to the
project area or proposed adjacent lots and placement of required
utility lines. Any request for development approval of any
portion of the Annexation Area shall require the conveyance of an
adequate right-of-way for Storrs Avenue at a width, not less than
required to meet the City's partial width roadway standard,
either by conveyance of adequate title to off-site right-of-way
or additional property owned by the Applicant.
SECTION 8.
Prior to the recording of the annexation plat
the, Applicant agrees to convey sufficient water right to meet
the needs the future uses within the Annexation Area. Under
current policy this will require conveyance of 29 acre feet (1
ac.ft/dwelling x 29 lots). The 29 acre feet required pursuant
to this Section 8 is based on average demand under normal
circumstances for single-family residences. In the event
subsequent development of the property includes a greater number
of dwelling units and/or activities which have a demonstrated
higher rate of use, the City shall be entitled to require the
conveyance of additional water right to meet the water
requirements of such a use. Any such additional water right
conveyance will be required as a condition of development and not
as a condition of annexation.
SECTION 9.
The Applicant has proposed to satisfy the
water rights conveyance requirements by the transfer of a 29 acre
foot portion of water under Water User Claim No. 55-1382 being a
portion of the flows of from Hunter Slough. A copy of a form of
the deed conveying the water right to the City is attached hereto
(Attachment 5). In furtherance of the water rights conveyance
requirement, a Change Application has been submitted to the Utah
State Engineer requesting approval of a change in use of the
water right hereinabove identified (Attachment 6). A review of
the record of the proposed water right indicates that, if fully
3
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approved for conversion to municipal use by the State Engineer,
the amount of the right would equal the estimated amount needed
to satisfy the base requirements of the annexation. However, the
outcome of the action of the State Engineer on the change
application is uncertain. In the event that the Utah State
Engineer shall refuse to approve the change application or shall
limit the quantity to less than 29 acre feet, the Applicant
agrees to provide additional water right, approved for municipal
use within the City, in the amount of any deficiency. The
Applicant hereby acknowledges that no approval for development on
the Annexation Area will be given by the City until such time as
the Change Application shall have been approved by the State
Engineer and title to the water conveyed to the City.
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.
The Applicant acknowledges that the
Annexation Area has been determined to have significant physical
limitations for development including, but not necessarily
limited to, the possibility of jurisdictional wetlands,
liquefaction potential, high water table, unstable soils and the
presence of an historic drain (North Hunter Slough) . Any request
for development within the Annexation Area will include the need
for more definitive studies to determine suitability of the area
for development and may require adjustments in the design and
construction of improvements to more adequately accommodate
development. These conditions possibly requiring adjustments
include, but are not limited to:
A.

Impact of Jurisdictional Wetland Areas. The Applicant
acknowledges that a portion of the Annexation has been
identified on the National Wetlands Inventory Map as a
potential wetland area. A final determination of the
wetland status of the lands within the Annexation Area
will be required by the Corps of Engineers. In the
event that the Corps of Engineers shall determine the
presence of wetlands, any development plan shall
require the approval by the Corps of Engineers prior to
any approval by the City.

B.

Impact of Drainage Facilities. The Annexation
contains or is bordered by extensive drainage
facilities, including, but not limited to, the
Hunter Slough, being a major historic drain in
area . Relocation and improvement of the North
4
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Any Notice to be given hereunder shall be
given by certified mail, return receipt requested, addressed as
follows:
SECTION 14.

a.

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

b.

If to Applicant, to

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.
SECTION 15.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have signed this

agreement on the date first mentioned above.
APPLICANT
by: ____________________________

AMERICAN FORK CITY
by: _________________________
Mayor

its: --------------------------

attest:
City Recorder

6

I

\

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE APRIL 3, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 10 OF 13

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Annexation Concept plan

Attachment 3.

Areas to be deeded for street right-of-way

Attachment 4.

Copies of deeds for street right-of-way
(TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT)

Attachment 5.

Copy of water rights conveyance documents

Attachment 6.

Copy of Change Application submitted to Utah State
Engineer.
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MEMORANDUM
Date: Jan 9, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subject:

KWR Annexation Agreement

The Council, at their January 8th meeting received considerable
comment concerning possible development on the proposed KWR
annexation area . The Applicant has proposed a combination of
elderly housing and also commercial at the intersection of 100
East and 9600 North. Opposition was expressed to both uses, and
a contingent of residents is expected at the PC meeting as we
begin the discussions preceding preparation of an annexation
agreement.
As you may recall the commercial question was addressed by the PC
earlier when we talked about the notion of Neighborhood
Commercial areas and where these would be most appropriate. Most
of the discussion was focused on the Southside area in the
vicinity of the boat harbor, but we did mention other potential
sites and this intersection was one the PC felt comfortable with.
As a result of that discussion this intersection is designated on
the proposed general plan as one of four neighborhood commercial
areas.
The primary purpose of the meeting will be to discuss the general
concerns needing to be addressed as a part of the annexation
agreement . I would suspect that the applicant will want to make
a presentation (he has previously prepared a sketch plan for the
area) and the public will want to have their say . As the staff,
we will be looking for direction as to which way to go.
Attached is a short discussion outline of subjects that will
likely need to be addressed before any sort of draft agreement
can be prepared.
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DISCUSSION OUTLINE
KWR ANNEXATION
Following is a list of the several items, unique to the KWR
Annexation, I believe will need to be addressed as a part of the
annexation agreement together with some general comments about
each. Please review the outline and come prepared to discuss the
several issues. A trip to the site would also be helpful:
1.

Consistency with the General Plan - the proposed GP shows
this area as primarily low density residential (3 du/ac.)
with a small neighborhood commercial area at the
intersection of 9600 North and 100 East. Under our current
ordinance senior housing projects and PUD's are permitted in
all residential zones with densities roughly equal that
which is possible under lot-by-lot subdivisions. Thus,
unless the applicant has a proposed higher density than
authorized by the general plan, review of the residential
component becomes more a matter of development style than
density.
Commercial is another matter. We do not yet have a
Neighborhood Commercial Zone. So, if we proceed, one of the
first steps will be to work through an amendment to the Zone
Ordinance to better define the character of the Neighborhood
Commercial Zone.

2.

Zone Classification - This subject is somewhat addressed in
the first section, but a specific zone recommendation will
be required. In the past the low density zone designation
as generally been determined as the R-1-9000 or the PR-9000,
which works itself out at about 3.6 du/ac on a gross area
basis (4.3 du/ac net area). The PC is considering adopting
a R-1-12000/PR-12000 zone designation, which is more in line
with the 3 DU/acre standard. Do we want to get the new zone
ln place before we annex the land?
As for commercial, the PC will need to address both as a
policy matter and also as a detailed ordinance matter. The
first question is whether we are still as convinced that
this is the right place for a neighborhood commercial area,
and if so, what is the appropriate size for such areas? What
limitations should be imposed on use? and what design
should be the design requirements ~or such projects.

3.

Road Alignments - the present alignment of 9600 North is not
very functional as a collector class road. Realignment of
the road and a better intersection at 100 East is
important. Major Street Planning in the past has suggested
that 9600 North should be deflected to the south and
designed to intersect with 100 East at more of a right
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angle .
staff.

' '

Some optlons Wlll be presented at the meeting by the

4.

Development Plan - Should be required - because of the
intended development, an annexation concept plan should be
required. at least to the point of defining the street
pattern for the area. An annexation concept plan will also
provide the basis for assessing our utility extension
requirements for the area and any interlocal agreements with
Highland City, which has also expressed an interest.

5.

Water rights - to be conveyed concurrently with annexation,
in accordance with current ordinance.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CO:MMISSION
APRIL 17, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on April 17, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on the piping of ditches in the North Pointe Business Park at 630 East
1100 South.
2. Review and action on a site plan for Watts Automotive at 716 South 500 East.
3. Review and action on the final plat of Searle Hills Plat B Subdivision consisting of one
lot at 605 West 1040 North.
4. Review and action on a site plan for Johnson Motor Company at 275 West Main Street.
5. Review and action on a site plan for an accessory building at 1161 North 120 West.
6. Review and action on Temple Meadows PUD Plat C which includes an amendment of
Temple Meadows PUD Plat A Units 107 to 114 and Temple Meadows PUD Plat B Units
153 to 156.
7. Review and action on a zone change request at 720 East Bamberger Drive from the
existing .I -1 to the GC-1, General Commercial zone.
8. Discussion on the proposed amendments of the Development Code concerning residential
densities in conformance with the General Plan.
9. Discussion on the annexation agreement for the Roberts Annexation consisting of 4.04
acres at 580 North 1100 East.
10. Discussion on the annexation agreement for the Carlisle Addition Annexation No. #5
consisting of27.3 acres at 1200 North 900 East.
11. Site Plan Committee Report.
12. Other business.
13 . Review and action on the April 3, 2002, minutes.
14. Adjournment.
Dated this 8 day of April, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
APRIL 17, 2002
ATTACHMENTS (2)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April17, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Councilman
Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, and John Woffinden. Staff
present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Marisa Smith, James Smith, Richard Watts, Colette Johnson, Stephen Sowby, MarkS.
Greenwood, Chard Hunter, Julianne Hunter, Darrell Kirk, Gary Devincent, John Dester, Robert
Carlisle, Barbara Christiansen, Mark Robinson, Stan Smith, and Shirl LeBarron.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PIPING OF DITCHES IN THE NORTH POINTE
BUSINESS PARK AT 630 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Mark Robinson.
Mr. Robinson said he is present to request approval of piping the ditch in the North Pointe
Business Park. He said the site would look more attractive if the ditch were piped. He said he
would like to pay the money to pipe the ditch and make it whatever size the City desires. Mr.
Robinson said he is not trying to get out of anything by piping the ditch.
Mr. Robinson said his partners are concerned about the liabilities associated with the open ditch.
Mr. Robinson pointed out that the algae grows too fast. He said one reason the algae grows fast
is because there are too many nutrients in the ground, which makes it so the water does not flow
very fast.
Mr. Hadfield said the issue is not whether the ditch can be piped or what the size of the pipe
should be, but the issue is whether the Planning Commission feels comfortable altering the
landscape plan to allow the piping of the ditch in the North Pointe Business Park.
Mr. Despain discussed the segments of the Ellery Slough that are currently piped. He said there
has been some discussion about two 18-inch culverts that go under the road. He said it is his
understanding that just upstream from the two 18-inch culverts is one 36-inch line. He said the
18-inch culverts are in their current location because of the presence of fiber optic cable.
Mr. Despain stated that if the ditch were piped, the line would need to be greater than 36 inches.
There was some discussion about the water flow in the Mott Ditch.
Mr. Hadfield again stated that the issue is not the size of the pipe, but that the issue is whether
the Planning Commission is comfortable with the ditch being piped.
Richard Watts said there are a few springs on the south side of the freeway on the Ford Property.
He said when the Ford Property was developed a herringbone drainage system was put under the
parking area where the vehicle display area is. Mr. Watts said when they developed the Ford
Property they had to make sure the water was routed the same way it currently flowed to
accommodate the downstream water users.
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Mr. Despain said there is a significant amount of algae growing in the water. He said based on
the nutrient load and the slope he does not believe the condition of the fast growing algae can be
eliminated.
Mr. Richan asked if the water flows fast enough so that mosquitoes will not multiple.
Mr. Robinson said in some areas the water does not flow fast enough to prevent mosquitoes from
multiplying.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Robinson if he has a mosquito problem.
Mr. Robinson said he does not have a mosquito problem, but there are some areas where the
water does not run.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is any record of what the flow has been in more normal years when
there has not been a drought situation.
Mr. W offinden said he asked for the flow data at the last Planning Commission Meeting. He
asked if there is any flow data for the Planning Commission to review.
Mr. Hadfield said to his knowledge there have not been flow rates taken. He said the LDS
Church is the downstream water user. He said the LDS Church may know how many acre feet
or cubic feet of water go past their head gate at a certain time, but to his knowledge the City has
kept no records.
Chairman Hansen said the question is not the size of the pipe, but the question is whether the
Planning Commission is desirous or opposed to the ditch being piped.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the City has not yet selected a firm to review the City's storm
drain system. He said he is not sure what the firm will recommend in regards to major
waterways south of the freeway.
Mr. Richan said if the ditch is allowed to remain open, then "that flies in the face of the fact that
ditches in the north are required to be piped."
Mr. Nielsen asked what the logic is of leaving the ditch open if there is not enough water to make
the water feature work properly.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that in Deer Valley there are some water features that do not have
much more water than is in the North Pointe Business Park. He said in order to prevent algae
from growing the water has to be over 18 inches deep. He said the width of the water feature in
the North Pointe Business does not allow the water to be over 18 inches deep. He said the water
feature has been treated more like a ditch in design than it has a water feature.
Mr. Christensen said the water feature could be made narrower to help make the water flow
faster and a series of ponds would have to be created.
Mr. Christensen said in order to accommodate piping of the ditch; the Planning Commission
would need to know what size the pipe needs to be. He asked if there would be any problems
with sedimentation with a 36-inch wide pipe.
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Mr. Hadfield said one issue is that the water does not move fast enough. He said there would be
some maintenance responsibilities associated with piping the ditch.
Mr. Robinson said in some places there is only a 30-foot setback so he does not have enough
room to make the ponds. He said he inherited this problem and is just trying to find the best
solution to correct the problem. He said he is not trying to get out of anything.
Mr. Baldwin told Mr. Robinson that the Planning Commission is not assuming that he is trying
to get out of anything. He said the Planning Commission is just trying to weigh all the factors
and find an appropriate solution.
Mr. Hadfield said the property in the North Pointe Business Park does have one inherent
difference than other properties that have water features. He said the difference is that the
property in the North Pointe Business Park is nutrient rich because for around thirty years
chickens were raised on the property.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Hadfield if he would recommend that the ditch be piped.
Mr. Hadfield said he is not recommending that the ditch be piped or be left open. He said it is
the Planning Commission's responsibility to decide whether or not the ditch should be piped.
Mr. Christensen asked how the Planning Commission can ensure the proper size of pipe is
installed.
In response to Mr. Christensen's above question, Mr. Hadfield said the City is currently doing

an inventory of all the upstream water users to see what they are contributing. He said they can
come up with an acceptable system if the ditch is piped.
Mr. Richan asked if piping the ditch will increase the flow of the water.
Mr. Hadfield stated that "slick wall or plastic pipe" creates less friction than concrete pipe.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are presently five detention ponds on site. He said the pass
through water and the storm water that is generated on site is captured in one of the five
detention ponds. He stated that there are three drainage systems in the North Pointe Business
Park.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve piping the ditch based on the fact that the upstream flows
are already piped and the problems with maintenance appear to be more of the City's
interest to have the ditch piped.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, and
Chairman Hansen. Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote. The motion
carried.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the motion included any subject to items.
Mr. Baldwin said the only concern is relative to the size of the pipe, which will need to be
worked out with the Engineering Department. He said the Planning Commission is just
answering the question of whether the ditch should be piped or not.
Mr. Baldwin said he does want Chairman Hansen to recognize that he understands that the
drainage plan has not been completed yet, but he does not think the applicant can wait until the
City completes the drainage plan.
Mr. Christensen asked if North Pointe Business Park was ever landscaped the way it was
designed and put forth to the Planning Commission.
In response to Mr. Christensen's question, Mr. Hadfield said he could not answer that question.
Mr. Despain said there never really was a firm landscape plan submitted for the North Pointe
Business Park.
Mr. Robinson said part of the problem has been that there is not a firm landscape plan and that
there is nothing in the City's files that states whether the ditch should be left open or whether it
could be piped.
Mr. Robinson thanked the Planning Commission for approving the ditch to be piped.
Mr. Baldwin said the thing that bothers him is that the slough on the other side of the property is
still open.
Mr. Robinson said he hopes the approval just given allows him to pipe the slough on the other
side of the property also.
Mr. Despain said he hopes the motion did not include piping the slough on the other side of the
property.
Mr. Baldwin said the motion did not include the piping of the ditch on the other side of the
property.
Mr. Robinson was told that he would have to come back to the Planning Commission again to
obtain approval to be allowed to pipe the ditch on the other side of the property.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR WATTS AUTOMOTIVE AT 716 SOUTH
500 EAST
Richard Watts said he is proposing to change the use from an RV /Polaris Dealership to an
automotive dealership. He said he is planning to sell used cars, but they will not be "old
clunkers."
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Mr. Hadfield said cars should not be displayed on the front of the property on the 500 east side.
He said landscaping and the sidewalk should be placed on the front of the property on the 500
East side.
It was discussed that there is an access agreement still in place with Mr. Holmstead, who owns

the property to the north of the proposed project.
Mr. Hadfield talked about drainage. He stated that Mr. Watts is planning on using the drainage
as it has historically drained.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the signage will be on the building.
Mr. Watts said the signage will be on the building.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the proposed parking meets the parking requirements.
Mr. Despain stated that typically site plans identify the landscape areas and the character of the
landscaping.
Mr. Watts said they plan to extend the sod in the front to the "big dirt spot."
Mr. Despain said the site plan needs to be modified to show what will be landscaped and what
will not. He pointed out that it is not intended that there will be landscaping adjacent to the
fence.
It was discussed that there is landscaping on the south side of the building between the building

and the fence. Mr. Christensen asked if there are any trees or shrubs between the building and
fence on the south side of the building. Mr. Watts said there are no trees or shrubs between the
building and fence on the south side, but there is a space to plant flowers against the building.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is permitted.
Mr. Richan asked if there is a landscaping requirement.
Mr. Despain said there is a 10% landscaping requirement in the GC-2 Zone.
Mr. Christensen asked if there are any requirements for trees in the GC-2 Zone.
Mr. Despain said there are no requirements for trees in the GC-2 Zone. He said the 10%
landscaping requirement is just whatever is acceptable to the City. In reference to the proposed
project, he said the landscaping that is required is whatever was approved for Scott's Sports.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Watts if he would be willing to plant some trees.
Mr. Watts said he would be willing to plant a tree.
Mr. Richan asked if there is enough parking.
Mr. Hadfield said there is ample parking proposed. He said he just needs eight parking spaces.
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Mr. Christensen said 500 East "is the window to the City." He said to just plant one tree is not
much in regards to landscaping.
Mr. Watts said the whole east and south side of the property is currently in grass.
Mr. Christensen said grass is good, but he would like to see some trees and shrubs.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the petitioner should be required to submit a landscape plan.
Mr. Christensen said it would make sense to require a landscape plan be submitted. He said if
the City had a landscape plan submitted, then it would have something that would show what
was approved.
Mr. Watts said he wants to be amenable. He said the proposed project will not be an eyesore.
He said he is just requesting a change in occupancy.
Mr. Christensen said he is just saying that there should be something more than grass, but he
realizes that at this time the Planning Commission can't require the petitioner to put in trees or
shrubs. He said he just wanted to express his feelings.
Mr. Watts said he will take Mr. Christensen's comments under advisement.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for Watts Automotive at 716 South 500 East
subject to: (1) the UDOT right-of-way being reserved for landscaping (2) storm drainage
being accommodated according to the City Engineer's description (3) signage being on the
building (4) there being eight parking spaces for customers and (5) the landscaping
complying with the 1Oo/o minimum.
Mr. Woffinden 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. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Richan, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SEARLE HILLS PLAT B
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF ONE LOT AT 605 WEST 1040 NORTH
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Searle Zone Change was approved at the City Council
meeting that was held last night.
Chad Hunter said they have discussed the proposed plan and the irrigation ditch with the
irrigation company. He said the irrigation company has indicated that the proposed plan looks
good. He said they are working with the irrigation company to get approval and have arranged
to be on the agenda for the next irrigation meeting.
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Mr. Hadfield pointed out that a neighbor who lives adjacent to the proposed development
attended City Council Meeting last night and expressed concern about his basement getting
flooded. He suggested that the irrigation line be extended to the east side in order to help
reduce some of the neighbors concerns. He also stated that any approval should be subject to
approval from the irrigation company.
Mr. Hunter asked if the ditch could be piped just along the east side instead ofbringing it across
the front of the property.
In response to Mr. Hunter's question, Mr. Hadfield said that would not be sufficient. He told Mr.
Hunter to work with his engineer and the irrigation company on the irrigation issues.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Searle Hills Plat B Subdivision consisting
of one lot at 605 West 1040 North subject to: (1) irrigation company approval and (2)
engineering review of the irrigation on the lot such that it will not impact the neighbors,
i.e., on the west side.
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. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Chairman Hansen,
Mr. Woffinden, and Councilman Hunter. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR JOHNSON MOTOR COMPANY AT 275
WEST MAIN STREET
Mr. Hadfield stated that he does not think there is an existing water meter as is rendered on the
site plan.
The petitioner said she was told there was an existing meter, but she has not seen it.
Mr. Hadfield said the curb, gutter, and sidewalk is in poor condition so it will need to be
replaced.
Mr. Hadfield said the building looks large as compared to the small lot. He said eight parking
spaces are required.
Mr. Despain said the size of the building is large for the size of the lot. He said things are tight
on the site. He pointed out that there is only one driveway around the building. He asked the
petitioner if some vehicles will be displayed in the building.
The petitioner said some vehicles will be displayed in the building.
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Mr. Despain said there is very little display space with regards to the current site. He said his
guess is that cars will be displayed on the property that fronts on Main Street and on the property
that is north of what is defined as Parking Space #2.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Hadfield if he is satisfied with the pretreatment manhole and the storm
water removal facility.
Mr. Hadfield said he is satisfied with the pretreatment manhole and the storm water removal
facility.
Mr. Despain said the parking requirements need to be met for the size of the building. He said
one reason it is important to ensure that the parking meets the parking requirements is in case a
new owner with a new use occupies the building.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain if the CC-2 Zone requires the parking to be in the rear of
the building.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said "that is probably true."
Chairman Hansen said "probably true or is that what the ordinance says?"
Mr. Despain said "I do not have the ordinance committed to memory." In other words, Mr.
Despain did not know if the parking had to be located in the rear of the building since the
property is located in the CC-2 Zone.
Mr. Despain explained that the property proposed for development has actually been used as an
open display area for automobiles so City staff assumed that it would continue to function in the
same way that it has in the past.
Chairman Hansen read from the CC-2 Zone where it states that no portion of the front setback
area shall be devoted to off-street parking. He further read from the CC-2 Zone, which states
the following:
"All portions of the required front setback area not required to access to off-street parking
facilities shall be landscaped. No front setback area shall be used for merchandise display. Any
proposal to construct a new commercial structure or any enlargement thereof shall require the
submission of and approval of the site plan as set forth under Section 2-5-32."
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the parking spaces in the back be parallel instead of perpendicular.
Mr. Despain said the issue that needs to be addressed is whether the Planning Commission shares
the same interpretation as staff that the property has been used as an automobile display area and
has been a non-conforming use in the CC-2 Zone that should be allowed to continue.
Chairman Hansen said he does not doubt that the front of the property has been used as an
automobile display area, but the question is in regards to the off-street parking. He said there
has never been off-street parking.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission feels the front of the property should not be used
for display of merchandise, then the proposed plan needs to be revised.
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Mr. Christensen said the proposal is for a new building and there is a new owner.
Mr. Despain said staff looked at how the property has historically been used.
It was discussed that some things are just being grandfathered in regards to the proposed project.

Chairman Hansen said parking in front can't be grandfathered because it was never on the
property. He said he does not contend that the property has been used for automobile display.
He said he feels that the front property can be used to display cars, but if the use ever changed
from a car display to another use then he would say that merchandise can't be displayed in front
and that landscaping would need to be put in.
Mr. Despain stated that Chairman Hansen has separated out the display portion in the front area
and the off-street parking.
Mr. Despain said the purpose of the CC-2 Zone has been to preserve the sod of the existing
homes.
Chairman Hansen said he has one of the few homes left on Main Street and that is why he has
such a strong desire to preserve the area. He said he thinks there is an area on Main Street that
needs to be preserved.
Based on the discussions it soon became clear that the Planning Commission was making a
different interpretation of the proposed use than staff had made. Mr. Despain asked the Planning
Commission for some instructions.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see a site plan that is more consistent with the parking
requirements.
The petitioner said she would rather have the parking in the back and have the building small
enough so that they do not need more than three parking spaces.
Mr. Nielsen pointed out that there can't be any parking in the setback.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the building be moved forward so some additional parking spaces
could be put in the back.
Mr. Despain said if the building is moved forward, there could be some parking spaces placed
against the rear fence. He said there could possibly be five parking spaces placed against the rear
fence.
Mr. Nielsen moved to table this item until a revised site plan could be submitted that shows
the building and parking in conformance with the ordinances.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that signage and lighting had not been addressed.
The petitioner said there will be a sign on the front of the building. She said there will be
lighting in front of the building and Competition Auto, which is west of the proposed building
has some big light posts. She said there is sufficient lighting.
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It was also discussed that the site plan needs to show which curb and gutter and sidewalks will
remain as they are and which ones will be replaced.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN ACCESSORY BUILDING AT 1161
NORTH 120 WEST
Chairman Hansen pointed out that if a property owner desires to build and accessory building
greater than 750 square feet they are required to come to the Planning Commission to receive
approval.
The petitioner said he wants to make a storage area for his RV and boat.
Mr. Despain said it is not anticipated that the proposed accessory building will be used for a
commercial operation. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has to make two findings
relative to accessory buildings (1) that the accessory building will be incidental to the primary
use of the lot and (2) that the height, location, and size of the accessory building will not result in
any negative impact.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed accessory building is 30 feet away from the west
property line.
Mr. Baldwin said the access looks close to the north property line.
The petitioner said the access is tight on the north, but he has flagged it out and has practiced
backing into the area where the storage building will be located and he can do it.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the site plan for an accessory building at 1161 North
120 West.
Mr. Baldwin said he would second the motion if the following two findings were added to the
motion: (1) that it is incidental to the primary use of the lot and (2) that there will be no negative
impact.

Mr. Christensen amended his motion to include that the Planning Commission finds that
(1) the accessory building is incidental to the primary use of the lot and (2) it will have no
negative impact.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD PLAT C WHICH INCLUDES AN
AMENDMENT TO TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD PLAT A UNITS 107 TO 114 AND TEMPLE
MEADOWS PUD PLAT B UNITS 153 TO 156
The petitioner said the original configuration of the buildings had a jog in the common wall in
the units. He said they are now proposing to straighten the wall so it does not have a jog in it.
The petitioner said the sewer line has been removed underneath the building, but has not been
changed yet. He said the City Engineer is requiring Mr. Henage to change the sewer line and
reroute it around the building. The petitioner said he does not know when Mr. Henage will make
the change to the sewer line. He pointed out that they do have a subordination note of $32,000
per lot on each of the three lots, if Mr. Henage does not change the sewer line they could use that
money to reroute the sewer.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that a couple of months ago he made the Commissioners aware of the
fact that some buildings in Temple Meadows had been moved in order to save some existing
landscaping. He said they did not realize there would be a building that would sit over the sewer.
Mr. Hadfield said the contractor has been notified that the sewer line needs to be moved and is
ready to do the work, but they are waiting for the bond from Mr. Henage.
Mr. Hadfield said the Engineering Department recommends approval of the amended plat.
Mr. Despain explained that the process is a two-step process (1) the replacement plat needs to be
approved by the Planning Commission and (2) the existing plat needs to be unwound. He
explained that the unwinding process requires two things (1) evidence that the homeowners
association has approved the changes and (2) the consent document needs to be signed by all the
property owners in Plat A and Plat B.
Mr. Despain said there is one minor change that needs to be made to the title block.
The petitioner said they have obtained all but three signatures on the consent document. He said
one person that needs to sign the consent document is Mr. Henage. He said he has not been able
to get a hold of Mr. Henage.
Mr. Despain told the petitioner to continue to work to get all the signatures.
Mr. Despain said the City will contact Mr. Francis to let him know about the change that needs
to be made to the title block.
Chairman Hansen recommended that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed
amended plat that it not be forwarded to the City Council until there is evidence that all of the
homeowners approve of the changes and until all the signatures have been obtained on the
consent document.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve Temple Meadows PUD Plat C which includes an
amendment of Temple Meadows PUD Plat A Units 107 to 114 and Temple Meadows PUD
Plat B Units 153 to 156 subject to: (1) the bond for the sewer alteration being obtained (2)
association approval being obtained prior to going to the City Council as well as obtaining
consent from the existing owners and (3) the title block being changed as directed by the
planner.
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Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 720 EAST BAMBERGER
DRIVE FROM THE EXISTING I-1 TO THE GC-1, GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE
Chairman Hansen pointed out on the first page of the Zone Change Application it states that the
zone is to be changed from I-1 to GC-1, but on the second page of the application it says to
provide services in conformity with the GC-2 Zone. He asked Mr. Shirl LeBarron which zone is
being asked for.
Shirl LeBarron said that he not sure which zone his father is asking for. He said his father is out
of town. He said the original intent was to coincide with the master plan. He said the intent is
to maintain the use as it exists now.
Mr. Despain said he believes that Mr. Charles LeBarron is requesting that the zone be changed to
the GC-1 Zone.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Eagle Rock Office Rock is in the GC-2 Zone. He said the A&Y
Building is in the GC-2. He said Jack & Jill Bowling is in the GC-1 Zone because when it was
developed the City did not have a GC-2 Zone. He said the property to the north of the property
proposed for the zone change is in the GC-1 Zone and the property on the east is in the GC-2
Zone. He said he does not know whether it would be best to have the property zoned GC-1 or
GC-2.
Mr. LeBarron said he could try to call his father, if the Planning Commission wanted to move to
the next item and then come back to this item later in the meeting.
Mr. Despain said he is clear on what zone Mr. LeBarron wants.
Mr. Despain said the zone change request is consistent with the proposed General Plan and
would recommend approval of the request.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the zone request at 720
East Bamberger Drive from the existing 1-1 to GC-1, General Commercial Zone.
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.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion
carried.
It was discussed that Page 2 of the Zone Change Application needs to be corrected to reflect the
appropriate zone before it goes to City Council.

DISCUSSION ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
CONCERNING RESIDENTIAL DENSITITES IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN
Chairman Hansen said he did receive a letter from Steve Sowby regarding changes to the
development code. He then gave each of the Planning Commissioners a copy of the letter from
Steve Sowby. He said he was not going to discuss the letter from Mr. Sowby at this time. He
then turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said at the last meeting they discussed some of the zone classifications that might be
applicable south of I-15. He said at the joint City Council/Planning Commission Work Session
there was a lot of discussion about the desire to have larger lots in American Fork. He said he
has pointed out several times that there can be expensive homes on small lots and inexpensive
homes on large lots. He said large lots do not automatically guarantee that upscale homes will be
built on them.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about putting flexibility in the ordinance to
encourage more than just homogeneous entry-level kinds of developments. He then referred the
Planning Commission to the memo that was included in the Planning Commission Packet
regarding possible amendments to the development. The memo is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #1. Mr. Despain then paragraph in the memo that discusses accommodation
of natural resources.
Chairman Hansen said other natural features might be hillsides, slopes and vegetation, i.e.,
Mitchell Hollow and trees.
Mr. Christensen said trees are a significant natural feature. He said it costs a lot to replace a tree.
He said developers could save money if they would learn to use what is on the site.
Mr. Baldwin said natural condition analysis is a heavy burden to impose on someone, but the
information is needed to make good decisions. He said when someone comes in and talks about
flood plain information that someone else done years earlier that is not sufficient. He said
current information needs to be provided.
Mr. Baldwin said earthquakes and underground water movement are other natural features. He
stated that there needs to be something put in the back fill ordinance that dictates that if there is a
permeable layer the back fill will need to preserve the permeable layer to minimize disruption of
water flow in the area.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that Park City requires a lot more information to be provided in
regards to natural features than American Fork City does.
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Mr. Baldwin said if there are various areas where they want to preserve natural features, he does
not have a problem with the specified density in the General Plan; but there needs to be some
mechanism to group where development will occur at a different density than the overall density
and the zoning will have to accommodate that in some way.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above comment, Mr. Despain said the zoning does accommodate it
now. He said the idea is that you basically cluster and leave areas that are environmentally
sensitive alone and put development on areas that are not sensitive or as sensitive. He said that is
why they have the PR Zones.

Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion that the lakeshore should not be developed
except for compatible uses. He said there has been some discussion about Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR' s), but the TDR Ordinance has never been finalized.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that most of the developments with beautiful water features do not
have a lot of water flow. He said there are ways to design the ponds so they will work. He said
beautiful water features do not take so much flow as they do operation. He said the flow will
help get rid of algae problems, but it is not the only way. He said if water features are designed
properly they can work.
Mr. Washburn said he agrees that water features can work if it is just a case of water going
through the property and the owner having the ability to do what he wants to, but generally there
are downstream water users and irrigation companies to deal with.
Mr. Washburn said there are a lot of things that can be done to enhance development. He said it
is interesting that Mr. Christensen pointed out that Park City has strict ordinances. He said there
are some nice subdivisions in Park City, but there are 3 to 4 condos for every house developed in
Park City because of the strict requirements. He said the trick is to find a balance and to not
make the requirements so prohibitive that people are afraid to build homes.
Mr. Despain then discussed the second issue in the memo regarding additional design features.
He showed a proposed plan that is being proposed in Vineyard, which has curvilinear streets and
some cluster type developments.
Mr. Despain briefly discussed flag lots. He said there is a place for flag lots, but he does support
American Fork City's current policy relative to flag lots. He said flag lots could possibly be
another design tool.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission would it would like to accomplish on the south side
of I-15. He said if the Planning Commission likes the newer developments that have been
developed in the City, then the existing ordinance is probably doing a pretty good job. He said if
the Planning Commission would like to see something different, then the City needs different
ordinances.
Councilman Hunter said the City needs to adopt some type of design review ordinance. He said
the intent of Virginia Ridge was to have a very nice development and that is not happening
because the property was sold off and sold off and sold off and now there are small lots because
some of the property ended up in the hands of Salisbury Development. He said if the City had
design review, then the City would have some control.
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Councilman Hunter said the City needs to take a hard look at what can be done to encourage
large lot developments. He said he is not saying that all the subdivisions that come into the City
should be large lots, but there are few areas in the City that should be reserved for large lots. He
said the Planning Commission should "target" certain property for large lots so that when people
come to the City to develop on the property they are aware of what the City would like to see
happen.
Mr. Despain said if the General Plan identifies three units per acre, but the intention really is to
get half acre lots then the General Plan better be re-looked at.
Councilman Hunter said he is not talking about property that is already zoned for three units per
acre. He said he is talking about property that is not yet in the City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that if the City would like to see the Searle Property developed into
larger lots, then the Planning Commission better not adopt the General Plan because it designates
the Searle Property as three units per acre.
Mr. Washburn stated that big homes can be built on small lots. He suggested that the City change
its setback requirements. He said if the City changed the front setback from 30 feet to 25 feet
that would help accommodate larger homes. He said the existing zoning ordinances can be
changed to allow for larger houses.
Mr. Washburn showed a plat for a project he is working on in the river bottoms in Provo. He
said the cheapest lot in the subdivision is $300,000. He pointed out that there are some lots that
are selling for $800,000. He pointed out that the public street is 33 feet wide with three feet of
rolled curb on each side. He said they do not have 120-foot bulb cul-de-sacs. He said the
setbacks are usually a 25-foot front and a 20-foot rear setback. He said setbacks help them to
tailor the lot.
Mr. Washburn said the lots are selling fine in the project they are doing in the river bottoms, but
if they were required to do 120-foot bulbs for the cul-de-sacs and have 60-foot right-of-ways
they would not be able to sell the lots. He said people like the environment that is created with
the reduced setback requirements and narrower streets.
Mr. W offinden expressed concern about how people back out of their driveways and not hit the
cars parked on the street because of the narrow streets.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that in parking lots there is only 24 feet of space and people can back
their car out of a parking stall and not hit the car behind them. He said in the project in the river
bottoms there is 33 feet.
Mr. Washburn said narrow streets are important.
Mr. W offinden said narrow streets are a hazard. He said he does not understand why people
would want to have narrow streets.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the Daily Herald stated that the median income is $40,600 in
Utah County, Mountainland Association of Governments said it is $39,000, UVSC said it is
$42,800, and Utah County said it is $37,500. He said he is not sure which amount is right, but at
least one can see what the range is.
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Mr. Washburn pointed out that 9,000 square foot lots in American Fork typically sell for
$60,000. He said a 12,000 square foot lot would probably sell for about $72,000, which means
that if one has to pay more for a lot then less can be spent on the house.
Mr. Christensen told Mr. Washburn that he just showed them a subdivision where lots are selling
for $300,000. He said American Fork City should have large lots to sale.
Mr. Washburn agreed that American Fork should have large lots in American Fork, but said it
would not be wise to force the entire south side to be developed into large lots.
Mr. Richan said the last three years have been the hardest part of his life. He complimented Rod,
Paul Washburn, and the Planning Commission for trying to create something that offers more
flexibility in design to allow for more possibilities. He said this is the first Planning Commission
Meeting that he has been to in the last three years that he feels good.
There was some discussion regarding setbacks. Chairman Hansen suggested that a certain
percentage be required for the front yard, but that maybe the setbacks could be less than 25 feet.
Mr. Washburn said there has to be at least a front yard setback. He said most cities require 25foot setbacks in the front yard.
Mr. Despain said it appears that there are some changes that could be made to the ordinances.
He said in his opinion, the current ordinances do allow for some flexibility but some developers
are not taking advantage of the flexibility that is in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said there has been a lot of discussion regarding ways to increase the number of
upscale developments in American Fork, but the fact is there are still going to be far more
moderate income housing projects developed than upscale developments. He said the effort
can't be so focused on upscale housing that the other segments of the population are ignored.
Mr. Despain said the people who have the money to pay thousands of dollars for a lot are going
to have the money to pay architects to come up with innovative designs. He said the question is
how to build some kind of flexibility into the ordinance so that the City can encourage other
kinds of innovative developments.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Despain that it looks like he is headed in the right direction based on
the items that he discussed in the memo regarding amendments to the Development Code.
Mr. Despain said there are areas in the ordinances that can be improved.
Councilman Hunter said there are areas in the ordinances that can be approved a lot.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to prepare some proposed changes to the ordinances in the
Development Code and they can discuss this again at the next meeting.
Mr. Richan said as they sit as a Planning Commission they all have certain backgrounds, but not
many of them have experience actually developing. He said that Mr. Washburn is associated
with a lot of developers. He asked Mr. Washburn if there would be any merit in trying to get
input from developers as they are trying to change the ordinances in the Development Code.
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Mr. Washburn said the Planning Commission could schedule a work session and invite
developers to discuss what changes they would like to see made to the Development Code.
Mr. Richan said if the ordinances do not change then the south side will be developed the same
way the north side of American Fork has been developed, which is not the legacy that he would
like to leave behind. He said the Planning Commission can come up with ideas and make
suggestions, but it does not have the experience in developing actual projects to really know
what changes would help developers develop more innovative projects.
Mr. Richan asked how they go about getting developers to come discuss their ideas at the
Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Washburn said he would be happy to give Mr. Despain some names of developers that could
be invited to come discuss their ideas with the Planning Commission in regards to changes to the
Development Code. He said that most developers would be flattered to be asked to come talk to
the Planning Commission.
Mr. Washburn also suggested that the Planning Commissioners go look at a project they like and
invite that developer to come to a work session meeting to discuss his or her ideas.
Mr. Richan said "I do not want this statement to be misconstrued to cast doubt on anyone, but if
they continue the way they are going, then they are going to continue to have the same
developers developing in the City and they will never attract different developers" who may have
some innovative ideas.
DICUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE ROBERTS ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 4.04 ACRES AT 580 NORTH 1100 EAST
Mr. Despain said Gary Devincent is looking to purchase the Roberts Property. He pointed out
that the Roberts started the annexation process in 1999. He said it is time to put the annexation
agreement together. Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the discussion outline for
the Roberts Annexation that was included in the Planning Commission Packet, which is attached
to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain said the proposed concept plan shows 11 lots, which is about 2.75 units per acre.
He said the proposed concept plan is consistent with the General Plan. He said the proposed
cul-de-sac is a little longer than what the City currently allows.
Mr. Despain discussed the wetlands issues. He referred the Planning Commission to a letter
from the Army Corp of Engineers, which is included as part of ATTACHMENT #2. He
pointed out that the Army Corp of Engineer's responsibilities have changed in regards to wetland
Issues.
Mr. Despain said the Roberts Property has a history of being wet and that is one thing that is
going to have to be seriously considered as development begins to take place on it. He said at
this point he does not know how to address the wetland issues associated with the property
proposed for annexation.
It was discussed the wetland areas will need to be identified.

17

Mr. Despain said the annexation agreement will also need to include a section that discusses that
12-feet will need to be deeded to the City for the widening of 1100 East.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the two big lots because it creates an awkward cul-de-sac
in regards to access.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the cul-de-sac would eventually tie into the road on the south.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Mr. Hadfield said it is possible that the cul-de-sac
will tie into the road on the south.
Chairman Hansen said sewer could be a problem on the property proposed for annexation. He
said the sewer might have to be ran to the south.
Mr. Despain said that Roger Dudley, the engineer for the proposed project, is of the opinion that
it will be possible to hit the sewer.
Mr. Despain stated that he will proceed to prepare the draft annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to make sure that Mr. Devincent gets a copy of the draft
annexation agreement once it is prepared
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Devincent is present at the meeting. He said he may have
some comments relative to the proposed annexation.
Mr. Devincent said the reason for the cul-de-sac is because they did not want to have a straightthru road.
Mr. Baldwin said the road possibly should be able to continue to the south.
Mr. Devincent said a straight-thru road would change the environment of the subdivision. He
said they are trying to create a private neighborhood.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the sewer can't go through private property.
Mr. Devincent stated that Mr. Dudley did not think there would be a problem with the sewer.
DISCUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CARLISLE ADDITION
ANNEXATION NO. #5 CONSISTING OF 27.3 ACRES AT 1200 NORTH 900 EAST
John Dester discussed the proposed concept plan for the property proposed for annexation. He
showed some pictures of a project that he would like to develop in American Fork. He said the
proposal is to build 4.3 units per acre. He pointed out that he is developing a project like the
one being proposed in Logan.
Mr. Dester showed a video of a project that has been developed in Seattle, Washington. The
project in Seattle is very similar to the project Mr. Dester would like to develop in American
Fork. As the Planning Commission watched the video he pointed out that there are no cars
parked on the street. He also pointed out the common open space areas. He pointed out that
there are many retirees who purchased the units in the project in Seattle.
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After Mr. Dester showed the video he discussed the proposed concept plan. He stated that the
proposed concept plan shows a lot of curved roads. He said he likes using curves and having
varied setbacks because it makes things look more pleasing. He said they are proposing about 59
units.
Mr. Dester said they could design a normal subdivision, but with the proximity of the property to
the LDS Temple he thinks this could serve a certain segment of the population that is looking to
sell their big home and move into a smaller one.
Mr. Carlisle pointed out that there are a lot of open areas and walking paths in the proposed
subdivision. He said if they have roads going through the proposed subdivision, then he does not
want to do it. He said he wants to create a subdivision that is isolated from the rest of the
community.
Mr. Dester pointed out that there will be clubhouse with an indoor swimming pool, a spa, and a
meeting room.
Mr. Christensen said there needs to be a buffer of landscaping to make the proposed subdivision
feel like a community.
Mr. Dester said along the busy road they will put a wall and will landscape on both side of the
wall so it will look nice on both sides.
Chairman Hansen asked if the proposed project needs to be placed in the north part of the
Carlisle Property. He said if the proposed project were moved a little to the south, then 1280
North could be continued as a thru street.
Mr. Dester asked if 1280 North really needs to be a through street.
Mr. Carlisle pointed out that the proposed project has been designed around an irrigation ditch.
He said they need to know if it is the City's preference to have 1280 North continue as a through
street. He said if 1280 North has to go thru the property, then it "shuts the proposed project
down." He said if the City wants 1280 North to go through, then they will just develop a singlefamily project like Autumn Crest.
There was some discussion about the waterline issues. Mr. Dester said he can move buildings
around to keep the waterline going.
Mr. Dester said they prefer that 1280 North not be a thru street.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed concept plan meets the requirements of the PR-9000
Zone. He said the property proposed for annexation is surrounded on three sides with R1-9000
or PR-9000 Zones. He said he does not think the property could legally be placed in the Rl12,000 Zone because it is encased by the R1-9000 and PR-9000 Zones.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed road alignments. He said the proposed concept plan does
not include the continuation of the diagonal road over the waterline and it does not provide for
the east-west street to continue, which is 1280 North. He said if the proposed concept plan were
approved, through access to and from the Val Vista area would be possible only at 1100 North
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and Murdock Drive, which is a distance of about a Yz a mile. He pointed out that the standard for
collector road spacing is ~ to 113 a mile, but in some instances it has been extended to Yz a mile.
Mr. Despain said he has received mixed signals in regards to the continuation of 1280 North. He
said on previous occasions Mr. Carlisle has indicated that making 1280 North a through street
would be difficult for their proposed project, but tonight he is saying that they would not be able
to do the project if the road were required to be a through street.
There was a lot of discussion about whether 1280 North Street should be a through street. The
Planning Commission could not decide whether 1280 North should be required to be a through
street. Mr. Baldwin said there should be some traffic studies done in order to help the Planning
Commission decide whether 1280 North should be a through street.
Mr. Nielsen stated that if the City expects the developers to be flexible, then the City has to be
somewhat flexible in its standards. He asked how anyone can be flexible, if the spacing for
collector class roads is every ~ to 113 of a mile.
Mr. Christensen said the more through streets there are the more there is a gridiron.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the Planning Commission look at the road system and then talk to Mr.
Carlisle to see what can be done.
Mr. Despain said it is not fatal to have a Y2 mile grid. He said Orem is on a Yz mile grid system.
He explained that the reason for requiring roads at every ~ or 113 of a mile is because hopefully
then one road will "not take the big hit" and be used more than another road.
It was discussed that the concept plan showed 9,000 square foot lots on the east side of 1100 East

back to the Barney Farms Project.
Mr. Baldwin said the traffic issues need to be worked out with the engineers.
Mr. Despain said the road alignment is one issue that needs to be addressed. He said a
development plan also needs to be included as an attachment to the annexation agreement. He
said the water rights will also need to be conveyed to the City at the time of annexation. He said
the right-of-way for 900 East needs to line up so some property may need to be deeded to the
City in order for that to happen.
Chairman Hansen asked what the rest of the property that is not included in the proposed concept
plan will be zoned.
Mr. Hadfield said the property will either have to be zoned as RA-1 or Rl-15,000 unless a
concept plan is submitted that shows the entire property included in the proposed annexation.
Mr. Carlisle stated that he needs to know whether 1280 North will be required to be a through
street.
After much discussion about 1280 North, the Planning Commission decided that it could further
discuss whether 1280 North should continue as a through street or whether it did not need to
continue at the next Planning Commission Meeting. Mr. Hadfield suggested that Mr. Despain
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could prepare some discussion documents for the Planning Commission to review to help them
decide what should happen with 1280 North.
Mr. Hadfield said there also needs to be some discussion regarding 1020 East Street.
Mr. Carlisle agreed that the future status of 1280 North was too big of an issue to decide tonight.
Mr. Dester encouraged the Planning Commission to go up and look at the site to help them
decide whether 1280 North should be continued as a through street or not.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan said that he wants to thank everyone here tonight. He said there have been several
times in the last three years that he has left the Planning Commission Meeting with the idea of
resigning from the Planning Commission because he does not want to be part of continuing what
the kind of development that has taken place in American Fork for so long. He again thanked
all those in attendance for the positive ideas and comments regarding changing the current
ordinances to encourage more innovative development in the City.
Mr. Christensen asked when American Fork City can incorporate something into the commercial
zone so that developers are required to put so many shrubs per square foot of asphalt. He said
other cities have strict landscaping requirements.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Christensen to provide him with some landscape ordinances that other
cities use. He said American Fork has never formally stated what the landscape requirements
are.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRIL 3, 2002, MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the April 3, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 23 "not subdivision" should be changed to "not a subdivision." On Page 2,
Line 24 "is some" should be changed to "are some." On Page 5, Line 12 the following
should be added after "Field:" "upon the condition of approval by the City Recreation
Director." On Page 7, Line 7" consecutively" should be changed to "consistently." On
Page 8, Line 7 "services electrical" should be changed to "service, electrical." On Page 12,
Line 17 "is" should be changed to "his." On Page 12, Line 19 "HE" should be changed to
"he." On Page 12, Line 20 "with cui-de-sacs" should be changed to "cui-de-sacs."
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman
Hansen. Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote because
they were not present at the April 3, 2002, Planning Commission Meeting.
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ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hunter moved to adjourn.
favor.

Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted in

The meeting adjourned at 11:25 p.m.

17~Ai1jt!J#Melanie Marsh
Deputy Recorder
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE APRIL 17,2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 4

MEMORANDUM
Date: April 10, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain

Subject: Possible amendments to the Development Code to
encourage/require more flexibility and inovation in PUD
projects.
In recent meetings we have discussed ways of ensuring better
compliance with the density standard, particularly for the south
side.
The primary method would be by adopting new zone
designations which accurately reflect the General Plan density for
the area (an R-1-12,000 for the 3 DU/acre areas and a R-1-20,000
for the 2 DU/acre area) .
However, as has been pointed out, just requiring the lots to be
larger does not automatically improve the quality in the design of
residential design projects - it just makes the lots bigger.
Other amendments, largely to the PUD design standards may prove to
be more effective. Following are some ideas for discussion.
1.

Accommodation of natural limitations. Require all projects to
prepare a detailed "Natural Conditions Analysis" map as part
of the initial submittal materials. The purpose of the map
would be to show those natural conditions which will need to
be taken into account in any design. A primary purpose of the
map would be to show the location of all wetland areas,
slough, stream channels, water right diversion points, areas
of high ground water, pete soils, flood elevations, etc. The
map could also include those elements, such as major street
locations and trails that are identified on the general plan.
ordinace amendment to the effect that any design must
incorporate these condition would also be appropriate.

An

2.

Additional Design Standards. The present design standards for
PUD • s are very limited. Our current ordinance has been based
on . the notion that we would set only the very minimum
standards (such as absolute minimum lot size areas) and rely
on the applicants to willingly take advantage of the
flexibility provided by the ordinance and give us designs that

. . ... :.-..... . ~ ... :~ _j.'~:.. · -· -

•. · -·~- 1 . .. ·- - ~.. - ~·-· :...... . ... _ . ' . ' - ..,.

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE APRIL 17,2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 OF 4

are inovative As we have observed, with one or two notable
exceptions, this has not occurred. Some possible further
standards could include:
A.

Flexible lot subdivisions·. standards which allow a
standard subdivision approach, but with allowed (or
required) variability in lot sizes.

B.

Building style flexibility - Permit/require traditional
single lot subdivisions to include a combination of one
family and twin lots. (particularly on corner lots) .
Val-vista has this mix and it appears to be OK there.

C.

Rural road standards for some projects using private
roads. A copy of such a suggested standard is attached.
This approach is common in other parts of the country.
One advantage is that it produces less storm water demand
and an on-site way of disposing of the water.

D.

Require curvilinear road patterns, as opposed to straight
streets.
Usually such designs are less efficient in
producing the maximum number of lots, but they are
generally more pleasing.

E.

Mandatory limits
distances, etc.

F.

Requiring projects to include a mix of housing
alternatives.
(We actual have one of these in Temple
Meadows)

on

similar housing

styles,

setback

There are other options than our current approach.
Please come
prepared to provide your opinions on these and to offer other
suggestions.
The big question is what do we want the south
residential area to look like
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A group of conservation-minded partners have teamed up to design
a better street. The Utah Association of Conservation Districts, North
Logan City, the Utah Botanical Center and Stantec Engineering have
developed designs for low-impact streets to better handle storm water
runoff.
Low-impact streets feature reduced pavement width without concrete
gutters, therefore minimizing impervious surfaces and reducing storm
water runoff. On both sides of the street naturally landscaped swales
reduce the speed of storm water, filter urban-borne contaminants and
allow smaller volumes of water into irrigation canal systems.
The street design has also shown other benefits such as reduced construction costs, slower traffic speeds and more attractive and livable
neighborhoods.
Using the new designs. North Logan City and the Utah Botanical
Center will build two streets to demonstrate a more environmentally
friendly alternative to traditional street design. The design standards
can also be applied in other Utah communities and are available at
www.ci.north-logan.ut.us

Key features of low-impact design:
• Aat concrete aJrb holds road
edge and disperses storm water
runoff
• Swale area vegetated to treat
storm water runoff on-site
• Landscape area contains low
water/maintenance plants, i.e.
grasses. forbs. shrubs and limited
trees
Acknowledgement
Funded by the EPA. Utah Soil Conservation
Commission and North logan Oty.
Questions regarding this project should be
directed to:

11a~n

• Improved storin ·water quality
to receiving waters
• Pavement width encourages
slower traffic speeds
• Parking allowed on one side of
roadway
• Design speed for 30 mph residential streets and 40 mph collector street
Utah Association of Conservation Districts
1860 N. 100 East
logan. UT 84341
(435} 753-6029
gordon-younlcer@ut.nacdnet.org

ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE APRIL 17,2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 5

MEMORANDUM
Date: April 12, 2002

To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain,

Subject: Discussion Outline - Roberts Annexation
This annexation was initially filed by Scott Roberts in September
of 2000 and went through the notice and hearing process at that
time. Mr. Robert's initial intent was to build a reception
center and the project apparently did not ever show up on the PC
agenda for preparation of an annexation agreement. Mr. Gary
Devincent has now acquired the property with the intent of
developing a residential subdivision and has requested that we
now go forward with the remainder of the process.
The next step in the process is the preparation of a draft
annexation agreement.
Attached is a proposed annexation concept plan for the parcel and
also a copy of a discussion outline identifying what I believe
are the issues needing to be addressed in the agreement.
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DISCUSSION OUTLINE
ROBERTS

ANNEXATION

Following is a list of the several items, unique to the Roberts
Annexation, I believe will need to be addressed as a part of the
annexation agreement together with some general comments about
each. Please review the outline and come prepared to discuss the
several issues. A trip to the site would also be helpful:
1.

Consistency with the General Plan - the proposed GP shows
this area as primarily low density residential (3 du/ac.).
In the past the low density zone designation has generally
been determined as the R-1-9000 or the PR-9000, which works
itself out at about 3.6 du/ac on a gross area basis (4.3
du/ac net area) .
The annexation area contains approximately 4.1 acres and
proposes a total of 11 lots. this works out to about to a
density of 2.75 lots per gross acre

2.

Road Alignments - The concept plan proposed for the
annexation area consists of a single cul-de-sac. Existing
development on the north and east will not permit extension
of roads there. To the south, the land is open and the road
could be stubbed in that direction.
The primary design
issue for this project is whether the City should encourage
the use of long (more than 450 foot) cul-de-sac when other
more accessible designs are possible ..

3.

Development Plan- A plan needs to be included as part of
the annexation agreement. The plan provided is intended to
meet that requirement.

4.

Wetland issues - This area has a long history of being wet.
In recent years the wetland condition seems to have
diminished. The Corps of Engineers has determined that the
area contains wetland but, in their view, it appears to be
an isolated wetland and thus not subject to Corps
jurisdiction. In approving any development of the area, the
City needs to take the potential wetland condition into
account.

5.

Water rights - to be conveyed concurrently with annexation,
in accordance with current ordinance.

;
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

RPLVTO

ATTENTION OF

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325JSTREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814·2922

February 27, 2002

Regulatory Branch (200150002)

Scott Roberts
4115 North 190 West
Provo, Utah 84604

Dear Mr. Roberts:

This letter concerns a wetland delineation completed by
Entrance for your property located at approximately 8600 North
4650 West, within .A merican Fork, Utah County, Utah.
Your project has been reviewed in accordance with Section
404 of the Clean Water Act under which the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material .
and excavation in waters of the United States including wetlands.
Based on the information provided, we have determined that the
property in question does contain wetland areas.

A dye test was performed on February 19, 2002 which
confirmed that water from the spring discharges to.an open
channel after passing through approximately 1300 feet of
underground stormwater pipe. We do not.believe this stormwater
pipe was constrqcted in violation of the Clean Water Act. · We
also have been unable to verify the spring/wetland historically
supporced a surface water tributary connection to Utah Lake prior
to construction of the storm water f acility. Therefore we
conclude the spring and associated wetland is isolated with no
interstate commerce uses. A Department of the Army permit will
not be required for work at this location.
Our disclaimer of jurisdiction is only for Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act. Other Federal, State, and local
laws may apply to activities that occur on this property.
We have issued identificat~on number 200150002 to this action.
Please refer to this number in any future correspondence
concerning this project . If you have any questions, please
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CONIMISSION
MAY 1, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on May 1, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the proposed road alignment for 900 West Street.
2. Review and action on proposed accessory structures at 145 West 640 North.
3. Review and action on a preliminary plat of Mountain View Place Plat A consisting of 1
lot at 145 North 900 East.
4. Review and action on the final plat of Mountain View Place Plat A consisting of 1 lot at
145 North 900 East.
5. Review and action on a revised site plan for Jack & Jill Bowling at 105 South 700 East.
6. Review and action on a site plan for Johnson Motor Company at 275 West Main Street.
7. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Roberts Annexation consisting of
4.04 acres at 580 North 1100 East.
8. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Carlisle Addition Annexation #5
consisting of27.3 acres at 1200 North 900 East.
9. Discussion on amendments of the Development Code concerning residential densities in
conformance with the General Plan.
10. Site Plan Committee Report.
11. Other business.
12. Review and action on the April 17, 2002, minutes.
13. Adjournment.
Dated this 23 day of April, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

...
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 1, 2002
ATTACHMENTS (3)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April17, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Keith Richan,
Steve Nielsen, Alan Christensen, and John Woffinden. Staff present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod
Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Ray Jensen, John Dester, Suzanne
Carson, Francis Carson, Dan Richards, Jeff Mitchell, Lynda Hopkins. Charles LeBaron, Ronald
L. Carson, Wade Carson, Shauna Carson, M.H. Bogh, DeAnn Best, Jim Cortese, David Kump,
Brent Ventura, Roger Dudley, Carol Anderegg, Troy Oveson, Tausha Oveson, John Belmont,
Gary Devincent, and Robert Carlisle.
Councilman Hunter and Commissioner Baldwin were excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED ROAD ALIGNMENT FOR 900 WEST
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City has been concerned about the future use of 900 West for a long
time and so it hired Horrocks to do a study and recommend alignment and widths.
Brent Ventura of Horrocks Engineering stated that 900 West will be a 72-foot cross section with
no park strip until it gets past the S-Curve. He said after it gets past the S-Curve the road will be
an 82-foot cross section, which will incorporate park strips. He said when 900 West is widened
it will be able to accommodate a speed limit of 35 to 40 mph.
There was some discussion about what a park strip is.
Lynda Hopkins, who lives by the firstS-Curve on the west side of the street, said when the road
was widened to accommodate Highland's sewer line and American Fork's water line it was put
closer to her fence. She expressed concern about the speed limit being increased to 40 mph
because there may be more wrecks.
Mr. Ventura said 900 West will not be posted for 40 mph, but it is designed to accommodate
speeds of 40 mph.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the study done by Horrocks regarding 900 West is just a
planning tool for the City. He pointed out that there are still a lot of properties along 900 West
that are not annexed into the City.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the Brenchleys and Healeys are the only property owners on the
west side of 900 West that have annexed into the City. He also pointed out that the only the
Carsons and Tanners on the east side of900 West are the only property owners that have
annexed into the City.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the widening of 900 West is not something that is going to happen
in two weeks. He said as property along 900 West is annexed into the City, the appropriate
properties will be taken in order to widen 900 West. He said the widening of 900 West is
something that will take place in the future.

DeAnn Best asked if the process of widening 900 West will be a gradual process and not a lump
sum process.
Chairman Hansen said the widening of 900 West will be a gradual process. He said, "I think the
only thing that will probably occur sooner than later is the change in the curve on the Nash
Property because of Woodbury's Project being developed across State Street."
Ms. Best indicated that she is north ofNash's property. She expressed concern about the curve
being on her property.
Mr. Ventura stated that the curve is not on Ms. Best's property.
David Kump, who lives south ofBrenchley's property by Carson Meats, stated that he has gotten
conflicting information from Mr. Despain and Mr. W anlass on the timetable for when 900 West
will be widened. He said Mr. Despain said 900 West will be widened in one to two years and
Mr. Wanlass said it will be five plus years. He pointed out that Bests, Cortese and himself are
not planning to develop in the future and asked if the road will be widened on their side.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Kump that sometime in the future the road will be widened on their
side of the street.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the Capital Improvement Plan for American Fork City for the next
five years does not contain any expenditure on 900 West.
Chairman Hansen said the City can't give a direct answer as to when 900 West will be widened
because the County at any time could deem 900 West an important road and require it to be
widened.
Mr. Kump said he has talked to the County and they do not have any interest in widening 900
West.
Mr. Ventura pointed out that it is not proposed that 900 West be widened right now. He said the
intent right now is to preserve the right-of-way for future use. He said at this point, the volumes
of traffic do not warrant widening the road.
Ms. Best asked if annexation is property owner's choice or can the City require a property owner
to annex into the City.
Chairman Hansen said "in this City (American Fork) it has been the property owner's choice."
Mr. Despain said in his 20 plus years of working with American Fork City there has only been "a
forced annexation" one or two times.
Mr. Hadfield said it has not been American Fork City's practice to force people to annex into
the City. He explained that annexation is a privilege, not a right. He stated that there are certain
benefits to being in the City, i.e. police protection, garbage collection, sewer, water, and etc.
Jeff Mitchell asked if the traffic studies take into account 540 West being closed or opened.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 1, 2002)
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Mr. Ventura said he assumes the traffic studies considered 540 West as being closed.
Mr. Mitchell asked what the status of 540 West is. He said 540 West was supposed to finished
before Fred England finished his development and before Pattersons began developing Orchard
Hills. He said that he is aware that many people do not want 540 West opened.
Mr. Hadfield explained that part of the reason that 540 West has not been opened yet is because
Union Pacific does not want the City to have any more crossings over the railroad tracks. He
said Union Pacific will allow American Fork to have the road cross at 540 West, if it closes two
existing crossings. He said the City has agreed to eliminate the crossing at Elm Street. He said
the City is currently looking at other places where crossings could be eliminated. He said the
City was looking at closing Church Street to eliminate another crossing, but one prominent
individual in the community expressed concern about Church Street being closed. He said the
City Council has not felt the need to make a decision regarding which crossing to close. Mr.
Hadfield pointed out that American Fork City has 22 crossings between the east boundary and
the west boundary. He said Union Pacific would like the City to only have 8 or 10 crossings.
Dan Richards said he does not have a problem with trying to improve 900 West and 6800 West.
He said his concern is with making 900 West a major collector. He said American Fork's major
collectors currently collect traffic from Highland, Pleasant Grove, Alpine and Lehi. He said
American Fork is "a collector of some unwanted things that other cities do not want to have in
their city." He said if900 West is widened it will be a major collector that will handle Lehi's
traffic. He said Lehi has 1200 East, which should be the major collector road up through
Highland and the rest of the territory. Mr. Richards said 900 West should not be a major
collector.
Mr. Richards said 900 West should be a 65-foot wide road. He stated that he does not think
1120 will continue through to Lehi because Lehi has put its pond in that area. He said there is
not the space to put 1120 North straight through.
Mr. Ventura said the plans are drawn to make 1120 North go straight through.
Mr. Richards said American Fork should not be the major collector for all the other cities around
it. He said 900 West should be "a good road, but not a major road." He said there are very few
areas left in American Fork City to develop and if 900 West is developed as a major collector,
then the area that is left to develop will be "spoiled."
It was discussed that the plan is to have American Fork's 1120 North tie into Lehi's 900 North
and continue to the west into Lehi City.

Mr. Richards said he is not opposed to the road systems going through, but he does have a
problem with 900 West being a major collector.
Mr. Wade Carson said he also has a problem with 900 West being a major collector. He said
when he annexed into the City he was told that 900 West would be a 65-foot wide collector street
and they gave property accordingly for the road. He said they gave up 28 feet of property when
they annexed into the City. He said now they have their curb and gutter in and did it according
to the Engineering Department's direction and now the City wants to take 10 more feet of their
property.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May I, 2002)
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Mr. Wade Carson said his home is 40 feet from the road. He said his home will be 30 feet from
the road if 900 West is widened. He asked why the City now wants to widen 900 West. He
said that it has been said that the reason 900 West needs to be widened is because of population
growth, which he said is poor planning if that is the case. He said the City needs to plan the
major collector road somewhere else. He said the City needs to stay with what was planned. He
s,aid when plans start to change is when problems occur.
Mr. Wade Carson asked if they will be compensated for the 28 feet that they have already given
plus the additional 10 feet that they will have to give to the City.
Mr. Kump pointed out that if 10 feet is taken from his property to widen the road, then the City
might as well buy his property.
Ms. Best said she is concerned about safety if the road is widened. She pointed out that half the
road is in the County and half is in the City. She said no one patrols it now. She said the posted
speed limit is 25 mph, but you would be hard pressed to find anyone who obeys the speed limit.
She said she almost lost her 2-year old last week because of traffic traveling too fast.
Mrs. Suzanne Carson said 900 West is patrolled from 4:00p.m. to 5:00p.m. She said the
problem is in the morning when kids are waiting for the bus and the traffic is traveling at 50
mph. She said if the road is widened people will go faster.
Ms. Best said a 65-foot wide road is good enough. She said there are already enough collectors
in their area. She said no one will want to live on a street as wide as is being proposed.
Mr. Kump said a wider road is going to impact the property values of the homes in the areas.
Mr. Mitchell asked how the City can justify the continuation of 1120 North. He said a bridge is
an expensive project. He said 1120 North would not need to be continued to the west if the 540
West were connected to 1120 North.
Mr. Ventura said they have been dealing with the Army Corps of Engineers on 1120 North and
they have Okayed the process of crossing Mitchell Hollow with minimal impact. He said there
will be a 20-foot span, which costs about the same as filling Mitchell Hollow.
Mr. Mitchell said 540 West was targeted to tie into 1120 North.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that many of the roads they are talking about tonight were on plans
many years ago. He said when Brenchleys and Healeys annexed their property into the City he
did not want to see 700 North collect all of the traffic. He said he is aware of what has happened
with the traffic. He said it would be nice to have 560 West "punched over the tracks" so traffic
in that area could funnel down to State Street in a smoother manner so it would not all have to
come across 700 North to 900 West.
Chairman Hansen said total build out has to be looked at. He said they do have to look at how
other cities develop and what roads will be needed for those people to come shop in American
Fork.
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Mr. Richards said if 900 West is built wider, then every other city will use it. He said the City
has to make a stand like it has in regards to not continuing 700 North to Lehi. He said if900
West is not made into a major collector, then Lehi will have to make 1200 East a major collector
street.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Ventura if he knew what Lehi's plan was for continuing 1200 East.
Mr. Ventura said he did not know what the plan is for Lehi's 1200 East.
Mr. Kump said he has talked to Lehi and they are planning on taking 1200 East all the way to the
Alpine Highway. He said it is planned that 1200 East will be 72 feet wide.
Ms. Best asked why there needs to be two major collector streets within a Y2 mile of each other.
Mrs. Suzanne Carson said before they ever built their homes, they attended a meeting where it
was discussed that 1200 East would be the best road to make as a collector class road and to
leave 900 West alone because their were existing homes on it. She said now everything is being
changed.
It was discussed that the meeting Mrs. Suzanne Carson attended years ago was a meeting
sponsored by Mountainland Association of Governments.

Mr. Hadfield explained that the transportation plan calls for a collector class road every halfmile. He said if every road carries its share of traffic, then one road does not have to carry the
burden. He said Highland City will not put a road through Hidden Oaks so American Fork has
to live with that and has to plan accordingly.
Mr. Hadfield said the plan to identify the alignment of 900 West is a good planning tool. He said
some day the property owners in the area of 900 West will have a desire to annex their property
into the City because annexed property has a greater value then unannexed property.
Mr. Hadfield apologized to Mr. Wade Carson because he is the one that measured the amount of
property that would be needed in order to accommodate the 66-foot wide cross section. He said
now that they are asking for a 72-foot wide cross section about three feet will be required on
each side.
Mrs. Suzanne Carson said then they built their homes they asked the City not to make them put
in their curb and gutter until the City decided what it was going to do with 900 West, but the City
told them that they could not get their occupancy permits until the curb and gutter was installed.
In response to Mrs. Suzanne Carson's comments about their sidewalk and curb and gutter, Mr.

Hadfield said Mrs. Carson is right.
Mrs. Suzanne Carson said they have complied with all the City's rules and "then they get
slapped in the face because they complied with the rules."
Mr. Hadfield said he does not see it as a slap in the face because the Carsons are not going to
have to replace their curb and gutter.
(Pl anning Commission Minutes- May I , 2002)
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Mrs. Suzanne Carson said she has trees that will be affected if the road is widened.
Mr. Hadfield said it is not fair to make the Carsons pay to replace their trees. He explained that
the Carsons annexed their property into the City under the ordinance, which requires that curb
and gutter be installed as part of any subdivision. He said it was not the staff that said certain
improvements had to be made, but it is the ordinance that states certain improvements have to be
made before occupancy can be granted.
Mr. Nielsen said that once someone is annexed into the City and has deeded the land for the
right-of-way that is all that is required of that person. He said if the City wants to take more land
to widen 900 West it will have to compensate the property owners who have already given land
for the right-of-way.
Mrs. Shauna Carson said she does not care about the City replacing her yard. She said the City
can keep its money. She said she does not want the road 10 feet closer to her home.
Mr. Nielsen said if the City listened to everyone that said they do not want the street widened
there would only be one wide street in the City. He said when cities build out, the streets need to
be widened so people can get from point a to point b. He said streets need to be widened. He
said they hear complaints all the time from people who do not want a street widened.
Mrs. Shauna Carson said she understands what Mr. Nielsen is saying, but she already gave her
share of the road.
Mr. Nielsen again stated that the City will have to pay her for the additional property that is
needed to widen the road.
Mrs. Shauna Carson said that she does not want to be compensated. She again stated that she
does not want the road 10 feet closer to her home. She asked what rights she has as citizen.
Mr. Hadfield said he does not know where the 10-foot figure is coming from.
Mr. Wade Carson said he is currently 40 feet from the road, but if the road is widened his home
will be 32 feet from it.
Mr. Ventura explained that the alignment of the road will be the same alignment that currently
exists. He further explained that equal amounts of property will be taken from both sides of the
road. He said the Carsons will only need to give 3 more feet.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the City already owns one foot behind the sidewalk. He said
the City could already come in and take the park strip out and move the curb and gutter back and
have almost five feet more width of road.
Mr. Wade Carson said his home is 40 feet back from one foot back on each side of the sidewalk.
He said he has 5.26 acres currently and if he gives up 1110 of an acre, then he will lose his
greenbelt status and he will not be able to afford the taxes.
Mr. Ron Carson said if it were his property, the City would have to condemn it before he gave
the City one more inch of his property. He said this is a "slap in the face." He said his kids did
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exactly what the City asked of them when they annexed into the City. He asked what the City is
doing trying to get more property from his kids. He said "it is bologny to take more ground."
Mr. Despain said the issue is that they are just looking to the future in regards to how much
traffic will be using 900 West.
Mr. Ron Carson asked if they looked to the future when his kids annexed their property into the
City.
Mr. Despain said they did look to the future when his kids annexed their property into the City.
He said since his kids annexed their property into the City they have learned some new things
from the traffic studies that have been done. He said the traffic studies now show that the traffic
will be greater than what they originally thought.
Mr. Ron Carson said it is unacceptable to take 10 feet more from his kids. He said the City
made the mistake; it may just have to buy Mr. Kump' s property in order to widen the road.
Mr. Despain said at this point widening 900 West is a long-range plan. He said he does not
know how quickly the area will develop.
Mr. Richards suggested that the City take a look at 900 West again to see if it a 65-foot road will
be satisfactory.
Mr. Kump asked Mr. Despain why he told him 900 West will be widened in one to two years.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Kump that he asked for his opinion and he gave it to him. He said he does
not know how fast the area will develop and exactly when 900 West will need to be widened.
He said his opinion may be right or it may be wrong.
Mr. Richan said 35 years ago when he was Chairman of the Utah County Planning Commission,
the Commission came to Lehi and American Fork with a suggestion regarding extending 1120
North to 900 North and Lehi and American Fork told the Commission it was none of their
business. He said these problems were seen 35 years ago. He said there are only two property
owners left who owned property in this area 35 years ago. He said property ownership changes
frequently.
Mr. Richan said there have to be plans in place that plan for the future. He said if people do not
want to have these kinds of problems, then they should stop having kids and then there would be
no problems. He said the Planning Commission has to make plans for the future and it has to
make some hard decisions. He said some decisions are hard and he can't show favoritism to one
person over another. He said he considers Ron Carson a good friend, but he can't show him
favoritism.
Mr. Richan said the City has to make decisions and sometimes those decisions benefit some
people and hurt others.
Mr. Christensen said the zone map is going to change in the next year. He said changes occur all
of the time. He said the Planning Commission has the responsibility of looking out for the
health, safety, and welfare of the community. He said as the area around 900 West develops
there will be twice the amount of traffic that is currently on 900 West. He said once 900 West
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reaches its capacity there will be more wrecks. He said they have to look ahead to the future.
He said the question is can 900 West work as a 66-foot right-of-way.
Mr. Ventura said he did not know if 900 West would work as a 66-foot wide right-of-way.
Mr. Hadfield said 900 West could work as 66-foot wide right-of-way if they eliminated the
parking on both sides of the road.
Mr. Christensen said the City does the best with the information that it has at the time. He said
things are constantly changing.
Mr. Woffinden said he would like to see 560 West pushed across the railroad tracks. He said he
knows pushing 560 West does not solve the problems on 900 West, but it needs to happen.
Mr. Ron Carson talked about making the hard decisions. He said if the road needs to be
widened, then the City has going to have to buy Mr. Kump' s home and the other homes on the
same side of the road as Mr. Kump' s home, which is a hard decision to make. He said his kids
have already given their share of the road.
Ms. Best expressed concern about the proposed median lane on 900 West. She asked if the
median lane is really needed.
Mr. Nielsen said he feels the center lane is necessary.
Mr. Ventura said the center lane will allow people to safely make turns without clogging up the
traffic and it will help to prevent rear end accidents.
Mr. Francis Carson said he felt the rest of the property needed to widen the road should come
from the other side of the street. He said if a developer buys Mr. Kump' s property, then that
developer will be the one to "take the hit" and not them.
Chairman Hansen said sometimes a developer will pay for more for a road than another
developer. He said sometimes more of the road will come off on one side than another.
said sometimes a developer will be required to give land for the full width of the road.

He

Mr. Richards said the City has an obligation of trying to make American Fork safe and be
equitable in their arrangements with everyone they deal with. He said he commends American
Fork for trying to be equitable and hopes they will continue to try to be equitable.
Mr. Hadfield explained that when Horrocks did the traffic study in regards to 900 West, the City
told Horrocks to design 900 West in a way that will impact all the property owners along 900
West equally. He said they tried to maintain the 30-foot setbacks with the exception of the Best
Property. He pointed out that Cody Olsen's property will be impacted the most.
Ms. Best asked if the Planning Commission will agree to look at making the road only 66 feet
wide.
Chairman Hansen said he does not know what the Planning Commission will agree to do. He
said he does not make the motions. He said it is up to the rest of the members on the Planning
Commission.
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Mr. Christensen moved to send this back for further study to see if 900 West could be
accommodated within a 66-foot right-of-way.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan said the width of 900 West should be consistent along the whole road.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the City has a different standard for roads than the County.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PROPOSED ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AT 145 WEST 640
NORTH
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about the proposed accessory buildings impacting the drainage
easement.
Mr. Despain discussed the requirements that have to be met for accessory buildings. He
explained that accessory buildings should not be placed on a dedicated utility easement. He said
that buildings can't be closer than 5 feet to the property line, if they have "openings on the
outward side." He said the proposed building has windows on the south side and is proposed to
be 1 Yz feet from the property line.
Mr. Despain discussed the two findings-that the Planning Commission has to make when it
approves an accessory building that is over 750 square feet. One finding that has to be made is
that the accessory building will be incidental to the primary use of the parcel. Second, it has to
be found that the height, size, and location of the accessory building will not negatively impact
the adjacent property owners.
Chairman Hansen expressed concern about how the Planning Commission can approve the
proposed accessory structures because it is proposed that the structures will be 1.6 feet from the
property line. He said another concern is that buildings are shown in the PUE. He said another
concern is that the proposed plan does not show where the adjacent property owners' homes are
located. He said the plan also does not show what the height and size of the structures will be.
The petitioner indicated that they were not aware of the things that needed to be included on the
drawing.
Chairman Hansen said there are some other things that need to be included on the drawings
before the Planning Commission can take action on the proposed project.
Mr. Nielsen pointed that the City gets a lot of complaints about accessory buildings. He told the
applicants that the City needs a plan that shows the height of the buildings, where the buildings
are located, etc. so that the City has something to hold them to.
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Mr. Hadfield apologized on behalf of the staff for not conveying what needed to be shown on the
plat. He asked the petitioners to go back and show all the buildings within 100 feet of the
proposed buildings.
The petitioner stated that there are no buildings within 100 feet of their proposed buildings.

Mr. Nielsen moved to defer action on the proposed accessory buildings at 145 West 640
North until a more detailed plan is submitted.
Mr. W offinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 145 NORTH 900 EAST
Mr. Hadfield said the statement that says proposed sewer manhole needs to be removed from the
plat because there is already an existing sewer manhole.
Mr. Despain stated that by proposing only one lot removes the question regarding the residual
lot. He said the proposed lot is of adequate size of for the R1-9000 Zone. He recommended
approval of the proposed project.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Mountain View Place Plat A
consisting of 1lot at 145 North 900 East subject to removing the statement on the plat
about the proposed sewer manhole.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MOUNTAIN VIEW PLACE PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 1 LOT 145 NORTH 900 EAST
Mr. Hadfield asked if the full width of 900 East has been deeded to the City previously.
Mr. Jensen said the full width of 900 East has already been deeded to the City.
Mr. Hadfield said the motion should be subject to the following two items (1) bonding for the
improvements along 900 East and (2) the water rights being conveyed to the City for one lot.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Mountain View Place A consisting of 1lot at
145 North 900 East subject to: (1) receiving verification that the City has received a deed
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for the required right-of-way along 900 East (2) the bonding being in place for the
improvements along 900 East and (3) the required water shares being deeded to the City.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR JACK & JILL BOWLING AT
105 SOUTH 700 ESAT
Charles LeBaron pointed out that when Jack & Jill Bowling was initially approved it with 24
lanes, but the financial institution Mr. Wadley was working with suggested that American Fork
was not ready for 24 lanes and told him he better cut his plans back to only 18 lanes.
Mr. Hadfield stated that he has reviewed the proposed plan compared to the original plan and the
building location is in the same location.
There was some discussion about the parking spaces. It was discussed that there is an adequate
number of parking spaces provided.
Mr. W offinden pointed out that the math for the parking is not right. He said that plat show 20
stalls at 9 feet equally 196 feet, which is not right.
Mr. Hadfield said his has been at the bowling alley on league night and there is always adequate
parking.
Mr. W offinden said the plat shows 2 inches of asphalt. He asked if 2 inches of asphalt meets
City standard.
Mr. Hadfield said the standard for the asphalt was two inches when Mr. Wadley initially built
Jack & Jill Bowling. He said the standard has changed since then. However, the parking lot
probably has about 6 inches of asphalt because Mr. Wadley has had it overlayed andre-striped
several times.
Mr. Hadfield stated that any approval of the proposed project should be subject to landscaping
and sidewalk being put in on Bamberger Drive.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the revised site plan for Jack & Jill Bowling at 105 South
700 East.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about there being only one tree on Bamberger Drive.
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Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are existing trees and landscaping on the site.

Mr. Richan amended the motion to include subject to sidewalk and landscaping being put
in on Bamberger Drive.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR JOHNSON MOTOR COMPANY AT 275
WEST MAIN STREET
The petitioner stated that she made the changes that were recommended at the last meeting. She
pointed out that the new plan now shows where the curb and gutter will be replaced.
Mr. Hadfield asked the petitioner if there is any other entrance to the back of the property other
than the roll up door.
In response to Mr. Hadfield's above question, the petitioner said no.

Mr. Hadfield suggested that there be a walkout door to the back.
Chairman Hansen asked if 6 or 7 parking spaces are required/
Mr. Despain said the number of parking spaces required is between 6 and 7.
Mr. Hadfield raised the question if they could round down because it is not retail 'Sales.
Mr. Despain said he feels the proposed plan meets the requirements.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about why the plan shows a shower in the bathroom.
The applicant said she is not sure why her husband wanted the shower. She thinks the plan
shows a shower just because there was room in the bathroom to put one.
The applicant asked if it was necessary to have a door put in the back.
Mr. Hadfield said a door going out to the back is probably not necessary. He suggested that the
Building Department review the plans to determine if a door going out to the rear of the property
IS necessary.
Mr. Christensen asked the applicant if some trees could be planted in the planter strip.
The applicant said they probably could plant one tree in the planter strip
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Mr. Christensen moved to approve the site plan for Johnson Motor Company at 275 West
Main Street subject to: putting one two-inch caliper tree in the landscape park strip and
one two-inch caliper tree on the east side of the building in the grass area.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR ROBERTS
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.04 ACRES AT 580 NORTH 1100 EAST
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement, which is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #1. He stated that there has been some discussion about whether the lots can
be serviced by the sewer line in 11 00 East.
Mr. Despain stated that the wetland issues need to be resolved. He said the proposed concept
plan does not address the wetland issues. He stated that just because the Army Corps of
Engineers does not have jurisdiction on the wetlands does not mean that there are not wetlands
on the property.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to Section 9 of the proposed annexation
agreement and stated that Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, has recommended some changes to
Section 9. He said Mr. Bennett suggested that Section 9 be modified to state that the City is
allowed to request a modified site plan, if it is determined that the presence of wetlands impacts
how the land is proposed to be developed. He said that Mr. Bennett recommended Section 9 be
changed so that the City has the ability to require changes to the concept plan in order to
accommodate the wetlands. Mr. Despain said the other alternative is that the Planning
Commission could require the wetland issues to be addressed before the property is annexed into
the City.
Mr. Dudley explained that Maughn' s Pond is dry other than a little stream. He said that Mr.
Devincent, the applicant, wants to maintain the stream and plans to keep the area as pristine as
possible.
Mr. Hadfield said the issue is that if the proposed concept plan is approved, then the site plan has
to be in significant compliance with the concept plan. He said if it is determined that not all the
lots can be developed because of wetlands, then the proposed site plan may not be in significant
compliance with the concept plan.
Mr. Dudley asked if on the site plan they could reduce the number of lots from 11 to 8 or 9 and
still be in significant compliance.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the water rights requirement is based on number of units. He said if
the annexation agreement states that water rights need to be conveyed for 11 homes and it is then
planned that only 8 homes will be developed, then the annexation agreement will have to be
amended.
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Mr. Despain stated that he does not think 11 lots will leave much pristine area.
Mr. Christensen said he would like to see more of the natural features shown on the proposed
concept plan. He asked where the significant water feature is.
Mr. Dudley stated that the concept plan is just a concept of what they want to do. He said the
first step is to get the property annexed into the City under the R1-9000 Zone.
Mr. Devincent said he was planning on leaving the property as "wooded" as possible. He said he
does not want to "mow" all the existing trees down.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission could move the annexation along and
could let some thing ride until preliminary plat time.

Mr. Nielsen moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the Roberts
Annexation consisting of 4.04 acres at 580 North 1100 East subject to modification of
Section 9 as it applies to the wetlands and allowing the developer to modify the concept
plan as he is taking the wetlands as a natural vegetation.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Dudley is he has a grasp of what the wetland problems are.
Mr. Dudley stated that there have been significant studies done on the wetlands. He said the
property has been studied by wetland experts. He said there is a high water table on the
property. He pointed out that none of the homes will have basements. Mr. Dudley stated that
the wetlands do not connect to bodies of water. He said the Army Corp of Engineers is
comfortable that there are not significant wetlands on the property.
Mr. Woffinden pointed out that there are still downstream water users that have to be kept track
of.
Mr. Dudley said they plan to keep track of the downstream water users.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Dudley to provide the City with copies of the wetlands studies that have
been done.
Mr. Dudley had asked if 1100 East is to have 50 feet of oil with a 66-foot right-of-way.
Mr. Despain said 1100 East is to have a 96-foot right-of-way so 12 feet of property needs to be
conveyed to the City at the time of annexation.
Mr. Christensen asked if the lots are going to be able to be serviced by the sewer line that already
exists in 11 00 East.
Mr. Hadfield said "I have not gone out and shot grades, but I have been told by Mr. Dudley that
the proposed homes will be able to be servived by the sewer line in 1100 East. He said the issue
regarding the sewer can be addressed at preliminary plat time.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the property owner needs to sign the annexation agreement
before it is forwarded to the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CARISLE
ADDITION ANNEXATION #5 CONSISTING OF 27.3 ACRES AT 1200 NORTH 900 EAST
John Dester stated that when the proposed annexation was discussed two weeks ago it was clear
that the Planning Commission wanted 1280 North to go through so the proposed concept plan
shows it going straight through. He pointed out that they have designed the project around the
water line.
Mr. Dester stated that the plan that was presented last time showed too many units. He said last
time the plan showed 80 units and now they are proposing 54 units. He said that Mr. Carlisle
still needs to decide what he would like to do with the south half of the property proposed for
annexation. He said they could develop the south half exactly like they develop the north half
of the property proposed for annexation if the City would allow that.
It was discussed that a concept plan is not required for property that is annexe~ into the City
under the R1-15,000 Zone or the RA-1 Zone. It was discussed that if it is the desire to annex the
property on the south under the PR-9000 Zone, then a concept plan would be needed.

Mr. Carlisle asked if he would loose his ability to farm if the south portion of the property were
annexed into the City under the PR-9000 Zone.
·Mr. Hadfield told Mr. Carlisle that he could still farm, but once the animals were removed for a
certain period of time then he could not bring animals back on the property.
Mr. Carlisle asked if the property could be rezoned from a PR-9000 Zone to an RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the property could be rezoned from a PR-9000 Zone to an RA-1 Zone, but it
would not be practical. He suggested that the annexation could be made smaller and that the
south portion not be brought into the City at this time.
Mr. Dester said they know mostly how the property is going to be developed. He said it does not
make a lot of sense to have a bifurcated annexation.
Chairman Hansen said he did go to Logan to look at the project Mr. Dester is doing there. He
said he liked the different looks of the homes.
Mr. Dester thanked Chairman Hansen for taking the time to look at the project he is doing in
Logan.
There was some discussion about the curb detail. It was discussed that the curb detail may need
to be modified.
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Mr. Despain discussed the annexation agreement, which is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #2. He said Mr. Carlisle needs to decide on which zone he would like the
southern portion of the property proposed for annexation placed in. He said the proposed
annexation agreement states that the southern portion will be placed in the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the proposed concept plan is a significant improvement from what was
presented previously. He said the proposed concept plan now shows 1280 North as a through
street.
Mr. Carlisle asked if he could plan on rezoning the lower portion if he annexed it into the City
under the RA-1.
Mr. Despain said the City would have to have a very good reason for not rezoning it from the
RA -1. He said the RA-1 Zone is atypical from what the General Plan shows for the area
proposed for annexation.
Chairman Hansen asked if there could be a statement included in Section 6 of the annexation
agreement that states that the General Plan recognizes that the property in the southern portion of
the proposed annexation will be zoned residential.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said that a statement could be included
in Section 6 that discusses that the General Plan shows that the property in the southern portion
will be zoned residential.
Mr. Carlisle asked if the Planning Commission was comfortable with having the same type of
development on the south portion of the property as is proposed for the north portion.
Chairman Hansen said he is comfortable with the proposed project on the north being developed
on the south side as well.
Mr. Dester said if the water rights for the whole project would have to be provided at the time of
annexation, if they decide to develop the southern side just like the northern side.
Chairman Hansen said the water rights could be deferred until development occurs.
Mr. Dester said they will be back in two weeks. He said they will let Mr. Despain know what
they would like to do on the southern piece of property.
Mr. Hadfield told Mr. Dester that Mr. Despain needs Attachments 2,3, 4 and 5.

Mr. Nielsen moved to defer the Carlisle Annexation until further decisions are made by the
property owner.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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DISCUSSION ON AMENDMENTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE CONCERNING
RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
A citizen said that she is interested in learning about the proposed R1-12,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain said a draft of the R1-12,000 Zone was prepared about 1 Yz years ago. He told the
citizen that if she wanted to review a copy of the draft R1-12,000 Zone he could get her a copy.
Chairman Hansen stated that the discussion tonight will focus on creating a Neighborhood
Commercial Zone.
Mr. Despain passed out a draft Neighborhood Commercial Zone for the Planning Commission to
review. The draft ordinance is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #3. Mr. Despain
discussed the draft ordinance.
Chairman Hansen suggested that the Neighborhood Commercial Zone include something about
signage being low and unlighted.
Mr. Despain said he would be happy to put something in the ordinance about signage.
Chairman Hansen said signs ought to be low impact in the Neighborhood Commercial Zone.
There was some discussion about whether drive-thru windows should be allowed in the
Neighborhood Commercial Zone. Mr. Richan said he would like to have drive-thru windows
allowed at banks. There was some discussion that if drive-thru windows are allowed at banks
and dry cleaners, then how can they be excluded from restaurants.
It was discussed that the provision in the draft Neighborhood Commercial Zone that states no
single building containing retail stores shall exceed an aggregate of 50,000 square feet is too
large. Mr. Nielsen suggested that the aggregate amount should be around 20,000 square feet.
Mr. Christensen wondered if the aggregate amount should be around 30,000 square feet.

Mr. Richan asked what the intent of the Neighborhood Commercial Zone is.
Mr. Hadfield said the purpose of the Neighborhood Commercial Zone is to serve primarily the
neighborhood. He said the Neighborhood Commercial Zone is to help create a walkable
community.
Mr. Richan stated that if a drive-thru is put in at a restaurant it allows the traffic to move through
quicker and the site does not have to have as many parking spaces. He said they need to keep in
mind what the people want and what is going to best serve the people.
Mr. Christensen said people may want a drive-window at a restaurant so they do not have to get
out of their car when it is really cold.
There was some discussion about whether gas stations should be allowed in the Neighborhood
Commercial Zone.
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Mr. Christensen said he thinks it is a good idea to have gas stations in the Neighborhood
Commercial Zone.
Mr. Despain said that the draft ordinance proposes that the gas stations would be pumps only and
would not be full-service. He raised the question about whether there should be a limitation on
the number of pumps allowed.
It was discussed that the gas stations should not be repair shops, but should only be a place
where people fill up their cars with gas.

Mr. Richan expressed concern about whether they are putting to many limitations on what kind
of gas station can go in the Neighborhood Commercial Zone. He said if there are too many
restrictions no one will want to put a gas station in the Neighborhood Commercial Zone. He
raised the question about how much they need to rely on the gas station industry to find out what
they need in order to be successful. He said that he would not be willing to put money into a
store that may lose money.
Mr. Woffinden pointed out that American Fork already has a lot of gas stations. He asked if the
City really needs more gas stations.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that there are a lot of nice gas stations in Mesa, Arizona. He said if
landscaped right, gas stations can look really nice.
Mr. Nielsen raised the issue of whether a minimum lot size is really needed.
There was some discussion about landscaping and using berms, etc. Mr. Richan said he hopes
that they do not go overboard on the landscaping. He said he had 19 windows in his family room
so that he could see Timp, the mountains, the lake, etc., but after he planted 225 trees and shrubs
on his property all he could see was trees.
Mr. Despain pointed out that berms could be used to shield the parking area, but they would not
be designed to hide the commercial structure.
Mr. W offinden expressed concern about safety if the berms are too high. Mr. Christensen said
there would still be a clear view of traffic.
Mr. Christensen said the landscaping in the Neighborhood Commercial Zone needs to be used in
such a way to make the area look like a residential area and not a commercial area. He said they
do not want to have just asphalt and buildings.
The citizen who was present to discuss the R1-12,000 Zone said she is all for landscaping, but
expressed concern if they have the water resources to water the areas that need to be watered.
Mr. Christensen talked about xeriscape. He pointed out that Mesa uses xeriscaping and it is
beautiful. He pointed out that Las Vegas also use xeriscaping. He said Las Vegas uses a lot of
rock to landscape.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that there are a lot of flowers that can be planted that require very
little water.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 1, 2002)

18

There was some discussion about walls. It was discussed that the walls should not just be gray
block walls because they do not fit in with the residential zone. Mr. Christensen suggested that
white vinyl fences would be nice. He pointed out that LDS Churches use white vinyl fences.
Mr. Despain said maybe fences need to be allowed as well as walls.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to make some changes to the draft Neighborhood
Commercial Zone and to bring it back to the Planning Commission for further discussion.
Mr. Despain said he will come back with a two-tiered approach for the Neighborhood
Commercial Zone (1) for the south side and (2) one for the north side.
Chairman Hansen stated that when the Neighborhood Commercial Zone is noted on the next
agenda it needs to be advertised as discussion on the Neighborhood Commercial Zone so people
are aware of what is being discussed.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield reported that the plans for the Super Wal-mart may be on the next agenda. He
stated that they are busy reviewing commercial projects, but they are not seeing as many
residential subdivision proposals.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain asked what they want to do about piping of irrigation ditches. He said the current
standard is that all irrigation ditches are to be piped.
Chairman Hansen said they need to wait until they get the drainage plan back before they can
make a decision on whether the irrigation pipes should continue to all be piped or whether some
can be left open.
Chairman Hansen stated that he has information about an Envision Utah Meeting that is coming
up within the next couple of weeks if anyone is interested in attending it.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRIL 17, 2002, MINUTES

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the April17, 2002, Minutes subject to the following
corrections:
On Page 4, Line 1 where it reads "Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.,
Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous" should be changed to "Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Nielsen and Mr.
Christensen abstained from the vote." On Page 4, Line 48 "sale" should be changed to
"sell." On Page 7, Line 26 Mr. Woffinden should be added as voting aye. On Page 8, Line
34 "now" should be changed to "not." On Page 8, Line 45 "used an" should be changed to
"used as an." On Page 10, Line 43 "Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion" should be
added. On Page 15, Line 25 "public is" should be changed to "public street is." On Page
15, Line 48 "$37,5000" should be changed to "$37,500." ON Page 18, Line 28 "maybe"
should be changed to "possibly." On Page 18, Line 46 "like develop" should be changed to
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"like to develop." On Page 19, Line 12 "create subdivision" should be changed to "create
a subdivision."
Mr. Richan seconded the motion
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. 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.

71!~ Jtj~

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE MAY 1, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 9.

.

4-2(:02
PC draft #1 -

ANNEXATION .AGREEMENT
(Roberts Annexation)
This agreement, made and entered into this
day of
2002, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City") and Gary
Devincent, owner of all the real property within the area
proposed for annexation (hereafter referred to 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
Roberts Annexation, identified and described on Attachment 1 as
the "Devincent Parcels". The Devincent Parcels are located within
the unincorporated territory of Utah County, but contiguous to
the corporate boundary of the City. A Request to Initiate
Annexation of Land Within an Island or Peninsula relating to the
Devincent Parcels, together with a map showing the area proposed
for annexation (hereafter referred to as "Annexation Area") has
been submitted to the City.
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 Resolution
No. 2000-09-36R indicating its intent to annex the entire
Annexation Area. 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 the best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to: (1) enact an
ordinance of annexation relating thereto, concurrently with the
approval and execution of this Agreement, and {2) 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.

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:
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SECTION 1.
The real property to which the terms of this
Agreement apply shall be the parcels of private property within
the Annexation Area, set forth on Attachment 1, which is, by -this
reference, made part of this agreement.
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 voluntarily. Further, the
Applicant hereby acknowledges and agrees that the benefit
received from annexat i on of the property is equal to or greater
than the requirements and conditions of development as set forth
in this Agreement and as required by the terms of the City's
Development Code and Impact Fee Ordinance.
SECTION 3.
The Applicant hereby affirms that he is the
sole owner of the privately owned parcels within the Annexation
Area 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 Annexation Ordinance, the zone classification to be
initially applicable to the Annexation Area shall be the R-1-9000
Residential Zones.
SECTION 5.
As part of the request for annexation, the
Applicant has submitted an Annexation Concept Plan {Attachment 2)
showing the intended development within the Annexation Area as a
residential subdivision containing 11 lots. 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 zoning
proposed for the Annexation Area. It is expressly understood and
agreed by the City and Applicant that all further submissions for
development approval will be in substantial compliance with the
design of the Annexation Concept Plan.

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
City has evaluated the water consumption data of similar uses and
has concluded the amount of water right necessary to meet the
anticipated needs of the proposed development will be 11 acre
feet. In the event that final development plans result in a
different requirement, the City retains the right to require
additional water right in the amount required to meet the
additional demand.
SECTION 6.

SECTION 7.
The water right conveyance requirement is to
be satisfied as follows:

A.

American Fork Irrigation Company Stock Certificate No . _
{_ shares) .
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B.

Well Water Right - a one acre foot portion of
___
).

(WUC #55-

Copies of the documents evidencing conveyance of the above
referenced water rights are attached hereto (Attachment 3) and
the City acknowledges receipt of the executed originals.
SECTION 8.
As a condition of annexation, the Applicant
agrees to convey to the City the right-of-way necessary to
accommodate the expansion of 1100 East Street. The general
location of the area to be conveyed for street purposes is set
forth on Attachment 2. The extent of the area to be conveyed
shall be as determined by the City Engineer with actual
conveyance of the public street area to be concurrently with the
recording of the Annexation plat. A copy of the deed of
conveyance for the 110 East Street right-of-way is attached
(Attachment 4), and the City acknowledges receipt of the executed
original.
SECTION 9.
The Applicant acknowledges that the
Annexation Area has a demonstrated history of significant
physical limitations for development including, but not
necessarily limited to, a wetland condition and high water table .
(Attachment 5) . Any request for development within the
Annexation Area may include the need for more definitive studies
to determine suitability of the area for development and may
require adjustments in the design and construction of
improvements to more adequately accommodate development.
Further, Applicant agrees that annexation of the property by the
City shall not be construed as a determination of suitability for
development of the Annexation Area.
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 any successors or
assigns may have for the payment of impact fees required as a
condition of development of the Annexation Area or subsequent
connection to the City's utility system.
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 .

.

\
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b.

If to Applicant, to Gary Devincent, 1115 East 50 South, 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 attorney's 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.
GARY DEVINCENT

AMERICAN FORK CITY
by: ________________________
Mayor
attest:
City Recorder

•

I
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Annexation Concept Plan

Attachment 3.

Copy of water rights conveyance documents
TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

Attachment 4.

Copy of Deeds for expansion of 1100 East Street
ROW
TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

Attachment 5.

Copy of letter from Corps of Engineers indicating
the presence of wetland
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

R~VTO

AnENTIONOF

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CAUFORNIA 95814-2922

February 27, 2002

Regulatory Branch (200150002)

~

- • .., .. ·:-'-- •

~~TIArHr~1EN7

" s ··

Scott Roberts
4115 North l90 West
Provo, Utah 84604
Dear Mr. Roberts:
This letter concerns a wetland delineation completed by
Entrance for your property located at approximately 8600 North
4650 West, within .A merican Fork, Utah County, Utah.
Your project has been reviewed in accordance with Section
of the Clean Water Act under which the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material
and excavation in waters of the United States including wetlands.
Based on the information provided, we have determined that the
prooerty in question does contain wetland areas .
404

A dye test was performed on February 19, 2002 which
confirmed that water from the spring discharges to.an open
cha~~el after passing through approximately 1300 feet of
underground storrnwater pipe. We do not.believe this stormwater
pipe was const~cted in violation of the Clean Water Act. · we
also have been unable to verify the spring/wetland historically
supported a surface water tributary ,connection . to · Utah .;Lake prior
to construction of the storm water facility. Therefore we
conclude the spring and associated wetland is isolated with no
interstate commerce uses. A Department of the Army permit will
not be required for work at this location.
Our disclaimer of jurisdiction is only for Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act. Other Federal, State, and local
laws may apply to activities that occur on this property.
We have issued identification number 200150002 co this action.
Please refer to this number in any future correspondence
concerning this project. If you have any questions, please

....
.

.
ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE MAY 1, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 9 OF 9

2

contact Mr. Shawn Zinszer of the · Utah Regulatory Office, 533 West
2600 South, Suite 150, Bountiful, Utah 84010, email
shawn.h.zinszer@Usace.army.mil or telephone 801-295-83~0
extension 16.
Sincerely,
·.

I!

_,,·

I

' ..
~: 't r ·"' r ' ; ·. '. f!
~ ~ ~\,·>r"'~j,~·~·L~

Nancy ~ang

Chief, Utah

·

(j

.

~egulatory

Office

Copies Furnished:
Matt Betts, PEPG Engineering, 76 East 6790 South, Midvale,

Utah, 84047
Lucy Jordan, u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, Utah Field
Office, 2369 West Orton Circle, West Valley City, Utah 84119
Doug Sakaguchi, Wildli fe Resources, Central Region, 1115
North Main, Springville, Utah 84663
Chuck Williamson, Division of Water Rights, 1594 W. North
Temple, Suite 220, P.O. Box 146300, Salt Lake City, Utah 841146300
Cave Ruiter, EPA, 999 Eighteenth Street, Denver, CO 80202

1.
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4-24-02-PC draft #1
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT
(Carlisle #5 Annexation)
This agreement, made and entered into this
day of
2002, by and between The City of American Fork, Utah, a Utah
Municipal Corporation (hereafter referred to as "City") and
Robert Carlisle, owner of all the real property within the area
proposed for annexation (hereafter referred to 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
Carlisle #5 Annexation, identified and described on Attachment 1
as the "Carlisle Parcel". The Carlisle Parcels are located within
the unincorporated territory of Utah County, but contiguous to
the corporate boundary of the City. A Request to Initiate
Annexation of Land Within an Island or Peninsula relating to the
Carlisle Parcels, together with a map showing the area proposed
for annexation (hereafter referred to as "Annexation Area") has
been submitted to the City.
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 Resolution
No. 02-01-03R indicating its intent to annex the entire
Annexation Area. 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 the best
interest of the City and has indicated an intent to: (1) enact an
ordinance of annexation relating thereto, concurrently with the
approval and execution of this Agreement, and (2) 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.

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 the parcels of private property within
the Annexation Area, set forth on Attachment 1, which is, by this
reference, made part of this agreement.
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 voluntarily. 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 development as set forth
in this Agreement and as required by the terms of the City's
Development Code and Impact Fee Ordinance.
SECTION 3.
The Applicant hereby affirms that he is the
sole owner of the privately owned parcels within the Annexation
Area 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 parcels within the Annexation Area shall be a
combination of the PR-9000 Residential Zone and the RA-1
Residential-Agricultural Zone, as set forth on the attached Zone
Classification Map (Attachment 2) .
SECTION 5.
As part of the request for annexation, the
Applicant has submitted an Annexation Concept Plan (Attachment 3)
showing the intended development within a portion of the
Annexation Area as a combination of residential subdivision .and .
Planned Unit Development. 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 zoning proposed for the Annexation
Area. It is expressly understood and agreed by the City and
Applicant that all further submissions for development approval
will be in substantial compliance with the design of the
Annexation Concept Plan.
NOTE TO PLANNING C

plan is attached.
based on the notio
extended from 900
1280 North is t

No annexation concept
1ously submitted plan was
~~~~~a North would not be
the existing alignment. If
a revised plan which
SION:

2

"·
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includes the extension of the road will need to be
prepared.
SECTION 6.
No Annexation Concept Plan has been provided
for the southern portion of the Annexation Area. Accordingly, in
accordance with City Policy, the portion of the Annexation Area
not included in Annexation Concept Plan is to be placed into the
RA-1 Residential - Agricultural zone.
SECTION 7.
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
City has evaluated the water consumption data of the area
included in the concept plan and has concluded the amount of
water right necessary to meet the anticipated needs of the
proposed development will be ____ acre feet. In the event that
final development plans result in a different requirement, the
City retains the right to require additional water right in the
amount required to meet the additional demand.
SECTION 8.

For the portion of the Annexation Area not
. included in the Annexation Concept Plan, the Applicant agrees to
convey ___ acre feet of water right, being an amount sufficient
to meet the anticipated demand of development occurring within
the Annexation Area calculated at the rate of 3 acre feet per
acre, not including street right-of-way area and area previously
conveyed to the City. In the event that final development plans
result in a different requirement, the City retains the right to
require additional water right in the amount required to meet the
additional demand.
SECTION ,.
The water right conveyance requirement is to
be satisfied as follows:

A.

Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company Stock Certificate No.
(_ shares) .

B.

Well Water Right
___
).

- a one acre foot portion of (WUC #55- _

Copies of the documents evidencing conveyance of the above
referenced water rights are attached hereto (Attachment 4) and
the City acknowledges receipt of the executed originals.
SECTION/BAs a condition of annexation, the Applicant
agrees to convey to the City the right-of-way necessary to
accommodate the expansion of 900 East Street. The general
location of the area to be conveyed for street purposes is set
forth on Attachment 2. The extent of the area to be conveyed
shall be as determined by the City Engineer with actual
conveyance of the public street area to be concurrently with the
recording of the Annexation plat. A copy of the deed of
3

J
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conveyance for the 900 East Street right-of-way is attached
(Attachment 5), and the City acknowledges receipt of the executed
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 any successors or
assigns may have for the payment of impact fees required as a
condition of development of the Annexation Area or subsequent
connection to the City's utility system.
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 Robert Carlisle,
North, American Fork, Utah 84003

1021 East 1100

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 attorney's 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.
'
AMERICAN
FORK CITY

ROBERT CARLISLE

by: ________________________
Mayor
attest:
City Recorder
4
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1.

Copy of Annexation Plat

Attachment 2.

Zone classification map

Attachment 3.

Annexation Concept Plan
TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

Attachment 4.

Copy of water rights conveyance documents
TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

Attachment 5.

Copy of Deeds for expansion of 900 East Street ROW
TO BE PROVIDED BY APPLICANT
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NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
A.

LEGISLATIVE INTENT
The NC-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone is established to
provide areas within the City for the placement of commercial
and service uses whack serve to meet the daily convenience
needs of residents in the surrounding residential areas. Each
Zone is intended to be located within neighborhood areas and
to be integrated into the adjacent residential areas in a
manner that will be compatible with the residential road
pattern and
will result in a minimum of detriment and
inconvenience to surrounding residential development.
Each
Zone is intended to be small (one to six acres in size) and be
located
within
convenient
walking
distance
from
the
surrounding residential areas it is intended to serve.
In
general each Neighborhood Commercial Zone will be situated not
closer than one mile from another Neighborhood Commercial Zone
or other commercial area providing daily retail needs, and
only in those locations specifically designated on the City's
General Plan.
It is intended that each Neighborhood
Commercial Zone area will be characterized by a harmonious
grouping of stores and shops which will be architecturally
compatible and extensively landscaped. Buildings within the
Zone are to be low profile, having an architectural design and
character which is compatible with the surrounding residential
environment. Parking areas are to be extensively landscaped
and shielded from view from adjacent streets and residential
areas. Lighting is to be low intensity and low profile with
adequate shielding to protect adjacent residential areas.
Typical uses allowed in the Zone include small convenience
grocery stores, variety stores, barber and beauty shops, self
service laundries, professional office buildings

B.

PERMITTED USES
The following buildings, structures and uses of land shall be
permitted upon compliance with the applicable requirements of
this Code:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Bank and financial institutions, excluding drive-through
windows and outdoor teller facilities.
Office buildings
Medical offices
Retail stores, provided:
a.
No individual store shall exceed 10,000 square
feet.
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b.
c.
5.
6.

7.
8.
C.

No single building containing retail stores shall
exceed an aggregate area of 50,000 square feet, and
No drive-through facilities are provided.

Restaurants,
excluding drive-through and drive-in
facilities.
Personal and household services, such as barber and hair
styling shops, copy shops, shoe repair, dry cleaning pick
up stations,
self service laundries, photographic
, services, florists.
Gasoline service stations.
Child Day-care centers

AREA REQUIREMENTS

The minimum area of any Neighborhood Commercial Zone shall be
one (1) acre. The maximum area of any Neighborhood Commercial
Zone shall be six (6) acres. Lot areas shall not include any
portion occupied by public street.
D.

APPROVAL PROCEDURE
The procedure leading to approval shall be the same as
required for a Planned Commercial Project, as set forth in
Section 2-6.2B.

E.

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

A detailed development plan for the entire project area
shall be submitted. The plan shall show the location of
each building proposed to be constructed, the location of
all points of access (both pedestrian and vehicular) , all
areas proposed for off-street parking, waste disposal
facilities, parking areas, and landscaping areas.
Each Neighborhood Commercial Project shall be designed as
a single project and shall be in single ownership or
single control.
All parking areas visible from the public street shall be
shielded from public view (except for driveways) through
the use of landscape berms or other vegetative materials.
The plan shall provide for safe and adequate vehicular
ingress and egress. and shall facilitate ready pedestrian
access from adjacent residential areas.
The boundaries of all portions of the project not
fronting upon a public street shall be marked by a sight
obscuring wall having a height of six feet or such height
as approved by the City.
Not less than 25 percent of each Neighborhood Commercial
area shall be landscaped.
All boundaries of the project located adjacent to a
public street shall be bordered by a landscape strip, not
less than twenty feet in width (excluding driveways and
pedestrian entrances) .
The landscaped strip shall be
included in meeting the total landscape requirement.
Each driveway connected to a public street shall be

I

t ·
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entitled to a monument sign identifying the project. Al.l
such signs shall conform to requirements for monument
signs set forth under Section 2-5.31.

MffiRICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 15, 2_002
NOTICE AND AGENDA

.-·

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on May 15, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on the proposed road alignment for 860 East Street.
2. Review and action on proposed accessory structures at 145 West 640 North.
3. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Carlisle Addition Annexation #5
consisting of27.3 acres at 1200 North 900 East.
4. Review and action on an amended final plat for Virginia Ridge PlatE at 1280 North 580
West.
5. Review and action on a proposed site plan for temporary classroom and administrative
modular structures for Forbes Elementary School at 225 North 200 East.
6. Review and action on a proposed site plan for a replacement structure for Forbes
Elementary School at 150 East 300 North.
7. Review and action on an amended preliminary plat including a signage plan for the
Meadow Planned Shopping Center Development (North Phase only) at 875 West State
Road.
8. Review and action on a revised final subdivision plat for the Meadows Planned Shopping
Center Development (North Phase) and Road & Easement Dedication Plat (South Phase)
at 87 5 West State Road.
·
9. Review and action on the site plan for the proposed WalMart Super Center (Lot 8
American Fork Commercial Center Subdivision) at 875 West State Road.
10. Review and action on a site plan for Glen Ricks Photography at 424 West Main Street.
11. Review and action on a site plan for the American Fork City Fire and Ambulance
Building at 90 North Center Street.
12. Review and action on the proposed amendments of the Development Code.
13. Site Plan Committee Report.
14. Other business.
15. Review and action on the May 1, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 7 day ofMay, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 15,2002
ATTACHMENTS (2)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on May 15, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Keith Richan,
Ken Baldwin, John Woffinden, Alan Christensen, and Councilman Tom Hunter. Others present
included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, Brent Ventura, Melanie Marsh, Dan Van Woerkom, Karen
Schaack, Paul Washburn, Bruce Motogoawa, Andrea Ludlow, Gary Kirschbaum, Kraig Sweat,
Glen Ricks, Valarie Ricks, Lynn Woodbury, Ned Stephenson, Robin Salvagio, Rick Greenalf,
John L. Dester, and Steve Sowby.
Chairman Hansen excused Mr. Nielsen.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED ROAD ALIGNMENT FOR 860 EAST
STREET FROM STATE STREET TO 1100 SOUTH STREET
Mr. Ventura discussed the proposed cross section for 860 East Street. He said the proposed road
alignment is intended to affect as few houses as possible.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the asphalt width is the same all the way along the street.
Mr. Hadfield said the City Attorney recommended that where some property owners have
already given and it says "no take required" should be changed to "0.00."
There was some discussion about the transitions that are used to miss buildings and satisfy
agreements that the City has made with certain property owners. Mr. Hadfield pointed out that
the planter strip is necessary so there is a place to put the drainage of the Ellery Sager Slough and
to put the necessary piping in to accommodate the drainage.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the proposed road alignment for 860 East Street as
presented.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.

Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan expressed his feelings about planter strips. He said that planter strips are hard to take
care of and a lot of water is wasted trying to maintain them. He questioned why there needed to
be a planter strip in a commercial area.
Mr. Hadfield said the planter strip is needed because there has to be a place to put the water
meter, a mailbox, and a telephone pole. He said the planter strip is also the place to put the
piping for the wastewater ditch.
Mr. Ric han said a telephone pole can't be put through a ditch.

Mr. Hadfield said he understands that a telephone pole can't be put through a ditch. He pointed
out that there are planter strips on both sides of the road. He said the ditch is on the east side of
the road and the power poles are on the west side of the road.
Mr. Richan stated that planter strips are just a nuisance.
Mr. Ventura said it might be worth looking at redesign the road alignment without the planter
strips.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about how much water is wasted irrigating planter strips
throughout the City, especially when the State is in a drought situation.
Mr. Christensen asked Mr. Richan if he would rather see the sidewalk against the curb and gutter
and the area for the easement placed just behind that.
Chairman Hansen said the same width could be maintained by putting the sidewalk next to the
curb and gutter.
Mr. Richan said it would make more sense to him to put the sidewalk next to the curb and gutter
than what is currently proposed.
Mr. Baldwin said if the sidewalk is put right next to the curb and gutter there would be problems
with mailboxes hanging over the sidewalk.
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. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Chairman Hansen, and
Councilman Hunter. Mr. Richan also voted aye with a qualified aye. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PROPOSED ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AT 145 WEST 640
NORTH
Chairman Hansen stated that this item has been pulled from the agenda.
on this item.

There was no action

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CARLISLE
ADDITION ANNEXATION #5 CONSISTING OF 27.3 ACRES AT 1200 NORTH 900 EAST
John Dester passed out a new site plan to the Planning Commission. The site plan is attached to
the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. Mr. Dester pointed out that the proposed plan shows less
units. He said the proposed plan now shows 89 units.
Mr. Hadfield said the single entrance into the proposed project does not concern the Engineering
Department because there is a through street at 1100 North and 1280 North. He said most people
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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will not want to meander through the proposed project because it will not get them where they
want to go.
Mr. Hadfield said he likes the proposed single-family dwellings on the north because they are a
nice finish to the Garden Spire Subdivision.
Mr. Despain said a substitute draft annexation agreement has been prepared based on the number
of units the petitioner was proposing prior to tonight. He said he has not seen the proposed plan
that was presented tonight. He said the proposed plan is an improvement from what was earlier
presented. He said that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed annexation
agreement he would recommend the motion be subject to staffs review and approval of the new
plan that was presented tonight. He said the City Attorney has also indicated some typographical
errors that need to be corrected. He said he thinks the proposed plan meets the intent of the
ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there should be a designation of the easements since the water line goes
through the proposed project.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question about designation of the easements, Mr. Hadfield
said the easement designations should not be made until they get to the final plat stages.
Mr. Dester pointed out that the proposed project is designed around the water line.
Mr. Despain said the City is "mindful that the water line exists." He said they do not get into the
detail regarding easements at the annexation stage.
Mr. Baldwin said it (meaning the water line) is an important detail.
Mr. Ric han asked how the proposed project will be fenced.
Mr. Dester explained that the project will mostly be open. He said there will be a fence on the
south property line between where Mr. Carlisle will still have his residence and there will be a
perimeter fence all the way around the project. He said the perimeter fence will probably not be
a solid, sight-obscuring fence. However, there is a solid fence on the east side.
Mr. Richan asked if there will be a homeowners association.
Mr. Dester said there will be a homeowners association. He said the proposed project will be
primarily targeted to individuals who are 55 years and older.
Mr. Richan asked what the price range of the units will be.
Mr. Dester said the units will probably be between $200,000 and $300,000.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that 900 East is in the Highway Overlay Zone. He stated that the
proposed project does comply with the setbacks.
Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the Carlisle
Addition Annexation #5 consisting of 27.3 acres at 1200 North 900 East subject to staff's
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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review of the revised attachment representing the development before the annexation
agreement is forward. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR VIRGINIA RIDGE PLATE
AT 1280 NORTH 580 WEST
Mr. Washburn stated that Patterson's would prefer to leave the large lot, which was shown on the
earlier plat as Lot #5, unplatted. He said nothing is being changed except they are now creating
Plat E and F so that the large piece of property owned by Pattersons can remain unplatted and so
if one party wants to make a change they can do it without affecting the other party.
Mr. Washburn stated that they plan to finish the roads shown in Plat E as soon as possible.
Mr. Hadfield said he has reviewed the bond estimates and found them to be accurate.
It was discussed that Provo Land & Title has the quit claim deed for the narrow strip of property
from Pattersons in order to get the full width needed for the road to 1300 North Street and it also
has the deed for the walkway to the park.

Mr. Hadfield said the City Attorney is concerned because this item was advertised in the
newspaper as review and action on amended final plat for Virginia Ridge PlatE, but the
application is requesting approval of Plats E and F. He explained that Plat E and Plat F are
replacing the original Plat E. He said the issue is really one of semantics. He has recommended
that if the Planning Commission recommends approval of Plat E and Plat F that it include in its
motion a recommendation that both Plat E and Plat F needs to be advertised in the newspaper
before the City Council can take action on them so that there is no confusion. He said Plat E and
Plat F contain the same amount of property that was included in the original Plat E less one lot.
He said he has no problem with the Planning Commission recommending approval of the
proposed Plat E and Plat F.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about whether the large lot will become a derelict parcel if Plat
E and Plat F are approved.
Mr. Despain said the question is whether the large lot that is being eliminated from Plats E and F
will be a residual lot. He said the large lot is 3.27 acres and is capable of being further
subdivided in the future.
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Mr. Baldwin said he is concerned that the large lot will become landlocked if the Plats E and F
are approved. He raised the question of how the large lot will be accessed in the future.
Mr. Despain said subsequent development would have to take place in order to provide access to
the large lot. He said the reality is that unless a road comes from another property owner, the
large lot will just be open space.
Mr. Hadfield said the large lot should not be considered a derelict parcel, but should be
considered a residual parcel that has a possibility of being further developed. He said in order
for the residual parcel to be developed someone else will have to put the road and the
improvements to make development of it possible.
Mr. Washburn said the proposed plats presented are not different from what has already been
approved with the exception of the large lot being left unplatted. He said actually the City's
position is stronger with the large lot being left unplatted.
Mr. Despain said he is content that the proposed plan meets the ordinance. He said if the large
lot were to remain on the plat it would actually violate the City's ordinance.
Mr. Hadfield said if the Planning Commission recommends approval of Plats E and F, then it
needs to be done in two separate motions (1) for the revised PlatE and (2) for Plat F.
Mr. Baldwin asked how they make a motion to approve Plat F when Plat F was not advertised.
Mr. Despain said one motion could be to approve Plat E, which is the bulk of the former Plat E
and Plat F could be approved because it is a portion of the previously approved Plat E. He said
if it is noted that Plat F was a portion of Plat E earlier, then there should not be a problem.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend approval of the amended Final Plat for Virginia Ridge
PlatE at 1280 North 580 West as presented with a finding that the former Lot #5 is not a
residual lot.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend approval of the Final Plat of Virginia Ridge Plat F at
1280 North 580 West with a finding that that Plat F constitutes a portion of the prior PlatE
that was previously approved.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR TEMPORARY CLASSROOM
AND ADMINISTRATIVE MODULAR STRUCTURES FOR FORBES ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL AT 225 NORTH 200 EAST
Gary Kirschbaum said the existing Forbes Elementary School is going to be tom down and
replaced with a new school. He said during the construction process the students will attend
school in temporary satellite buildings.
Mr. Richan asked why Forbes is going to be tom down.
Mr. Kirschbaum said Forbes is going to be tom down because it has some seismic issues. He
said an evaluation was done on the existing school and it was more economical to replace the
school than to do the necessary upgrades. He pointed out that the multi-purpose room that was
constructed in 1985 will not be tom down. He said the new school will be built around the
multi-purpose room.
Mr. Christensen said he has two children that attend Forbes Elementary and they have told him
that there is no place to play. He asked if the temporary classrooms at the bottom could be
moved up closer to the other temporary classrooms so that some open space is preserved for the
kids have a place to play.
Mr. Kirschbaum explained that the grade raises a little bit toward the existing pod so they can't
push the temporary classrooms any closer.
Kraig Sweat pointed out that the fire marshal requires the units to be 20 feet apart.
Mr. Kirschbaum said they have tried to condense things as much as possible.
Mr. Hadfield said he would like to see the student drop off area moved so there could be twoway traffic on 200 East again. He suggested that the permanent drop off location be developed
now instead of putting a temporary drop off on 200 North. He said he is concerned about oneway traffic during construction and also is concerned about the construction traffic being forced
onto 100 East and 300 North.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plan does not show where the connection to the water line will be
made. He said there is only a 4-inch water line and an 8-inch water line is needed. He said when
the new school is built it will be sprinkled and the state fire marshal will require the water line to
be an 8-inch line. He said the water line will probably need to be looped.
Mr. Hadfield told the petitioners that he could show them where they could connect onto the
existing sewer lateral.
Mr. Hadfield said all three of the irrigation ditches need to be piped.
drainage needs to be handled on site.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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He also stated that the

Mr. Baldwin asked if the Planning Commission has jurisdiction to approve the proposed plan.
He said it sounds to him like the Alpine School District is just before the Planning Commission
as a courtesy.
Mr. Kirschbaum said the Alpine School District, as a courtesy likes to let the City know what it
is planning to do. He said in some areas school districts are exempt from the City's
requirements. He said school districts do have to be compliant with cities road access
requirements.
Mr. Baldwin said it sounds like Alpine School District does not need the Planning Commission's
approval.
Mr. Hadfield said Alpine School District needs the City's approval to hook onto the water and
sewer. He said the City also has to review the traffic patterns to make sure they are safe.
Mr. Kirschbaum said he did not mean to indicate that they did not need the Planning
Commission's approval.
Mr. Richan asked the petitioners if they were aware of all the issues that Mr. Hadfield presented
tonight.
Mr. Sweat said they were unaware that they needed to install an 8-inch water line.
There was a lot of discussion about the student drop off location. Staff strongly encouraged the
petitioners to revisit the plans for the student drop off location.
Mr. Kirschbaum asked if the City would be willing to share in the cost of piping the ditches.
Mr. Hadfield said he did not know if the City would be willing to share in the cost of piping the
ditches.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Kirschbaum that he could talk to Mr. Wanlass to see if the City would be
willing to share in the costs associated with piping the ditches.
Chairman Hansen asked if the ditch on 200 East is used.
Mr. Hadfield said he did not know if the ditch on 200 East is used.
It was discussed that the ditches should be piped for safety reasons.
It was discussed that there are four hydrants around the school, which may help address some of
the water line issues and fire protection requirements.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for temporary classroom and administrative
modular structures for Forbes Elementary School at 225 North 200 East subject to: (1)
student drop off location being evaluated to alleviate traffic concerns (2) a review of the 4inch water line so that it complies with the state requirements for fire/water protection of
the school and if that means looping of the water line, then so be it (3) all three irrigation
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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ditches being piped (4) approval from American Fork Irrigation Company and (5) the
drainage being handled on site.
Mr. Woffinden 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. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, and Councilman Hunter. Mr.
Christensen and Chairman Hansen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR A REPLACEMENT
STRUCTURE FOR FORBES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AT 150 EAST 300 NORTH
Mr. Kirschbaum explained that the existing sign will be moved so that it is in compliance with
the City's ordinance. He said the lighting for the sign will also be on a timer so that it does not
stay on all night long.
Mr. Hadfield said the drainage needs to be maintained on site.
Mr. Hadfield said if the fire codes can be met without looping the water line, then he sees no
reason to loop the water line.
Mr. Hadfield said the footprint sits better on the lot. He pointed out that the outlet on 300 North
will be moved to the west, which is a good idea since 300 North is a busy street.
Mr. Despain suggested that there be some type of a gate on the south. He said many of the kids
jump the fence on the south to retrieve their ball. He said if a gate was put on the south side it
would make it easier for the kids to retrieve their ball when it goes over the fence.
Mr. Christensen said it is hard to get in and out of the parking lot on the west side. He suggested
that the parking lot be modified so there is more room to tum around so that people do not have
to back out.
Mr. Kirschbaum said the parking lot on the west side will be improved some. He said he is not
sure what the exact width of it is.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there is sufficient room above the modular unit to do a hammerhead.
Mr. Kirschbaum said they can look at the parking on the west side.
Mr. Christensen suggested that there be some trees put along the street to provide some shade.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the replacement structure for Forbes Elementary School at
150 East 300 North.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and
Councilman hunter. Chairman Hansen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED PRELIINARY PLAT INCLUDING A
SIGNAGE PLAN FOR THE MEADOW PLANNED SHOPPING CENTER DEVELOPMENT
(NORTH PHASE ONLY) AT 875 WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and pointed out that some additional property has been
added to the plat, which is the Green Property. He also pointed out that the road alignment on
Meadow Lane Drive has changed slightly.
Lynn Woodbury explained that the reason for moving Meadow Lane Drive was because that was
one ofUDOT's requirements. He said Meadow Lane Drive will now be 198 feet further to the
east. He stated that UDOT has approved all of the accesses that they have requested.
Mr. Woodbury said they have also moved the back property line ofWalMart because WalMart
needed more space for its truck tum around. He said W alMart decided that it wanted to bring its
trucks in at the 900 West intersection and go through the roundabout so the trucks do not have to
meander through the parking lot. He said in order to accommodate the trucks traveling through
the roundabout the geometry of the roundabout had to be changed slightly.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the staff has not had a chance to review the revised subdivision plat for
the Meadows Planned Shopping Center Development (North Phase) because it was just delivered
today. He said he does not have a problem with the Planning Commission taking action on the
site plan for the proposed W alMart Super Center, but he thinks that the revised subdivision plat
should not be acted on tonight until staff has time to review it in detail.
Mr. Hadfield said he would like Mr. Despain to discuss the signage plan and Mr. Ventura to
discuss his review of the proposed amended preliminary plat. He then turned the time over to
Mr. Ventura.
Mr. Ventura expressed concern about the liability associated with an additional lane. He said 10
extra feet does not incorporate into a full lane.
Mr. Ventura pointed out that Mr. Denney is concerned about the roundabout because it is no
longer round. He stated that the roundabout now has a 40-foot radius. He asked what the reason
is for the 40-foot radius.
Mr. Woodbury said the reason for changing the roundabout is to accommodate the large trucks.
Mr. Ventura expressed concern about the number of free accesses. He stated that the Fehr &
Peers Study recommended that some of the free access points be closed off.
Mr. Ventura said by moving the back property line for WalMart, the OS&Y is too far away from
the building. He said the OS& Y needs to be within 100 feet of the building.
(Planning Comrnjssion Minutes- May 15, 2002)

9

Mr. Ventura said there are some places where the standards used on the plat do match American
Fork City's standards. One example is the standard used for curb and gutter. He said some
corrections need to be made to the plat so that American Fork City's standards are met.
There was some discussion about there being uncertainty about what impact the herringbone
parking will have on the traffic patterns. Mr. Despain said depending on how much traffic uses
the intersection, the new location for the herringbone parking could create some traffic problems.
He said for now the herringbone parking could be left where it is proposed, but if it creates a
traffic problem then the City reserves the right to eliminate it.
Mr. Despain said because of the change in the alignment of Meadow Lane Drive, the bridge has
to be reoriented. He said the angle of the bridge has changed, which will have some impact on
the road dedication plat for Plat B that will need to be accommodated.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed signage plan does not comply with the City's sign
ordinance. He said the proposed sign plan proposes an additional project identification south of
the open space area. He stated that the petitioners have met with Mr. W anlass and Mayor
Barratt to see if the Planning Commission would entertain a modification to the sign ordinance
so that they could be allowed an additional project identification sign. He said he told Mayor
Barratt and Mr. W anlass that he felt the Planning Commission would entertain a modification to
the sign ordinance. He said the proposed sign plan also shows an increase in the number of
monument signs that were earlier proposed. Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission
can't approve the proposed signage plan until the sign ordinance is changed.
Mr. Woodbury said they would like the Planning Commission to approve the sign plan in as far
as it complies with the ordinance, which means that the proposed monument signs would not be
permitted. He said they would like to obtain approval for the freeway signs and pylon signs and
then work with the Planning Commission on trying to obtain approval for the monument signs at
a later date.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is going to approve the sign plan it needs to be
modified to conform to the City's sign ordinance. He said there are some things that still need to
be cleaned up on the sign plan. He said the proposed plan does not show the proposed project
identification sign out on the freeway.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan goes into the Adams Property, but the final plat does
not show the Adams Property as being included. He asked if the Adams Property not being
shown on the final plat is just an oversight.
In response to Mr. Despain's above question, Mr. Woodbury said they do not have the final
delineation of the line approved by the Army Corps of Engineers. He said they believe the
Adams Property will be the final alignment, but the alignment is still in the process.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the package of information for the proposed project included 20 plus
pages. He stated that it is wrong to consider all 20 pages approved. He said they need to work
on resolving the issues on each page. He said he would like to work with the petitioner's
engineer on the drainage plan. He stated that the field drains need to continue to function as they
have in the past.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that there are certain things that do not meet the City's standards, i.e. widths
of curbs, plan of striping parking lots, etc.
Mr. Despain stated that the changes are minor and no further hearing is required.
Chairman Hansen said the note on the west side of the property regarding employee parking
needs to be removed from the plat. He said the note in front of W alMart about seasonal sales
also needs to be removed from the plat.
Mr. Richan asked if it is going to cost Woodbury to put in any of the streets for the proposed
project.
Mr. Woodbury stated that the SID states that the City will not exceed 3.5 million dollars as far as
its participation for the construction of the roads. He stated that the costs of the roads will cost
more than 3.5 million dollars, which they will have to pay for.
Mr. Richan asked if the City is going to be responsible to put the bridge across.
Mr. Woodbury said the bridge is part of the SID. He said the bridge will cost almost a million
dollars.
Mr. Richan asked if the City is responsible for maintaining the landscaping.
Mr. Woodbury stated that the City is not responsible for maintaining the landscaping, but will be
responsible for maintaining the roads.
Mr. Hadfield stated that he estimated Woodbury will have an equal investment in the project in
regards to the infrastructure as American Fork City will have.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the amended preliminary plat including the signage
plan for the Meadow Planned Shopping Center Development (North Phase only) at 875
West State Road subject to: (1) the sign plan being amended to comply with the City 's sign
ordinance until the ordinance can be changed (2) the accesses to State Street being
approved by UDOT (3) eliminating some of the accesses to Grassland Lane from the
parking lot (4) the developer working with the City Engineer to accommodate the existing
field drains (5) removing the labels of employee parking on the parking lot and seasonal
sales from the plat (6) a finding that the changes are minor and no additional hearing is
required.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there should be something included in the motion that the OS&Y needs to
be moved.
Mr. Hansen said the issue relative to the OS& Y can be addressed with the W alMart site plan.

Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR THE
MEADOWS PLANNED SHOPPING CENTER DEVELOPMENT (NORTH PHASE) AND
ROAD & EASEMENT DEDICATION PLAT (SOUTH PHASE) AT 875 WEST STATE
ROAD
Mr. Hadfield stated that the revised final subdivision plat for the Meadows Planned Shopping
Center Development was just presented tonight. He said staff still needs to review the revised
final subdivision plat. He said this item could be put on a future agenda. He said that they can
still take action on the site plan for W alMart tonight and just make any approval on it subject to
it being compatible with the subdivision plat.
Mr. Woodbury stated that the changes that were made to the subdivision plat are only technical
changes. He said the only change was the road alignment.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that 20 feet has been added to the bottom end of the W alMart site. He
said he would just like the opportunity to run closures on each of the lots to make sure everything
is compatible.
Mr. Woodbury asked if it would be inappropriate to take action on the revised final subdivision
plat subject to staffs approval so that they will not have to come back again. He said the only
reason that he is asking for approval tonight is because they are scheduled for a closing with
WalMart on or before Junel and he can't close if he does not have an approved subdivision plat.
He said he hates to keep putting things off for another couple of weeks. He said he thinks the
issues associated with the revised final plat are minute and technical and are not things that
require reconsideration by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Hadfield said he read Mr. Stephenson the agenda and told him what three items were on the
agenda. He said when the information was submitted for the Planning Commission Packets he
was concerned because nothing was submitted for the subdivision plat so he called Mr.
Stephenson to ask about the revised subdivision plat. He said Mr. Stephenson was given explicit
instructions so it is not all of staffs fault that they are being held up.
Mr. Woodbury stated that Mr. Hadfield's instructions were not the same instructions that were
given at the technical review meeting. He said their engineer did not have time to make all the
requested changes.
Mr. Hadfield said he was not at the Technical Review Meeting, but he did have the notes from
the meeting and that is what he used to instruct Mr. Stephenson on what was needed. He said
explicit instructions were given for what was needed for tonight's meeting.
It was discussed that if the proposed plan were approved tonight it could be placed on the May
28, 2002, City Council Agenda.

Chairman Hansen asked the Planning Commission what it wanted to do.
12
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Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Hadfield if he feels it is inappropriate to take action on the proposed plan
Mr. Hadfield said at cursory review he can't find anything that would cause any problems. He
said he thinks the changes are technical in nature and could be resolved in a short time.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the revised final subdivision plat for the Meadows Planned
Shopping Center Development (North Phase) at 875 West State Road subject to: (1)
resolution of the technical concerns with the Engineering Department and (2) the bridge
alignment being verified for compatibility with the dedication plat.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Despain suggested that the motion include subject to approval of the dedication plat and not
just the bridge component.
Mr. Baldwin said he thought the Planning Commission would take action on the dedication plat
at a future time.
Mr. Despain said staff can live with the motion as stated.
Mr. Hadfield stated that a lot is tied to the south half. He said the north half can't be approved
without the south halfbecause of the looping of water lines and sewer lines. He said the south
half has to soon start moving along.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR THE PROPOSED W ALMART SUPER
CENTER (LOT 8 AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER SUBDVISION) AT 875
WEST STATE ROAD
Mr. Woodbury introduced Robin Salvagio, WalMart' s representative and Rick Greenalf,
WalMart's architect.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the fencing for the outside storage was addressed.
Ms. Salvagio stated that the fencing has been addressed.
Mr. Hadfield said the plans and profiles need to show the detail for the retaining walls. He said
he would like to work on the underground drainage plan with the engineer for the proposed
project. He said advanced warning signs need to be placed in the areas where the pedestrian
crossings are.
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Mr. Hadfield said heavy paving needs to be placed along US-89 and around the site because the
large trucks may not always take the truck route that is designated.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the grease interceptors on the sewer system will need to be approved by
Timp. Special Service District.
Mr. Hadfield said the City has had some problems with W alMart placing Connex containers on
its site to store things in. He said there needs to be some type of agreement between WalMart
and the City regarding the placement and length of stay of the Connex containers.
Ms. Salvagio said the heavy-duty asphalt will be placed along the truck route and the tum
around. She explained that the large trucks will be directed on the route that they are required to
take. She said they could also place directional signs for the trucks to follow if the City would
like.
Mr. Woodbury pointed out that the difference between the light duty asphalt and the heavy-duty
asphalt is only a Y2 inch.
Mr. Baldwin asked how the delivery trucks will be able to delivery to the businesses on Pad #2
since there is a specified truck route.
Mr. Woodbury indicated that the no truck access will be out on State Street where it enters the
W alMart site so it should not interfere with delivery trucks trying to access Pad #2.
Mr. Hadfield said all the public improvements have to be in place before a building permit can
be issued. He said on the plan it states that others will complete certain improvements. He said
whoever the others is needs to get going on the improvements so that a building permit can be
issued to W alMart.
Mr. Woodbury said it is his understanding that not all of the public improvements need to be in
place. He said he realizes that the fire trucks need to have access and there needs to be water for
the fire trucks to access.
Mr. Despain said there does have to be a minimum level of improvements made, which include
the travel ways and adequate water for fire protection.
Mr. Woodbury said the statement on the plat that says improvements to be completed by others
is kind of misleading. He said the improvements will be awarded under separate contracts, but
will take place simultaneously with the work at the W alMart site.
Mr. Hadfield said he would like to work with PEPG and go over all the details on each of the
pages that were included in the packet.
Mr. Despain stated that the conservation easement needs to be deeded to the City.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about whether there was adequate parking. He said he thought
the area designated as warehouse space was going to be larger than what is proposed. He
pointed out that the proposed building includes 5,000 square feet of warehouse space.
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Mr. Greenalf stated that each dock appendage is 5,000 square feet. He said there are also little
tiny areas of additional warehouse space inside the building.
Mr. Greenalf and Ms. Salvagio were confident that the proposed parking exceeds the parking
requirements.
There was some discussion that there are some errors in regards to the sign detail, i.e. one sign is
designated as pylon sign when it really should be designated as a monument sign.
Mr. Despain said the proposed site plan does not make provisions for retaining walls in three
locations.
Mr. Despain raised the issue regarding the placement of Connex containers on the site.
Mr. Salvagio stated that there is plenty of storage space inside the proposed building so that
Connex containers should not have to be used. She said there is no need for the City to worry
about W alMart using Connex containers.
Mr. Despain asked if WalMart is prepared to put something in writing that they will not use
Connex containers.
Ms. Salvagio stated that W alMart would be willing to put in writing that they will not be using
Connex containers, but that they do reserve the right to come back to the City to obtain a
building permit should the need arise for outside storage space. She said W alMart has come to
realize that the placement of Connex containers on its sites is an important issue that needs to be
addressed because of various cities concerns about them.
Mr. Despain asked Ms. Salvagio as soon as possible to provide the City with a copy of an
agreement stating that W alMart will not have Connex containers at its new location.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are many inconsistencies in the proposed plans that need to be
corrected.
Mr. Ventura pointed out that there are six notes on the plan that have question marks on them
and they do not know what the question marks mean.
Mr. Woodbury stated that the draftsman did not get all the things that should have been taken off
the plat.
Mr. Christensen stated that he likes the proposed trees that will be placed out in front of the
buildings. He expressed concern about how the steep slopes will be landscaped and maintained.
He said there is no detail to indicate how erosion will be controlled. He said the landscaping
looks good, but he is just concerned about how the steep slopes will be maintained.
Ms. Salvagio stated that they could show a plan that shows how the trees will be planted on the
steep slopes to help with erosion control.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the site plan for the
WalMart Super Center (Lot 8 American Fork Commercial Center Subdivision) at 875
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West State Road subject to: (1) the fencing being compatible with the appropriate
standards (2) details of the retaining walls indicating that they are adequate for the
conditions and the City retains the right to review that detail (3) underground drainage
being compatible with the overall drainage plan for the development (4) fire hydrant
locations being approved by the City (5) appropriate pedestrian crossing warning signs
being provided (6) access signs being provided for the trucking route to assure their
proper passage through the site (7) sampling manholes being approved by Timp. Special
Service District (8) WalMart providing a statement to the City that they will not have
Connex containers on site (9) the work by others that is necessary for the development of
this site being coordinated to the satisfaction of the City (1 0) the engineering details being
resolved to the satisfaction of the City (11) the conservation easement being provided to
American Fork City (12) resolution of the verbiage on the signs so that it is consistent and
in agreement with the City ordinance (13) resolution of the inconsistencies in the
specifications being resolved and (14) landscape detail showing the stabilization of the
slopes.
Mr. Ventura suggested that the motion include something about the OS&Y being relocated.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the comment about the fire hydrant is sufficient to cover the OS&Y.
Mr. Ventura said the OS& Y is not really covered by the fire hydrant comment.

Mr. Baldwin moved to include in the motion that the location of the OS&Y needs to be
resolved according to the fire code.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR GLEN RICKS PHOTOGRAPHY AT 424
WEST MAIN STREET
Glen Ricks stated that they are proposing to build a camera room onto the existing building. He
said they would like to put in some additional parking spaces so that people do not have to park
on the street. He said it is proposed to take out some of the grass area to put in four to six
parking stalls.
Mr. Ricks said the only proposed changes are the camera room and the parking lot.
Chairman Hansen asked if the curb cut is existing for the additional driveway.
Mr. Ricks said the curb cut is existing.
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Hadfield said the curb cuts are existing. He said the drainage is handled on site and will
continue to be handled on site. He said the building is a historic structure. He encouraged Mr.
Ricks to maintain the same flavor of the architecture with the proposed additions.
Mr. Hadfield said the closest parking space to the entrance of the building needs to be designated
as the handicap-parking stall.
Mr. Ricks stated that they are planning to put in a ramp and would like to put the handicapparking stall next to the ramp. He said they are planning to put in a ramp along the new addition
because it would be hard to put a ramp in front of the existing building because there are four or
five steps.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan conforms to the CC-2 requirements.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed parking complies with the parking requirements.
Mr. Despain said the proposed parking does comply with the parking requirements. He said the
proposed site does not require as much parking as a retail use.
Mr. Christensen asked what the existing use is on the west side of the building. He asked if there
is any buffer on the west side.
Mr. Ricks said Mrs. Durfey's home is on the west side.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there is sufficient room that a two-foot curb with plantings could be put
on the west side to act as a buffer.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the planter strip could continue right to the property line.
Mr. Ricks stated that the sewer line cu!s around the back of the lot. He said there is a manhole
cover on the west comer of the cut out.
Mr. Christensen said it would be good to have a curb to hold the asphalt.
Mr. Hadfield said if the handicap stall moves over adjacent to the ramp, then the planter strip
could be widened on the west side.
Chairman Hansen asked if someone is going to live in the home.
Mr. Ricks said they are anticipating putting a staircase up the back side to access the top floor
and making a living quarters for family members to rent. He said there are a total of five
bedrooms upstairs.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed plan is properly noted as site plan or should it be a revised
site plan.
Chairman Hansen stated that it is just a site plan because it has not been a business before.
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It was discussed that the home is connected to City water, but there is a well on site and that the
well water is used to water the grounds.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for Glen Ricks Photography at 424 West Main
Street subject to: (1) handicap parking being moved to the handicap ramp on the proposed
addition (2) the addition being consistent with the architecture considering that the home is
a historic building and (3) landscaping being added on the west where the exit of the
parking is.
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. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN FORK CITY FIRE AND
AMBULANCE BUILDING AT 90 NORTH CENTER STREET
Mr. Hadfield said a couple of weeks ago there was some question about why the City has not
opened 560 West. He explained that in order to open 560 West some of the existing roads that
cross the railroad tracks need to be closed. He said Church Street is one of the roads that has
been discussed as a road that could be closed in order to open 560 West. Mr. Hadfield pointed
out that the proposed plan for the fire and ambulance building shows Church Street remaining
open. He questioned whether Church Street needed to remain open at the top end.
Mr. Hadfield said he does not know if the proposed plan is the best plan. He suggested that the
building should be a two-story building.
Mr. Baldwin said when they approved the police/court building it was approved with the notion
that parking would be provided across Church Street to meet the parking requirements.
Councilman Hunter said the police/courts building does not have a parking requirement.
Mr. Baldwin said when the Planning Commission approved the police/courts building it
discussed a parking standard and it discussed that there would need to be parking across Church
Street to meet the parking standard.
Councilman Hunter said the City will not be able to get parking across Church Street.
Councilman Hunter explained that the City Council has worked hard to come to a decision on a
plan for the fire/ambulance building.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan is a "monumental decision" from the City Council. He said
they have had a hard time coming to a decision on a plan for the fire/ambulance facility.
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Mr. Despain said he is not sure what is expected from the Planning Commission. He said it may
not matter what the Planning Commission decides. He said the Planning Commission should
express its opinions, but he is not sure the City Council will genuinely be interested in them.
Mr. Hadfield said the same level of review that the Planning Commission used on the
police/courts building should be used on the fire/ambulance building.
Mr. Despain discussed the parking. He said there are some people who feel that the City does
not conform to its own ordinances relative to parking. He said there are 268 parking spaces in
the block, which includes the spaces the City owns, the Harrington parking spaces, the Apollo
Hall parking spaces, and the Presbyterian Church's parking spaces. He said the parking
requirement is 191 spaces for the police/courts building.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain how he figured the parking demand for the police/courts
building.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question about the parking demand for the police/courts
building, Mr. Despain said from a variety of sources. He explained that the City does not have a
parking standard for public buildings. He said he talked to the participants who will be using
the police/courts building in order to determine the parking requirements. He said the court
indicated that it needed 70 parking spaces and Terry Fox, the Police Chief indicated that the
Police Department needed 45 parking spaces and 20 public parking spaces.
There was some discussion about what the City's agreement is with Dr. Bell. Chairman Hansen
asked how many parking spaces the City is required to provide to Dr. Bell.
Mr. Despain said the property the City bought from Dr. Bell contains 75 parking spaces.
Chairman Hansen asked if the City has to provide Dr. Bell parking spaces if it encroaches into
his parking spaces.
Mr. Despain said he has been told that the City has to provide Dr. Bell parking spaces if it
encroaches into his parking spaces, but he is not sure exactly what the agreement between the
City and Dr. Bell says.
Chairman Hansen said legal counsel indicated that the City has to provide one parking space for
one parking space that the City encroaches into.
Mr. Richan said the proposed plan looks like the biggest mess he has ever seen.
Mr. W offinden asked why 71 parking spaces are needed since the Fire Department is only a
volunteer department.
Mr. Hadfield said he thinks the City is planning for the future when the City will have a full-time
Fire Department.
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Mr. Woffinden said even if the City had a full-time Fire Department there would only be 10 or
12 firefighters on duty at a time so 71 parking spaces would not be needed. He said the parking
proposed is three times what is needed.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the bays will be opened on both the west and east sides.
Mr. Hadfield said the bays will be open on both the east and west sides.
Mr. Baldwin asked how closing Church would affect the firefighter ability to respond to a call.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the fire trucks usually always exit onto Center Street.
Mr. W offinden said the Fire Department should not be affected at all if Church Street is closed.
Mr. Christensen said the response time may be a little longer if Church Street is closed.
Mr. Hadfield again expressed concern about whether the proposed plan is really the best plan.
He again suggested that the property may be better utilized if the building were a two-story
building.
There was some discussion about whether it is too late to make recommendations on the
fire/ambulance plan. Councilman Hunter said he did not see any problems with the Planning
Commission making some recommendations to the City Council regarding the fire/ambulance
facility.
Mr. Christensen said the parking layout would work better if the building was a two-story
building.
Councilman Hunter said if the building were a two-story building and a street ran east and west
there may be some validity for closing Church Street.
Mr. W offinden said Church Street should be closed.
Bruce Motogoawa pointed out that it would cost more to build a two-story building because
there are greater structural issues associated with a two-story building. He said the proposed
plan is what provides the best service. He said the proposed plan really tries to maximize the
available parking spaces. He pointed out that in order to get an east-west road the building
would have to be pushed further to the north and a bay would be lost. He said the fire and
ambulance department felt it was necessary to have both bays so there were some trade offs
made.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Motogoawa if they have looked at extending into the south portion
below the bays to the area needed to have the east-west road go straight through.
Mr. Motogoawa said if the building were extended into the south portion, they would lose some
parking spaces.
Mr. Baldwin said if Church Street were closed they would be able to pick up the additional
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parking spaces that would be lost by extending into the south portion. He said if Church Street
were closed the access to parking for the police/courts building would be a lot safer.
Mr. Motogoawa said the proposed plan was really "massaged" a lot in order to come up with a
plan that would meet the different needs.
Chairman Hansen said the proposed plan should have maybe come to the Planning Commission
earlier in the planning process.
Mr. Baldwin said it seems like finances are controlling things and planning is taking a second
seat.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the landscaping be compatible with the police/courts facility.
Mr. Motogoawa said there will be landscaping around the fire/ambulance building and it will be
compatible with the landscaping at the police/court building.
It was discussed that if the City decides to close Church Street then the fire/ambulance building
will have to be redesigned.

Chairman Hansen stated that he would like to see Church Street re-striped with the center line
being placed a little further to the east and not in the center of the road so that when cars drive
down the road it will make it easier to pass the cars that are parked in the angle parking spaces.
Mr. Hadfield said he will see that Church Street is re-striped with the center line being a little
further to the east.
Mr. Christensen asked if the Planning Commission needs to take action on the proposed plan.
It was discussed that the Planning Commission should take action on the proposed plan because
the agenda noted review and action.
Mr. Sowby said if a developer brought in the proposed plan it would not get this far. He said the
City needs to apply the same standards to its projects. He said the Planning Commission should
make the City tow the line just as it would any developer. He said the Planning Commission
should consider the City's obligation to Dr. Bell. He said the Planning Commission also needs
to consider having a street going east and west south of the proposed building. He said the City
needs to close Church Street. Mr. Sowby said the proposed plan needs to be rethought and
redesigned. He said if a developer came to the Planning Commission with a plan like is
presented the Planning Commission would "laugh him out of the building." He told the Planning
Commission that it needed to state its opinions. He said the City needs to tow the line and be
held to the same standards that any developer would be held to.
Councilman Hunter said one option the City might want to pursue is trying to purchase the
Harrington Building for an appraised value. He said the Harrington School has sat vacant for
seven or eight years and it is a death trap. He said he knows that Dr. Bell wants more than
appraised value for the property. He said the City may have to pursue condemnation again.
Mr. Richan said the City may have to use the condemnation process.
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There was some discussion that some people do not want to see the Harrington Building tom
down because it is a historical structure and they feel it should not be tom down.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not feel comfortable approving the proposed plan because he does not
think it is good planning.

Mr. Baldwin moved to return the proposed site plan for the American Fork City Fire and
Ambulance Building at 90 North Center Street back to the City with the suggestion that
Church Street be closed, that Harrington School be purchased and that the plan be
redesigned in such a way so it will be a credit to the community.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT
CODE
Chairman Hansen recommended that no action be taken on the proposed amendments to the
Development Code. He then turned the time over to Mr. Despain to discuss the proposed
changes.
Mr. Despain discussed the draft ordinance. The draft ordinance is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #2.
Mr. Despain also pointed out that Mr. Sowby has provided a plan for 100 acres involved in the
Harbor Road Annexation. He said the proposed plan is a good example of what a project would
look like by following the provisions in the draft ordinance. He said the proposed plan presented
by Mr. Sowby shows a variety of lot sizes.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether the proposed draft ordinance will really help to create
project that is superior to a typical subdivision.
After Mr. Despain discussed the draft ordinance, he asked for comments from the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Christensen expressed the importance of continuing to try to get a trail system in place. He
suggested that the legislative intent should discuss that there should be some design
consideration for connecting open space from one project to another.
Mr. Despain said the City has to determine how committed it is to a trail system.
There was some discussion about the sloughs and drainage issues.
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Mr. Christensen suggested that in the PR-2 and PR-3 Zones it might not be necessary to include
a maximum lot size.
There was some discussion regarding the varied setbacks.
Chairman Hansen expressed concern that in many of the new developments in the City the
predominate feature is the garage. He suggested that the dwelling be brought up closer to the
front setback so that one does not just see a garage.
Mr. Richan said he likes the idea that the City is looking at trying to do something different. He
said Mayor Barratt's comment about the need for more upscale housing has really caused a big
stir.
Mr. Richan said when he looks at the plan presented by Mr. Sowby it still looks like a cookie
cutter subdivision. He raised the question of whether the land south ofl-15 will attract anything
different from what is already in the City. He asked who would want to on the undeveloped land
south ofl-15. He asked what will be done to control the mosquitoes. He said he doubts that
$200,000 or $300,000 homes will be built on the undeveloped land south ofl-15. He said
developers will only build what they can sell.
Mr. Christensen said Mesa, Arizona is flat as a pancake, but there are some large homes in Mesa.
Mr. Richan said comparing Mesa and the south part of American Fork is like comparing apples
and oranges. He asked why people would want to live south ofl-15.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Sowby if he is wrong in saying that builders will only develop what is
marketable.
Mr. Sowby told Mr. Richan that it is right that builders will only build what they can sell.
Mr. Christensen said large lots are being sold in Alpine, Highland, and Saratoga Springs.
Mr. Sowby said large lots are a small percent of what is being sold in Alpine, Highland, and
Saratoga Springs.
Mr. Christensen asked why American Fork can't have a small percent of large lots.
Mr. Sowby said the City should have some large lots.
Mr. Sowby referred to his proposed plan and said there are a variety of lot sizes shown on the
plan.
Mr. Hadfield said American Fork has drawn a certain type of developer that is comfortable
building starter homes.
Mr. Sowby referred the Planning Commission to Page 9 of the draft ordinance and said if they
are trying to hit the target range of 3 units per acre the math does not work out on the breakdown
of the lot size requirements. He said the proposed breakdown would only allow 2 units per acre.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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Mr. Richan said the plan presented by Mr. Sowby does not provide any park or recreation area.
Mr. Sowby said there are park and recreation areas proposed. He said the proposed plan meet
the 3 units per acre requirement.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about continuing to rely on square footage as a planning tool. He
asked Mr. Sowby if they could develop a project like the project Mr. Dester is proposing on
Robert Carlisle's property.
In response to Mr. Richan's above question about developing a project like Mr. Dester's
proposed project, Mr. Sowby said, "I would love to."
Mr. Richan said he "cringes" when he looks at Mr. Sowby's proposed plan.
Mr. Sowby said in order to meet the 3 units per acre requirement there has to be mixed housing
styles.
Mr. Richan again said he does not like to see everything based on square footage.
Mr. Despain said just because the ordinance may have flexibility does not mean that people will
build expensive homes. He said he believes the same houses that are developed in Virginia
Ridge will probably be built south ofi-15, but the difference will be that some of the homes will
be on bigger lots and will be closer to the road than they are in Virginia Ridge, if the provisions
in the draft ordinance are used to guide the future developments. He asked if the draft ordinance
will really help to accomplish what is trying to be accomplished.
Mr. Despain asked for comments on Mr. Sowby's proposed plan and on the draft ordinance.
Mr. Richan said he is not criticizing what Mr. Sowby has done, but he is concerned about there
not being enough open space and the kids not having a place to play.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the proposed plan shows 14 acres of open space. He pointed out that
there is a huge park in the middle of the project.
Councilman Hunter asked if the park in the middle is a usable park.
Mr. Despain said the park in the middle is a usable park.
Chairman Hansen said he has nothing against the plan, but he is concerned about some of the
access Issues.
Mr. Baldwin said the proposed plan is better than what they have seen before. He said the mix
of housing styles seems good.
Chairman Hansen said he likes the size of the neighborhood commercial zone.
There was some brief discussion about transfer of development rights.
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Chairman Hansen stated that schools can also act as parks and should be counted as some of the
open space area.
Mr. Richan stated that parks need to be large enough to attract a number of people and should
not be just small parks that can be used by just a family. He stated that Martin Park is not big
enough and it only attracts families.
Mr. Richan asked if the land proposed for development is buildable.
Mr. Sowby stated that a soils report has been provided to the City. He said there is a high water
table, but it is not worse than anywhere else south of the freeway. He stated that the homes
would not be able to have full basements.
The Planning Commission expressed that it was comfortable with the direction that Mr. Despain
was taking with the draft ordinance. Chairman Hansen asked the Planning Commission
Members to study the draft ordinance and they will discuss it again at a future meeting.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Christensen said he would like to see the City adopt a landscape ordinance. He pointed out
that most cities have landscaping ordinances.
Mr. Richan thanked Mr. Despain and Mr. Hadfield for the work that they do. He said the input
that they provide at the meetings helps make it easier for him to make a decision. He said he has
a lot of confidence in the work that they do.
Mr. Baldwin said the City needs to hold to the same planning standards that it requires of others.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 1, 2002, MINuTES

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the May 1, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 9 Mr. Christensen should be added as being present. On Page 1, Line 21
"look" should be deleted. On Page 1, Line 24 "passed the S-Curve" should be changed to
"past the S-Curve" in both places where it is stated. On Page 1, Line 42 "only Brenchleys"
should be changed to "Brenchleys." On Page 2, Line 13 "got" should be changed to
"gotten." On Page 2, Line 34 "at this time" should be deleted. On Page 5, Line 28 "the
plan to make 900 West is a good planning tool" should be changed to "the plan to identify
the alignment of 900 West is a good planning tool." On Page 7, Line 27 "maybe right or it
maybe wrong" should be changed to "may be right or it may be wrong." On Page 12,
Line 28 "requires" should be changed to "required."
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
(Planning Commission Minutes- May 15, 2002)
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Mr. Baldwin abstained from the vote because he was not at the
meeting.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11:55 p.m.

!Yl~ ·1f1~
Melanie Marsh
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5-15-02
PC Draft 2
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF
AMERICAN FORK CITY; ADDING ADDITIONAL ZONES TO THE LIST OF ZONING
DISTRICTS AUTHORIZED IN THE CITY; SETTING FORTH THE REQUIREMENTS
WITHIN SUCH ZONES 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:
1

1

I

I

PART I
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS
SECTION 1.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4. 7C setting
forth the requirements within the PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone,
to read as follows:
2-4.7C
A.

PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone
Legislative Intent
The PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone is established to provide
areas within the City providing an environment suitable for
family life. Typical uses within the zone are a combination
of one-family detached housing units and also attached housing
units located in a coordinated design setting, together with
a co-mingling of parks, playgrounds, schools, churches, and
other community facilities designed to serve the residents of
the City. The zone is characterized by dwellings interspersed
with significant amounts of park and open space area, at
densities greater than within the PR-2.0 and R-1-20,000 zones.
The pe:r:mitted density is generally comparable to the R-112,000 Zone (approximately 3 dwelling units per acre), but
with increased design flexibility to more adequately
accommodate natural constraints to development (wetlands,
flood areas,
drainage channels etc.),
facilitate
the
preservation of open space and encourage innovative designs.
The zone is consistent with, and intended to facilitate
implementation of, those areas designated on the General Plan
as Low Density Residential (3 Dwelling units per acre).
Owners and developers of property within this zone should bear
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in mind that primacy is given to residential development and
maintain their properties in recognition thereof.
·
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall be
permitted upon compliance with the applicable requirements of
this code:
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
C.

One-family dwellings when located upon a lot within an
approved Planned Unit Development, · or Flexible Design
Subdivision.
Customary residential accessory buildings and structures.
The growing of crops in the field
Sheds used for storage of equipment used in connection
with agricultural activities on the premises.
Utility lines
Accessory signs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of Section 2-5.31
Public and parochial schools and grounds.
Public agency parks and playgrounds.
Public buildings and grounds, not including storage yards
and repair shops.
Churches.
Customary household pets, but not including kennels.
Fences, walls, and hedges subject to the requirements of
Section 2-5.15 of this code.

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.

4.

Planned Unit Developments having a density not greater
than 3. 0 dwelling units per gross acre, subject to
compliance with the applicable requirements of Chapter 26.3 of this Code.
Flexible Design Subdivision Projects, having a density
not greater than 3. 0 dwelling units per gross acre,
subject to the provisions of 2-6.14 of this Code
One family dwellings when located on an existing "lot of
record", subject to compliance with the provisions of
Section 2-5.46 relating to minimum standards for nonconforming lots, approval of a site plan in accordance
with the provisions of Section 2-5.31 and conformance
with the other applicable requirements of this zone.
Water,
sewer and utility transmission lines and
2
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5.
6.
7.
8.

D.

facilities required as an incidental part of a . Flexible
Design Subdivision Projects, Planned Unit Development or
other approved development project in the zone.
Home Occupations, subject to the provisions of Section 25.24.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this code.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.
A Transfer of Development Right - Receiving Area (TDR-R),
subject to the provisions of Section 2-4.21, at such time
as provisions relating thereto have been adopted by the
City.

Location Requirements
All buildings shall be located within the Designated Setback
Envelope as shown on the final plat of a Planned Residential
Development or Flexible Subdivision Project. Except, where no
Designated Setback Envelope has been established,
all
buildings shall be located in accordance with the following:
1.

Main Buildings All dwellings and other main buildings
and structures shall be set back in accordance with the
following:
(a) Front Setback. All dwellings and other main
buildings shall be setback not less than thirty (30) feet
from the front lot line which abuts on any existing or
proposed public street.
(b) Side Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings including any attached garage or
similar structure 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, except that where a garage or carport
is attached to the side of a dwelling, the minimum
required setback for such garage or carport may be
reduced to not less than six (6) feet, as measured from
the lot line to the closest part of the building, and the
combined required distance of the two side setbacks shall
be not less than fourteen (14) feet.
(c) Side Setback - Corner Lots - Side Abutting a
Street. All dwellings and other main buildings shall be
set back not less than twenty (20) feet from the side lot
line which abuts on any existing or proposed public
street.
(d) Rear Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings and structures shall be set back not
less than thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except
that a portion of a dwelling may project up to five (5)
feet into the required rear setback area, provided that
the width of the projecting portion shall not exceed
3
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fifty (SO) percent of the total width of the d~elling~
(e) Rear Setback - Corner Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except that
where a garage is attached to the rear of the dwelling,
the required rear setback for said garage may be reduced
to not less than twelve (12) feet as measured from the
rear lot line to the closest part of the building.
2.

Accessory Buildings All accessory buildings shall be
located in accordance with the following:
(a) Setback from Main Building - Front Setback.
Accessory buildings shall be set back not less than
twelve (12) feet to the rear of the closest rear wall of
the main building, and not less than twelve (12) feet
from the closest 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 seventy-five (75) feet from the front lot line.
(b) Side Setback - Corner Lot - Side Abutting a
Street. Accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than forty (40) feet from the side lot line which abuts
on a street.
(c) Side and Rear Setback - Interior Lot Line.
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)
(2)
(3)
( 4)
(5)

E.

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.

Dwelling Requirements
1.

Height of Dwellings - The maximum height of any dwelling
shall be thirty-six (36) feet, measured in accordance
with the criteria set forth under Section 2-5 . 44, as may
be modified by the following:
a.

Chimneys, flag poles, television antennas, and
similar ancillary structures not used for human
4
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occupancy shall be excluded in determining
b.

2.

~eight.

The Building Inspector may approve a dwelling
having a greater maximum height, provided, that the
dwelling will be set back from all appurtenant lot
lines
(or
footprint
lot
boundaries
where
applicable) a distance two feet for each additional
foot of dwelling height.

Size of Dwelling.
Each dwelling
following:

shall

conform

to

one

of

the

a.

The dwelling shall contain a Main Floor Living
Area of not less than one thousand two hundred
(1,200) square feet, or

b.

The dwelling shall meet or exceed all of the
following:
1) .

The dwelling shall have a total "building
footprint area" of not less than one
thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet
as measured from the outside of the
foundation wall,

2)

Not less than one thousand (1,000) square
feet of the "building footprint area"
shall be devoted exclusively to living
space (portions of the footprint area
occupied by garages, porches, breezeways
and similar areas shall be excluded} , and

3)

The dwelling shall contain a total living
area of not less than one thousand eight
hundred (1, 800) square feet located on
building floors
or levels,
located
entirely above the finished grade of the
ground surface adjacent to the foundation
of the structure.

3.

Width of Dwelling- The minimum width of a dwelling shall
be twenty (20) feet, as measured from the outside wall at
the narrowest point of the first story, exclusive of any
garage, porch, shed or similar area not considered as
living area. The width shall be considered the lesser of
the two primary dimensions.

4 .

Location of Garage and Driveways on Corner Lots - No
garage opening or any driveway providing access to a
garage shall be located closer than forty-five (45) feet
5
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from the point of intersection of the front and · side lot
line adjacent to a street.
No portion of a driveway
shall be located within any portion of the clear vision
area established pursuant to Section 2-5.10.
5.

Off-street Parking. Not less than two off-street parking
spaces shall be required for each dwelling unit. Each
off-street parking space shall be not less than 10 x 20
feet per space and shall not be located within any
portion of a front or side setback area adjacent to a
street.

6.

Conformance With Special Dwelling Requirements.
In
addition to the requirements herein set forth, All
dwelling shall conform to the special provisions relating
to dwellings set forth under Section 2-5.42.

6
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SECTION 2.
Section 2-5 is hereby
Section setting, to read as follows:

2-5.46

amended by adding

a

Minimum Standards for Approval of Dwelling on Non-conforming
Lot of Record
Wherever thew terms of this Code permit the construction of a
dwelling on a non-conforming lot of Record of record, situated
outside the boundaries of a Planned Unit Development or
Flexible Subdivision Project, the following shall apply. The
standards hereinafter set forth shall be in addition to the
minimum requirements applicable within the zone (i.e. utility,
dwelling, special provisions etc.)
·
1.

The parcel shall qualify as a "Non-conforming Lot of
Record", as defined in this Code

2.

The non-conforming lot shall abut upon and have direct
access to a City maintained street. The distance of the
abutting side shall be not less than 100 feet, except as
follows: (1) the length of the abutting side may be
reduced to not less than sixty (60) feet in instances
where the lot fronts upon a cul-de-sac or sharp curve and
the side lot lines radiate in such a manner that the
width of the lot measured at a point not less than 40
feet from the front lot line will meet the minimum width
requirements of this section.

3.

The proposed dwelling and all accessory buildings shall
located within a Designated Setback Envelope. The
boundaries of said Designated Setback Envelope shall
conform to the setback requirements of the zone or shall
have been granted a variance therefrom by the Board of
Adjustment.

4.

Not more than one dwelling and appurtenant accessory
buildings shall be constructed on any non-conforming lot.
Any development which proposes a division of territory
within a non-conforming lot shall be considered as a
proposed Planned Residential Development or Flexible
Subdivision Project and shall conform to the provisions
relating thereto.

7
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SECTION 3.
Section 2-6 is hereby amended by adding a
Section setting forth the terms and conditions applicable to the
approval of Flexible subdivision projects, to read as follows:
2-6.14

A.

FLEXIBLE DESIGN SUBDIVISION PROJECTS
Intent

It is the intent of this section to establish an alternate
form of development of subdivision projects which permits
increased flexibility in the layout of such projects in order
to better accommodate the varying needs and desires of lot
purchasers while preserving a quality of residential amenities
equal or superior to that within
traditional lot
subdivisions.
B.

Per.mitted Uses

The specific uses permitted within a Flexible Subdivision
Project shall be limited to those authorized within the zone
district in which the project is located.
C.

Approval Procedure

The approval procedure shall be the same as set forth under
Section 2-6-B of this Code. In addition to the requirements
of said section the project shall conform to the applicable
requirements for subdivisions as set forth under the
Subdivision Ordinance.
D.

Lot Size

The design of a Flexible Subdivision Project shall provide for
a variety of lot sizes in accordance with the following
schedule:
PR-2.0
Average lot zize -Not less than 20,000 square feet
Minimum lot zize - 12,000 sq.ft.
Maximum lot size - 40,000 sq.ft.
Lots may exceed the maximum lot size area, however,
portions of any lot containing an area greater than
the maximum will not be included in determining
compliance with the average lot size standard.
Distribution of lots by size:
12,000 to 15,000 sq.ft. 8

40% Maximum
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15,001 to 18,000 sq.ft. 18,001 to 20,000 sq.ft. 20,001 to 40,000 sq.ft. -

40% Maximum
30% Maximum
20% Maximum

PR-3.0
Average lot size -Not less than 12,000 square feet
Minimum lot size - 9,000 sq.ft.
Maximum lot size - 25,000 sq.ft.
Lots may exceed the maximum lot size area, however,
portions of any lot containing an area greater than
the maximum will not be included in determining
compliance with the average lot size standard.
Distribution of lots by size:
9,000 to 12,000 sq.ft. 12,001 to 15,000 sq.ft. 15,001 to 18,000 sq.ft. 18,001 to 25,000 sq.ft. E.

40%
40%
30%
20%

Maximum
Maximum
Maximum
Maximum

Building Setbacks

The setback for dwellings upon lots within a Flexible
Subdivision Project shall conform with the minimum setback
requirements within the zone in which the project is located.
Except that the City may approve setback distances on one or
more lots within the project which do not conform with the
minimum requirements of the zone upon a showing that such
adjustment is reasonably necessary to the proper development
of the lot(s) and will not significantly alter the character
of the subdivision or result in a hazardous condition.
Each lot for which an adjustment is granted shall show the
location of the approved setback lines on the final plat
(Designated Setback Envelope) with a note to the effect that
all portions of the dwelling will be situated within the
boundaries of the Designated Setback Envelope.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 5, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on June 5, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on proposed accessory structures at 145 West 640 North.
2. Review and action on the proposed placement of cellular antennae and concession stand
at Bus Manning Field at 525 North 60 east.
3. Review and action on an ancillary structure (shaved ice) at WalMart (Utah Valley
Business Park) at 680 South 500 East.
4. Review and action on a revised site plan for Gene Harvey Dealership to add a body shop
at 221 South 500 East.
5. Review and action on a subdivision plat for the Alpine Valley Center consisting of 8 lots
at 608 West Main Street.
6. Review and action on a revised concept plan for an annexation agreement for the Gasser
Annexation consisting of 4. 78 acres at 1195 East 50 South.
7. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Preston Boundary
Adjustment/Annexation consisting of .64 acres at 40 East 1400 North.
8. Discussion of off street parking requirements in the downtown area.
9. Discussion on the present Inner Block Development Ordinance.
10. Discussion on amendments to the Sign Ordinance.
11. Site Plan Committee Report.
12. Other business.
13 . Review and action on the May 15, 2002, minutes.
14. Adjournment.
Dated this 28 day ofMay, 2002 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

~---· -

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JUNE 5, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on June 5, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Ken
Baldwin, *John Woffinden, Alan Christensen, Steve Nielsen, and *Councilman Tom Hunter.
Others present included Rod Despain, J.H. Hadfield, Melanie Marsh, Dirk Anjewierden, Allen
Day, Nathan Giguiere, Mr. & Mrs. W.H. Bogh, Debra Jandreau, Bill Preston, David Blake,
Stephen Sowby, Ted Didas, Mark Wilson, Barbara Christiansen, and the following scouts from
Troop 853: Bradley Rigley and Ben Felix.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PROPOSED ACCESSORY STRUCTURES AT 145 WEST 640
NORTH
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the proposed accessory building will not be placed on the
easements. He said that storm water will be retained on site.
It was discussed that the building is proposed to be 1276 square feet. Mr. Despain explained
that accessory buildings that are over 750 square feet require approval from the Planning
Commission. He further explained that accessory buildings can't cover more than 25% of the
rear yard area of a lot. He said the proposed building will not cover more than 25% of the rear
yard area of the lot. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to make a finding that the
accessory building will be incidental to the primary use of the parcel and that the height, size or
location will not result in an undue, negative impact upon the adjacent properties.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the intended use of the building will be.
The petitioner stated that the building will be "a his and hers shop." He said the building will be
a hobby shop for his wife and a garage for him.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed building will not have sewer or water.
It was discussed that the building will have lighting and heating. It was discussed that the soil is
sufficient to support the structure.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the proposed accessory structures at 145 West 640 North
with a finding that the use will be incidental to the primary use of the property and that the
structure will not result in an undue negative impact upon the adjacent properties.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED PLACEMENT OF A CELLULAR
ANTENNAE AND CONCESSION STAND AT BUS MANNING FIELD AT 525 NORTH 60
EAST
Nathan Giguiere stated that the last time the proposed cellular antenna was discussed there was
still some conversations that needed to take place with Steve Bailey, the Recreation Director. He
said he has now spoken with Mr. Bailey and they have come up with a solution that they think
will make everyone happy. He said the structure was originally proposed to be located along the
street, but now it is proposed to be located on the north side of the property where the existing
concession stand is.
Mr. Giguiere said the plan is still to utilize an existing light pole. He said they are now
proposing to build a new two-story building that will house their equipment on the second level
and have restrooms, storage, and a concession stand on the first floor.
Mr. Hadfield said any approval needs to be subject to a lease agreement between the City and
Cingular Wireless.
*Mr. Woffinden arrived.
Mr. Despain stated that Steve Bailey is favorable to the proposal. He pointed out that the
exiting light pole that the antenna will be placed on with be replaced with a new one. He said the
height of the pole will be 7 5 feet. He said the proposal meets the requirements of the ordinance
and he recommends approval subject to further details being provided relative to the construction
of the building and execution of the lease agreement between the City and Cingular Wireless.
Mr. Baldwin asked why the Planning Commission should be worried about the lease agreement
that has to go to the City Council.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission should not be worried about the lease agreement
because it is not their duty to review it. He said his comment about the lease agreement is to
acknowledge that the lease agreement has not been executed and that is a matter that still needs
to be taken care of.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the detail on the elevation of the building and the floor plan
needs to be worked on.
Mr. Giguiere pointed out that Mr. Bailey actually did the rendering of the proposed building and
they did not alter it in any way. He said there will be detailed construction drawings provided.
He said the drawings that were submitted for this meeting are strictly zoning drawings.
Mr. Giguiere stated that he is working with Kevin Bennett on the lease agreement.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the proposed placement of the cellular antennae and
concession stand at Bus Manning Field at 525 North 60 East with the observation that the
lease agreement with the City has to be in hand and passed by the City Council (2) the
detailing of the building will be required before any building permit will be issued.
Mr. Nielsen 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. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE (SHAVED ICE) AT
WALMART UTAH VALLEY) BUSINESS PARK AT 680 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Hadfield said the Engineering Department does not have any engineering concerns. He
pointed out that the building will be on a concrete pad on the sidewalk and will draw its power
from an approved receptacle.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicant has given the City a letter from the host structure, which states
that they have permission to place the shaved ice stand on the Walmart site for the year 2002.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed ancillary structure meets the requirements of the
City code. He said the ancillary structure will have access to water and power. He pointed out
that Walmart has given permission for the employees of the shaved ice stand to use Walmart' s
restroom facilities.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there are anchoring requirements for the building.
Mr. Hadfield said normally there are anchoring requirements, but the proposed ancillary
structure will be within two feet of W almart' s building so the building will be protected from the
wind and will likely not "topple over." Mr. Hadfield said he did not think the building needed
to be anchored down because it is so close to Walmart's building.
Mr. Baldwin asked if two-inch ties could be used to anchor down the building.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that Ron Morrill, the Chief Building Inspector, work with the applicant
regarding whether the building should be anchored down.
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Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the ancillary structure (shaved ice) at Walmart (Utah
Valley Business Park) at 680 South 500 East with an observation that it may be worthwhile
to look at tying the structure to the primary structure.
Mr. Nielsen 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. Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR GENE HARVEY DEALERSHIP
TO ADD A BODY SHOP AT 221 SOUTH 500 EAST
It was discussed that the proposal is to add onto the existing body shop estimate building.

Chairman Hansen asked the applicant what happened to the plans of putting an Enterprise RentA-Car Building on the site.
The applicant stated that he did not know about the plans for an Enterprise Rent-A-Car Building.
He said this is the first time their engineering firm has been used by Gene Harvey.
Chairman Hansen then asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield said 600 East only comes as far as the existing shed. He pointed out that there is a
residual piece of property that is owned by the Gene Harvey Dealership, which has not been
improved and which is used to handle the drainage of the entire site. Mr. Hadfield asked if the
City should require that 600 East Street be developed to continue to the southern boundary.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is a public utility easement through the KL Partners property.
He explained that when someone else ties onto someone else's sewer there has to be some
reimbursement to the person who's sewer is being tied into.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicant will need to obtain approval from the irrigation company since
they are dealing with drainage from the site into the Mott Ditch.
Mr. Hadfield said the applicant will need to obtain approval from Timp. Special Service District
in regards to the physical sampling manhole and grease separator.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan still leaves a portion of the site undeveloped. He said
that he does not believe they have seen the last addition to the site. Mr. Despain said Gene
Harvey Dealership is anticipating that there will be an additional access to 500 East Street, which
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in the Technical Review Meeting there was considerable concern raised about that. He said at
this point, any approval should not include approval of any additional access to 500 East.
Mr. Despain said there is also some concern about the development that has occurred on the east
side of the site proposed for development.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is some question about the ownership of the property on 600
East and 200 South. He said the issue of who owns the property on 600 East and 200 South
needs to be resolved and it needs to be determined where 600 East will go. He stated that Mr.
Hadfield has already raised the question about whether the applicant should be required to
improve 600 East to the southern boundary at this time or whether that issue can continue to be
unresolved until the south east comer is developed at a later time.
It was discussed that the drainage plan needs to be further reviewed to make sure that the
drainage will be sufficiently handled on site.

Mark Wilson stated that they do not show any water getting on the unapproved area unless it
would bubble up from the sump and create a pond.
Mr. Despain pointed out that on earlier site plan approvals the surface water issues were not
completely resolved. He asked the applicant if the addition of the sumps resolves the drainage
problems for the entire site.
The applicant explained that they are proposing a trenched drain system in front of the building
because the water flows from the east to the west. He said they are planning on keeping the
water going in the same direction that it currently does. He said they did not address any of the
unimproved area in the south east comer in regards to drainage.
Mr. Despain asked the applicant if all of the water that originates on the site will adequately be
handled with the sumps that are proposed.
In response to Mr. Despain's question, the applicant said yes.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the Engineering Department is concerned about the design of the
sump system because it only addresses the proposed building and it does not take the entire site
into account.
Chairman Hansen asked if KL Partners were required to improve their part of 600 East Street.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Hadfield said he did not know and that he
needed to do some research on that question. NOTE* (After review it was determined the KL

Partners Project did not go to the proposed 600 East Street.)
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about whether there will be enough parking since the proposed
plan shows the building be placed over existing parking spaces.
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Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about having another access off of 500 East. He suggested that
it might be good to have an access off of 600 East.
The applicant said they just left the note on the plat about having another access off of 500 East
as an option. He said he agrees that another access on 500 East is not a good option.
Mr. Despain said, "I suspect there will be additional accesses off of 600 East." He pointed out
that there is already one access off of 600 East although it is some distance away from the
proposed site.
Mr. Despain recommended that any approval be subject to removal of the reference to the access
to 500 East as is shown on the plat and resolving the ownership of the road right-of-way for 600
East Street.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the applicant provide to the City a legal description that encompasses
whatever the right-of-way is along 200 South and the right-of-way along 600 East.
Mr. Baldwin said he thinks they need to do some research on the ownership issue of the property
along 600 East before they can make a rationale decision. He said if the Planning Commission
approves the proposed project subject to the ownership issue being resolved, then the City has
"nothing to hang them with."
*Councilman Hunter arrived.
Mr. Wilson said Mr. Harvey is anxious to resolve the ownership issue. He said the Planning
Commission could approve the proposed project subject to the ownership issue being resolved.
The applicant said it would be a "quick fix" to just redo the boundary.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the revised site plan for Gene Harvey Dealership to add a
body shop at 221 South 500 East subject to: (1) the sewer tie in being to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer (2) the Mott Ditch modifications being reviewed and approved by the
Irrigation Company (3) Timp. Special Service District approving the grease separator unit
(4) the note regarding access to 500 East being stricken from the plan (5) the question of
ownership on 600 East and 200 South being resolved prior to the building permit being
issued and (6) the property to the east of 600 East being established or conveyed, as
necessary for the extension of 600 East.

Mr. Despain asked if the motion included construction of any future improvements.
Mr. Baldwin said the motion does not include construction of the improvements, but it does
include that the ownership issue should be resolved.
Mr. Christensen asked Mr. Baldwin if he would be willing to include something in the motion
about checking the storm water drain capacity.
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In response to Mr. Christensen's question, Mr. Baldwin said, "I do not see how we can do that
when it (the building) is on existing asphalt. I have a hard time laying that requirement on them
when they are already on an asphalted area." He said when the southeast comer is improved,
then they can require the storm drain capacity to be checked.
Mr. Despain said when the southeast comer is improved, there needs to be adequate storm drain
capacity. He said he currently does not know of any problem with the drainage as it exists.
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. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Councilman Hunter abstained from the vote because he was not
present for the entire discussion. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR THE ALPINE VALLEY CENTER
CONSISTING OF 8 LOTS AT 608 WEST MAIN STREET
Ted Didas pointed out that Lot #1 will be sold to Target and the other seven lots will be leased.
He also pointed out that Lot #2 will be a common shared amenity.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the proposed subdivision needs to have two subdivision
monuments on the site. He said some things need to be cleaned up on the plat. He said he is not
sure the renderings of the existing structures are necessary. He said the title block needs to say
"Alpine Valley Center, A Planned Shopping Center Development" because the proposed
subdivision is a PUD. Mr. Hadfield said some of the easements are not clearly "called out" on
the plat.
Mr. Despain discussed the parking requirements. He stated that everyone has to meet their own
parking requirements on their own property. He said sometimes people get confused on
reciprocal parking agreements and think they can borrow parking from someone else in order to
meet their parking requirements, which is not the case.
Mr. Despain said the confusion on the public utility easements needs to be worked out.
Mr. Despain said the owners of 130 North Street will be signatories to the plat in order for the
property to be conveyed to the City.
Chairman Hansen said the City also needs to get additional frontage on Main Street.
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Mr. Hadfield said Chairman Hansen is correct in that the City still needs to get additional
frontage on Main Street.
Mr. Didas said he does not believe that any additional right-of-way is required on Main Street.
Mr. Despain said the only dedication that is required is at 130 North Street. He said any
approval needs to be conditioned upon the resolution of the continuation of 130 North Street and
the intersection with US-89. He said there has been considerable discussion between the City
Council and the applicant regarding the City's use of eminent domain in order to ensure that 130
North Street is continued.
Mr. Despain said any approval also needs to be subject to review of the notes on the plat to
address the PUD standards or subject to separate documentation that addresses and meets the
PUD standards. He said the access issues to the various lots need to be addressed now that the
property is being subdivided. He pointed out that access to Lot# 1 and the other inner lots needs
to be addressed.
Chairman Hansen asked if CC&Rs and PUD documents need to be filed with the City.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said yes. He said he calls the
documentation project documentation and it could take the form of notes on the plats or could be
a separate document.
Mr. Despain said there are still several outstanding site plan issues that have not been completed.
He suggested that the subdivision plat not be allowed to go to the City Council until all the
outstanding items associated with the site plan are completed.
Chairman Hansen said there have been some questions raised about the drainage from the
property proposed for development. He pointed out that Lot #2 is planned to be a collection
basin for drainage. He said there has been some discussion about where the drainage goes to the
west or whether it goes in a different direction.
Mr. Hadfield said there has not been a determination made in regards to which direction the
drainage goes. He said the applicant still needs to resolve the issues associated with the
drainage.
Mr. Despain said drainage is really a site plan issue unless there are easements granted to
accomplish the drainage.
Chairman Hansen questioned if there were crossings further to the east to accomplish drainage.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the plans to date have assumed that the drainage will flow along the
right-of-way, the freeway, and into what is the City's wetland area. He said recently the issue
has arisen that the proposed plans for drainage do not show the drainage the way that it has
historically gone.
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Mr. Didas said he will be providing some drawing from UDOT, which are dated about 1962 that
show the existing storm drain facilities and show that the drainage has historically gone to the
west.
Mr. Nielsen asked if it makes sense to approve the proposed subdivision plat when there are still
several outstanding issues.
Mr. Didas pointed out that the CC&Rs have already been submitted. He said he submitted them
at the Technical Review Meeting.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain if he has the CC&Rs.
Mr. Despain said he would have to check to see if he has the CC&Rs.
Mr. Didas pointed out that they are just asking for subdivision approval.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission has approved the site plan. He said the
issues associated with the subdivision plat are technical in nature. He said the Planning
Commission could approve the subdivision plat, but recommended that the subdivision plat not
be forwarded to the City Council until the outstanding items associated with the site plan are
resolved.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the existing 20-foot Mountain Fuel easement is.
Mr. Didas said the existing 20-foot Mountain Fuel easement was recorded in about 1962. He
said he does not have a good answer in regards to the 20-foot Mountain Fuel easement. He said
they have asked Que star to vacate the 20-foot easement because there does not appear to be any
facilities associated with it.
Mr. Baldwin said the 20-foot Mountain Fuel easement does not appear to go anywhere.
Mr. Didas said Questar appears to be willing to vacate the easement in exchange for a new
easement.
Mr. Baldwin said before the subdivision plat goes to the City Council for approval he would like
to see all easements clearly identified and in order.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission will see a site plan back for Target.
Mr. Hadfield said that the Planning Commission will see a site plan for Target and for the other
individual sites.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the subdivision plat for the Alpine Valley Center consisting
8 lots at 608 West Main Street subject to: (1) correction of the title block as directed by the
Engineering Department (2) the subdivision monuments and the associated state plane
coordinates for the boundary being properly spelled out (3) the easements being resolved to
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the satisfaction of the Engineering Department (4) the question of the extension of 130
North being resolved on the east end (5) the question of access to Lot #1 and other inner
access to lots being resolved (6) PUD standards for subdivision being submitted and
accepted and (7) all the existing site plan issues being resolved and that all the outstanding
items for the subdivision plat be resolved before the subdivision plat is forwarded to the
City Council for approval.
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. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED CONCEPT PLAN FOR AN ANNEXATION
AGREEMENT FOR THE GASSER ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.78 ACRES AT 1195
EAST 50 SOUTH
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Gasser Annexation started some time ago. He said when the
annexation started the concept plan proposed building low profile, senior housing residential
units, which were not really allowed in the PO-l Zone. He pointed out the PO-l Zone is largely
for office type uses, which includes assisted living facilities or major nursing homes.
Mr. Despain said one problem that they have discovered is that the southern portion of the
property proposed for annexation cannot be readily served by the City's existing sewer system.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Blake, the applicant, would now like to change his proposal. He said Mr.
Blake would now like to include on part of the property a skilled nursing facility. He said if Mr.
Blake came to the City originally with the proposal to build a skilled nursing facility on the
property proposed for development, the City probably would not have had a problem with it
because that is a use that seems to fit within the PO-l Zone.
Mr. Despain said the current annexation agreement places the property proposed for annexation
in the R4-7500 Zone, which does not permit a skilled nursing facility. He said Mr. Blake is
asking the Planning Commission to revisit the annexation agreement to change the zone from the
R4-7500 Zone to the PO-l Zone.
Mr. Blake pointed out that it is proposed to place the skilled nursing facility on the south side of
the property proposed for annexation. He said it is also proposed to place professional offices in
the north part of the property proposed for annexation. He said the idea is to create an elderly
campus with a skilled nursing facility. He said it is also proposed to place some elderly housing
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on the property to the west (the Guth Property) of the proposed annexation, which will be
presented to the Planning Commission shortly.
Mr. Despain said the question is whether the Planning Commission is committed to what Mr.
Blake earlier proposed or whether it is willing to entertain a revision to the Gasser Annexation
Agreement.
It was discussed the Gasser Annexation has not been recorded yet.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the land use element shows the property proposed for development
as being in the R4-7500 Zone even though on two sides the property is bordered by property that
is in the PO-l Zone. He said the land use element of the General Plan needs to be altered to
accommodate the new proposal. He said the property would need to be placed in the PO-l Zone
in order to accommodate Mr. Blake's new proposal.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed concept plan is compatible with the area.
Mr. Despain said he believes the proposed concept plan is compatible with the surrounding uses.
It was discussed that there will be alternate accesses to the site other than from 1100 East. Mr.

Blake pointed out that there will be a north and south access.

Mr. Baldwin moved to instruct the Planning Department to revise the Gasser Annexation
Agreement to include the new concept plan under the new zone and to recommend that the
City Council review the concept plan and put the property proposed for annexation in the
PO-l Zone instead of the R4-7500.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the water element may change with the new concept plan.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PRESTON
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT/ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .64 ACRES AT 40 EAST
1400NORTH
Mr. Despain stated that they need to make sure that the Highland City Council has taken the final
action on the proposed boundary adjustment annexation. He pointed out that American Fork
City will be the community that gains the property as a result of the annexation. He said two lots
will be created and 1400 North will be extended to the east with the proposed annexation.
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Chairman Hansen said he noticed that the annexation agreement did not have the requirement for
the road as part of the annexation agreement. He said the requirement for the road needs to be
included in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said he has a note to add the requirement of the road in the annexation agreement.
Chairman Hansen said if the road is taken at annexation, then it is important to have that shown
on the concept pIan.
It was discussed that even though lots are shown on the concept plan a subdivision plat will still
be required.

Mr. Despain recommended approval of the proposed annexation agreement with the change that
in that annexation agreement that states that the road will be taken as part of the annexation.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Preston Boundary
Adjustment/Annexation consisting of .64 acres at 40 East 1400 North subject to the
annexation agreement including a statement that the road will be taken as part of the
annexation.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF OFF STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding off street parking
requirements in the downtown area. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT
#1. He asked for the Planning Commission's comments on the memo. Mr. Despain said the
issue of off-street parking in the downtown area arose with Mr. Jacob's request to expand his
office and he needed to have additional parking spaces and the question was raised as to where
he would get additional parking spaces.
Mr. Despain said if the City holds firm on the parking requirements in the downtown area, then
businesses may not be able to expand. He said that he talked to one prospective tenant that is
looking into locating in the downtown area about parking and the prospective tenant indicated
that he did not care about the parking requirements being waived, but what he really cared about
was whether he would have enough parking. He said the tenant said that if he would not have
enough parking, then he did not want to locate in the downtown area.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Jacobs does not want the burden of having to meet the parking
requirements whereas the other individual that he spoke with was worried about whether he
would have sufficient parking to make his business successful.

(P lanning Commi ssion Minu tes - June 5, 2002)

12

Mr. Despain said the City has tried to get the downtown business association involved in regards
to parking in the downtown area. He said there has been a lot of discussion about the need for
additional parking in the downtown area, but there has been no "grand plan" created to help get
more parking in the downtown area or to help Mr. Jacob's get additional parking.
Mr. Despain said the attitude of many members on the City Council is to find a way so that those
in the downtown area do not have to meet the parking requirements because if the downtown
businesses are required to meet the current parking requirements, there will not be improvements
made in the downtown area.
Mr. Despain again referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding off-street parking
and pointed out the four alternatives that he suggested relative to off-street parking in the
downtown area. He said the Planning Commission has to address the issue of off-street parking
because the City Council is expecting a response and so is Mr. Jacobs.
Mr. W offinden asked what kind of business Mr. Jacobs has in the downtown area.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Jacobs' has an attorney's office.
Chairman Hansen suggested that a historic overlay zone be created in the downtown area
between 100 West and 100 East and Pacific Drive to the north of 100 South. He said parking
and signs could be addressed under a historic overlay zone. He said signs are another issue that
keeps popping up in the downtown area. He suggested that the ordinance could be written in
such a way so that business could expand their business, but be exempt a certain amount of
parking spaces. He said there would have to be a limit on how many parking spaces business
could be exempt.
Mr. Hadfield said Option #4 in the memo may be a good option with the right verbiage. He gave
the example of someone adding a small addition and having 5 parking spaces that are required
being waved, but suggested that if someone needed to have more than 5 parking spaces waived
then they would have to buy into a downtown parking coalition.
Chairman Hansen said the reason he suggested a historic overlay zone is because the different
parking standards should not be spread to all of the property that is zoned CC-1 because there are
some properties in the CC-1 Zone that it would not be good to waive the parking requirements.
Mr. Despain agreed that it would not be good to do away with all the parking requirements in the
CC-1 Zone. He pointed out that Central Bank and Alpine Court are located in the CC-1 Zone
and that it would not be good to waive the parking requirements for these businesses that are
located in the CC-1 Zone. It was mentioned that Albertson's is also located in the CC-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the "measure can't be the CC-1 Zone."
Mr. Despain pointed out that Option #3 suggests that there has to be some limits and certain
things have to be met in order for a waiver to take place. He said Councilman Hampton
suggested that the waiver cannot be unlimited. He said that Councilman Hampton suggested
that in order for a waiver to occur the property would have to have frontage on two streets. He
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said the problem with saying that one must have frontage on two streets is that only those on
corner lots could expand and those who have interior lots could not.
Chairman Hansen again stated that there has to be a historic overlay zone, otherwise, there will
be businesses in the CC-1 Zone that will try to get the parking waived and then the businesses
will not have enough parking.
Mr. Hadfield said if Utah Power & Light moves their operation to the south side of town and the
current parking requirements in the CC-1 Zone are modified so that businesses in the CC-1 Zone
can get a parking waiver, the City could end up with a major tenant in the Utah Power & Light
Building with not enough parking.
Mr. Despain said he agrees with Chairman Hansen in that there should be a historic overlay
zone. He said it would be good to define as small of an area as possible for the area that will be
allowed to have some of the parking requirements waived.
Mr. Baldwin said if the City wants the center of town to grow and develop, then it is going to
have to provide parking apart from the individual businesses. He said many people will not care
if they have an exemption, but will want to know if they have adequate parking. He said he
likes the idea of people paying into a development fund that would be used to establish
downtown parking. Mr. Baldwin said it is nice to be able to go to Salt Lake City and drive into
a parking lot or garage and not have to worry about where he is going to park. Mr. Baldwin said
the City needs to accept the fact that if it wants the city center to develop, then it will have to
provide parking and not wait for the downtown business association to decide that it is in their
interest to provide parking. He said if there is not parking in the downtown area, then there will
not be development in the downtown area.
Mr. Despain said it sounds like Mr. Baldwin supports Option #4, which requires the City to take
an active role in providing parking in the downtown area.
Mr. Baldwin said he supports the concept that when people want to develop, they should help
pay for some of the parking.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the City is a major tenant in the area between 100 East and 100
West and Pacific Drive and 100 South.
Mr. Baldwin said the discussion on the new fire/ambulance building has centered around the
parking problems in the downtown area. He said the City needs to tackle the problem of
parking in the downtown area.
Mr. Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if it is his intent to write a new ordinance that addresses the offstreet parking requirements in the downtown area.
Mr. Despain said he intends on writing a memo to the City Council that reflects the views of the
Planning Commission. He asked what answer should be given to Mr. Jacobs regarding his
parking situation.
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Mr. Baldwin said Mr. Jacobs's problem is just one issue that needs to be addressed. He said the
City has to provide parking independent of development on individual lots or the downtown area
will not grow.
The Planning Commission agreed that the City needs to address the parking issues for the whole
downtown area and not just for Mr. Jacobs' property.
DISCUSSION ON THE PRESENT INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
Chairman Hansen introduced this item and turned the time over to Stephen Sowby.
Before Mr. Sowby made his comments relative to the present inner block development
ordinance, he said the Planning Commission is 100% right about the parking issues in the
downtown area.
Mr. Sowby said it has been 51 months since the inner block ordinance was revised. He said the
present inner block development ordinance is not a good ordinance because it is too restrictive.
He said the current inner block development ordinance creates defacto zoning and takes away
property rights based on the underlying zone. He said the current inner block development
ordinance discourages inner block development. Mr. Sowby said he only knows of one inner
block development that has been done in the last 51 months. He said the current inner block
development ordinance discourages inner block development.
Mr. Sowby said with the current inner block development ordinance, one cannot build a different
mix or density than the surrounding property has. He said the current ordinance also does not
have a provision to allow for private roads. He said one should be able to develop what the
underlying zone allows.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that Chipman Village, which is located at 330 East Main Street, was
developed before the inner block development ordinance was passed. He said Chipman Village
has 12 twin homes and is good looking project. He said when the project first started there was a
little bit of neighborhood resistance, but most of the neighbors like the project now.
Mr. Sowby said that he gets many people that come to him and want to develop an inner block
project and he has to tell them that the ordinance will not allow them to do what they want to do.
He suggested two changes to the inner block ordinance (1) eliminate the restriction that the
project has to be the same type and density of the surrounding areas and (2) include a provision
to allow for private streets.
It was discussed that most of the surrounding neighbors like the Chipman Village Project

because the units are owner-occupied and because it increases the value of their homes. Mr.
Hadfield said Chipman Village has taken an older neighborhood and made it upscale because of
the value of the properties.
Mr. Christensen said in some areas it looks like spot zoning. He expressed concern about how
higher density could be allowed to develop right in the middle of a single-family subdivision.
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Mr. Sowby pointed out that the inner block ordinance only pertains to certain areas.
Mr. Despain said originally the inner block ordinance was intended to provide flexibility, but
what was happening was developers were just trying to get around the standards for a typical
subdivision.
Mr. Despain explained that many neighbor groups expressed concern about inner block
development because they were afraid that stable neighborhoods with homes that were owneroccupied would tum into rental homes and their homes would depreciate in value because of all
the rental homes.
Mr. Despain said it is not accurate to say that those who want to develop and fall under the inner
block ordinance do not have the same entitlement as those property owners who have property
under the same zone, but do not fall under the inner block ordinance. He pointed out that a
conventional street can be put in an inner block development and one can develop under the
underlying zone in an inner block development. He said the inner block ordinance does not
deprive someone of the opportunity of acquiring property and developing something that the
underlying zone allows. He said the inner block ordinance is an alternative to a conventional
subdivision.
Mr. Despain said there are some people who may think that the current inner block ordinance
does what it should. He said the current ordinance could be changed or tweaked if the Planning
Commission would like.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that many citizens attended the meetings when the Planning
Commission was working on developing the current inner block ordinance. He explained that
some people who owned property in the inner block areas wanted to develop their property, but
wanted to have a shared driveway and did not want to have frontage on a public street. He said
that the Planning Commission did not feel good about having shared driveways and homes with
no frontage on a public street because many problems would be created. One problem is that the
City would have difficulty maintaining the streets and it would be hard for emergency vehicles to
access sites that did not have frontage on a public street or had shared driveways.
Mr. Hadfield said the Planning Commission received a lot of input from neighborhood groups
when it was creating the current inner block ordinance. He pointed out that when the current
inner block ordinance was created they inventoried every lot in the old 10-acre blocks. Mr.
Hadfield said they were seeing a lot of substandard subdivisions being developed and that is why
they created the current inner block ordinance. He said the current inner block ordinance is not
something that was just arbitrarily thought of.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that some of the inner lots that were designed years ago were designed
at a time when people had a large garden area. He said the same conditions that existed years
ago do not exist today. He said some of the inner lots are just weed patches.
Mr. Baldwin said some of the inner block lots have the characteristics that would be good for
premium, upscale housing rather than have maximum density.

(Planning Commission Mi nutes - June 5, 2002)

16

Councilman Hunter stated that an upscale house is not going to go in a 50 or 60-year old
neighborhood.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out a place in the City where about a $280,000 home was built on an inner
block lot.
Mr. Despain said there are sometimes downsides to developing the properties that are just weed
patches because there may be something developed on the properties that was not really wanted.
Chairman Hansen asked if Mr. Despain had a copy of the inner block map. Mr. Despain stated
that the inner block ordinance is in his office. Mr. Hadfield offered to go get the inner block
map. Mr. Hadfield left to get the inner block map. Chairman Hansen suggested that they move
onto the next item on the agenda until Mr. Hadfield returns with the inner block map.
Mr. Christensen stated that the City needs to help to protect the people who currently live in the
existing block. He said the City needs to help maintain the quality of life for the people who
currently live in the block.
Mr. Sowby stated that there are some people who live on the outer block that would like to see
their backyards that are in the inner block that are no longer being used as gardens and are just
weed patches developed. He said the intent of the inner block ordinance should be to provide a
method where vacant and unused land in the interior blocks may be developed. He said that he
hopes the Planning Commission carefully considers changing the inner block ordinance. Mr.
Sowby then left.
The Planning Commission then discussed the next item on the agenda and returned to this item
after it discussed amendments to the sign ordinance.
Mr. Hadfield showed the map of the inner block ordinance.
inner block projects have been done.

He pointed out some areas where

After much discussion about the history of the creation of the inner block ordinance, Chairman
Hansen stated that the inner block ordinance should just stand as it currently does. Many of the
other Planning Commission Members also felt that the inner block ordinance did not need to be
changed.
DISCUSSION ON AMENDMENTS TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE
Mr. Despain said the issue of amending the sign ordinance has surfaced primarily because of
Woodbury's proposed sign plan for the Walmart Project. He pointed out that Woodbury wants
three pylon signs on US-89 and in addition it wants monument signs to mark each of the out
parcels that are going to front on US-89. He said the current ordinance only allows for one
pylon sign and there can't be a monument sign on the same street frontage where there is pylon
Slgn.
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Chairman Hansen said Woodbury owns University Mall and that whole shopping development
only has one pylon sign. He said he does not understand why Woodbury wants monument signs
for their proposed development in American Fork when the out parcels associated with the
University Mall Project do not have monument signs. He raised the question of why monument
signs are needed when a sign can be placed on the building.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission wants to approve what Woodbury has proposed,
then some amendment to Paragraph 3-e of the current sign ordinance would be required so that a
pylon sign, monument sign, and sign on the building would be allowed.
Chairman Hansen said if the ordinance is going to be changed to allow both a monument sign
and pylon sign on the same street frontage, then it be written in such a way so that if one has a
monument sign they can't have a sign on the building.
Mr. Hadfield said there seems to be a mindset that the bigger the sign the better the business.
He pointed out that the current sign ordinance was tailored after Sandy City's sign ordinance.
He said American Fork's current sign ordinance was developed so that the City would not end up
with a proliferation of signs.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that there are three motels at 106th South in Sandy and they do not
have big pylon signs. He said the motels at 106th South in Sandy only have signs on the building
and they seem to be doing fine.
Chairman Hansen again raised the issue of why the out parcels in the proposed Woodbury
Project need monument signs if they are going to have facia signs. He said that people can see
the facia signs as they go down the road.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about pylon signs because sometimes they are confusing and it
is hard to tell where to tum in to get to a certain business. He said he likes signs to show him the
location of where a certain business is so he knows where to tum to access the business he is
trying to get to. He said sometimes signs on the building are easier to direct him to a particular
business than a pylon sign. He said to him the purpose of a sign is to let him know where a
certain business is and how to get to that business. He said a sign does not encourage him to be a
customer, but it just serves the purpose of directing him on how to get to a particular business
that he is trying to get to.
Mr. Despain said if the sign ordinance is changed to accommodate what Woodbury's are
proposing, then there is a potential for other businesses throughout the community to have a
pylon sign and a monument sign. He pointed out that Arby' s and Wendy's could have a
monument sign and a pylon sign, if the sign ordinance is changed.
Chairman Hansen stated that Block Buster and Burger King are two other business that could
have both a pylon sign and a monument sign if the sign ordinance.
There was some concern that if the ordinance is changed to accommodate Woodbury' s request,
then the City may end up with a whole bunch of monument signs.
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Mr. Baldwin pointed out that on University Avenue in Provo most of the stores only have facia
signs. He said the facia signs on the building on University Avenue are easy to see and it is easy
to identify the businesses. He said he would much rather have facia signs instead of a bunch of
pylon signs.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he does not have a problem with the current sign ordinance. He said if
there are too many signs then it is distractive to the drivers and there may be safety problems.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the sign ordinance should be left the way it is.
Mr. Woffinden said if the sign ordinance is not broken, then they do not need to fix it.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that discussion of the transportation element of the General Plan will be
on the June 19, 2002, Planning Commission Agenda.
OTHER BUSINESS
It was discussed that there will be no Planning Commission Meeting on July 3, 2002, because of
the 4th of July Holiday. It was also discussed that that July 17, 2002, Planning Commission

Meeting will be held at the Alpine School District Office because of the Steel Days Street Dance
that will be held on Church Street that evening.
There was some discussion about when the Planning Commission Summer Party should be held.
Chairman Hansen asked the Planning Commission to think about a date in August that the
Planning Commission Summer Party could be held and they will discuss it at the next Planning
Commission Meeting.
Mr. Despain reported that he is currently working on putting together a copy of the revised
Development Code. He said he will provide a revised copy of the Development Code to all the
Planning Commissioners.
Mr. Christensen said he would like to see a landscape ordinance adopted some time soon.
Mr. W offinden said he would like to see something done about opening up 560 West over the
railroad tracks by Smith's and closing Church Street. He said the City needs to push forward
with getting 560 West opened.
Councilman Hunter said the Planning Commission needs to push a little bit to get the support of
the City Council to close Church Street and open 560 West. He said the City Council needs to
know that there is support for closing Church Street and opening 560 West. He said he thinks
560 West could be opened and that Church Street could be closed.
Mr. Woffinden pointed out that if one travels down 400 West and tries to go east onto Pacific
A venue, one will wait by the tracks forever because that comer is so busy. He said if 560 West
opened and pushed over the railroad tracks to Pacific Avenue and a street light were installed, a
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lot of pressure would be taken off of 400 West and 900 West. He said 560 West was designed to
be a collector road.
Mr. Woffinden stated that the closure of Church Street for one year proves to him that it does not
need to be re-opened. He said the City needs to push forward with closing Church Street and
opening 5 60 West.
Mr. Nielsen said it looks like the layout for the fire/ambulance building would be better if
Church Street were closed and the layout for the fire/ambulance building was redesigned.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 15,2002, MINUTES
Mr. Woffinden made reference to Mr. Richan's comment on Page 25, Lines 4 through 6 where
he is talking about Martin Park being a small park designed for families only and pointed out that
when Martin Park was designed 20 years ago it was planned to be a neighborhood park and there
was an agreement with the City that there would be no organized sports played at this park. He
stated that he just wanted to clarify that issue with regard to the Martin Park.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the May 15, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 17 the following should be added after the word street: (From State
Street to 1100 South Street). On Page 1, Line 24 "where it some" should be changed to
"where some." On Page 1, Line 29 "put the Ellery Seager Slough" should be changed to
"put the drainage of the Ellery Sager Slough." On Page 3, Line 32 "there is will" should
be changed to "there will." On Page 4, Line 34 "He said" should be changed to "He has."
On Page 6, Line 24 "to the kids have" should be changed to "for the kids to have." On
Page 7, Line 6 "as courtesy likes" should be changed to "as a courtesy, likes." On Page 11,
Line 27 "an equal of an investment" should be changed to "an equal investment." On Page
12, Line 12 "needs a" should be changed to "needs to." On Page 12, Line 36 "to" should be
changed to "so." On Page 14, Line 23 "trying access" should be changed to "trying to
access." On Page 14, Line 30 after "public improvements" the following should be added:
"need to be in place." On Page 15, Line 15 "building that" should be changed to "building
so that." On Page 16, Line 6 "there" should be changed to "their." On Page 16, Line 12
"internally" should be deleted. On Page 19, Line 12 "if' should be changed to "is." On
Page 19, Line 42 "volunteer" should be changed to "volunteer department." On Page 20,
Line 42 "looked extending" should be changed to "looked at extending." On Page 22, Line
44 "said expressed" should be changed to "expressed." On Page 23, Line 27 "asked Mr.
Sowby is wrong" should be changed to "asked Mr. Sowby if he is wrong." On Page 23,
Line 30 "that is" should be changed to "that it is."
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden,
Councilman Hunter, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

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

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT# 1 TO THE JUNE 5, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 O):f 2

MEMORANDUM
Date: May 24, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain

Subject:

Possible amendment to the off-street parking
requirements.

This matter has been placed on the agenda at the request of the
Council, in an effort to help resolve the John Jacobs office
expansion problem.
As you may recall, Mr. Jacobs as proposed to expand his existing
building, located between Merchant and Center streets to provide
additional office space. The dilemma is that no additional
parking area is provided. The size of the increase would require
approximately 7 additional spaces.
Thus, the workings of our current ordinance serve to discourage
any expansion of structures in the built-up downtown area,
because most have no place to meet the added parking requirement.
This matter was directed to the Downtown Business group, on the
theory that they were working on a program that would result in
additional parking spaces for the area. However, the primary
focus of their efforts to date have been to encourage the City to
develop additional spaces for public as part of the City's public
building expansion plans on block 18.
It has now been referred back to the PC for some help in coming
up with a solution. A couple of suggestions have emerged from
the City Council.
1.

Change the City's regulations to allow building expansion
without needing to provide additional parking in the CC-1
Zone. The downside here is that there is quite a bit of
undeveloped CC-1 zone area. To throw out the parking
requirement for the entire CC-1 would allow projects such as
Gary Otterstrom of Central Bank to build without concern for
the parking .
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2.

A second similar alternative would be to limit the area
eligible for "Parking Waiver" to the lots fronting on Main
Street, between 100 East and 100 West.

3.

A third alternative, suggested by Don Hampton would allow
the waiver only when the following were present:
A.

The lot seeking the waiver had frontage on more than
one public street and had on-street parking readily
available.

B.

The waiver would be applicable only for small
expansions - up to not more than 10 additional spaces.

The practical effect of such criteria would be to limit the
option to buildings on Merchant/Center street and corner
lots elsewhere. If you are an interior lot in the middle of
the block, you would still need to meet the requirement.
4.

Another possible option is to assume that the City will
eventually get into the downtown parking business and allow .
those who cant meet the requirement "Cash" themselves out of
the obligation by paying into a "Downtown Parking
Development Fund".

A primary problem with any waiver alternative is that, while the
applicant is not responsible for the added parking demand his
expansion requires, .there is still no more parking available.
This was recently brought clear when a possible tenant of the
Hagga's Mattress building said, "Look I'm not interested in
whether you grant me a waiver, I'm interested in whether there is
enough parking for my business to be successful"
The matter is a bit of a Catch 22.
of working on a possible approach.

Please come with the thought

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CO:MMISSION
JUNE 19, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on June 19, 2002, in the City Hall , 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7 :00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on the Tra-nsportation Element of the General Plan.
2. Review and action on a request for an ancillary structure, Snow Shack, at 144 West Main
Street.
3. Review and action on the John Bass Subdivision consisting of 2 lots at 96 West 100
North.
4 . Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Temple Springs Subdivision consisting
of 9 lots at 580 North 1100 East.
5. Review and action on a commercial site plan for Deseret Industries at 43 5 South 500
East.
6. Review and action on an amended annexation agreement for the Gasser Annexation
consisting of 4 .78 acres at 1195 East 50 South.
*7. Review and action on an amended annexation agreement for the Vacher Annexation
consisting of7.99 acres at 755 East 50 South.
8. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Ford No . 2 Annexation consisting
of2.477 acres at 938 South 470 East.
9. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Frank Brown Annexation
consisting of 4.829 acres at 1100 South 400 East.
1(f Review and action on a proposed Ordinance for off street parking requirements in the
downtown area.
11 . Site Plan Committee Report.
12. Other business.
13 . Review and action on the June 5, 2002, minutes.
14. Adjournment.
Dated this 13 day of June, 2002.

James S. Hansen. Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 19' 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on June 19, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the Transportation Element of the General Plan.
2. Review and action on a request for an ancillary structure, Snow Shack, at 144 West Main
Street.
3. Review and action on the John Bass Subdivision consisting of 2 lots at 96 West 100
North.
4. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Temple Springs Subdivision consisting
of9 lots at 580 North 1100 East.
5. Review and action on a commercial site plan for Deseret Industries at 435 South 500
East.
6. Review and action on an amended annexation agreement for the Gasser Annexation
consisting of 4. 78 acres at 1195 East 50 South.
7. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Ford No . 2 Annexation consisting
of2.477 acres at 938 South 470 East.
8. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Frank Brown Annexation
consisting of 4.829 acres at 1100 South 400 East.
9. Rev~ew and action on a proposed Ordinance for off street parking requirements in the
downtown area.
10. Site Plan Committee Report.
11. Other business.
12. Review and action on the June 5, 2002, minutes.
13 . Adjournment.
Dated this 11 day of June, 2002 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JUNE 19, 2002
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on June 19, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen,
Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, and John Woffinden.
Ken Baldwin was excused; Steve Nielsen was absent. Others present included Rod Despain, J.H.
Hadfield, Terilyn Lurker, Lee Cabell, Gordon Calkins, Dixie Calkins, John Bass, Roger Dudley,
Gary DeVincent, Clark McFarland, John Weaver, Don Wallen, Ross Ford, Steven Coon, Karen
Coon, Barbara Christiansen, and three citizens.
James Hansen welcomed everyone.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN.
Chairman Hansen turned the time over to Lee Cabell with Horrocks Engineers to present the
updated Transportation Element of the General Plan.
Mr. Cabell indicated the last update of this element was in 1998. There have been a few changes
which include extending the plan to the year 2030; the Southside Planning District, which is south
and west of the freeway; the Westside Development area; I~ 15 crossings; Traffic Projections;
Functional classifications; Truck Routes; and Signal Locations.
Mr. Cabell explained that two different traffic volumes had been looked at for the study; the year
2030 would represent 80% of full build~out of the city. As far as traffic volumes are concerned,
north of the freeway has not changed a great deal but south of the freeway has changed due to the
development. Mr. Cabell stated the red streets indicate arterial roads, blue indicates major
collector roads, and green streets represent minor collector roads. He stated there are not many
changes on road classification from the old element of the General Plan. One change on the new
plan is the 1500 South corridor. This plan also shows the Pleasant Grove interchange as now
existing and not a future crossing. This plan is consistent with the old plan as far as what has been
shown as major and minor collector roads. He stated the typical sections are also consistent with
the old plan. Mr. Cabell stated the truck route follows major arterial routes and the trucks need to
utilize these roads as much as possible. He stated the signal locations are shown on the map; there
were about 22 added as future signals and this just gives us an idea of where signals could be
anticipated. The new plan updated the Capital improvement program; red lines indicated where
attention was needed in the next zero to five years, blue lines represent six to ten~year, and green
lines represent ten to twenty year improvements. He indicated this plan was fairly consistent with
the old General plan. Chairman Hansen asked if Mr. Cabell thought the East/West corridor on
the southside would not happen for approximately ten years. Mr. Cabell stated there were three
corridors looked at on the MAG study and that particular corridor was last on the list, but that
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things could change depending on how fast areas were developed.
Mr. Cabell asked for comments from the Planning Commission members.
Mr. Hadfield stated the Planning Commission needed to recognize that in 1998 there was a
significant shortfall in connections from the south side to the north side. Since then, two major
studies on the corridors have taken place. MAG (Mountainland Association of Governments) did
a study on the Lehi corridors to look at how to reduce the amount of traffic off of Lehi's Main
Street. He stated this study data has been plugged into models. The second study was on the I~ 15
rebuild throughout Utah County; these figures have also been used. Mr. Hadfield stated we have a
good plan that works to help alleviate the shortfall in crossings. He stated City Staff has reviewed
this with Mr. Cabell and he recommends adoption of this plan.
Mr. Richan asked what the traffic loads were on 100 East. Mr. Cabell stated it is about 20,000
vehicles a day; this would drop to about 13,000 vehicles a day when the Pleasant Grove
Interchange opens as people will utilize that exit to reach Highland and Alpine instead of the 500
East exit.
Chairman Hansen asked if American Fork City needs to look at an impact fee on the south side
of the freeway for the interchange. Mr. Cabell stated the impact fees currently in place do not fully
reflect the facilities needed; it may be wise to update the impact fees also. It was stated that outside
funding for the crossings would be a possibility but it would still be wise to update the cost
estimates. Mr. Cabell stated he was unsure of what UDOT's plans were at this point, but indicated
an underpass would create a better chance for American Fork City to have UDOT incorporate the
underpass into their costs to help reduce the city cost. Mr. Cabell stated if they chose the 100
West crossing instead of the Center Street crossing they would need to update the roads as far as
classifications in the surrounding areas. Mr. Cabell stated that in his opinion, a crossing at Center
Street would have fewer impacts than the 100 West crossing. Mr. Hadfield stated it would be
cheaper to cross the interstate straight on rather than at an angle.
Mr. Christensen asked about the zone on the south side; do they need to change the BP~ 1 zone for
adequate cross sections? Mr. Hadfield stated the road width does not change, just the landscape.
Mr. Hadfield stated they could make modifications if they felt it necessary.
Mr. Hadfield stated he hoped the Planning Commission would accept this and send it forward to
the City Council; he indicated they are far enough along with this to start scheduling public
hearings on the General Plan. Mr. Hadfield asked that they have city staff work with the
consultant in order to identify the latest changes that we have at this time.
Mr. Richan asked what type of motion was needed for this item. Mr. Hadfield stated they need to
recommend this as the Transportation portion of the General Plan and send it forward to the City
Council.
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Keith Richan moved for the Planning Commission to pass this Transportation Element of the
General Plan onto the City Council with the recommendation they accept this. John
W offinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for discussion.
Mr. Christensen stated he was concerned with 990 North between 200 East and 900 East. He
asked if Highland City would be making a connection between those roads and if it would make
sense to wait until Highland made that connection first. Mr. Hadfield stated this connector road
has been on American Fork's General Plan since 1978; the Planning Commission is being asked to
put it forward to the City Council. In the past the road had been taken out of the Art Dye Park
plan but the City Council had asked that they include the plan "just in case." He indicated the
Engineering Department requests the road be left on, but stated a future Planning Commission
could recommend the road be taken off the General Plan.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Keith Richan, John
Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and Alan Christensen. The voting was
unanimous; the motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE, SNOW
SHACK, AT 144 WEST MAIN STREET.
Gordon and Dixie Calkins were present to address this item. Mr. Calkins indicated they would
like to open a snow shack at this location to operate as a family business. They have had the
structure reviewed by the County Board of Health and have received their approval.
Mr. Hadfield stated there are no engineering concerns, but the Building Department might have
some requirements involving the structure. He indicated he believed there had been a snow shack
on that lot in the past but could not find any paperwork on the approval. He recommended the
Planning Commission approve this item.
Mr. Despain stated he believed the snow shack conformed to the ordinance and should be
approved.
Mr. Richan asked why the waste water concern had been crossed off the request. Mr. Hadfield
answered there would be no waste water dumped into the ditch; it would be disposed of in the
host structure.
Alan Christensen motioned to approve the snow shack at 144 West Main Street as presented.
John W offinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for any comments. There being none, he called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting "aye," Alan Christensen, John Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Chairman
Hansen, and Keith Richan. All voted in favor. The motion carried unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JOHN BASS SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT
96 WEST 100 NORTH.
John Bass was present to address this item.
Mr. Hadfield stated this was an existing residence; the applicants were wanting to subdivide. The
Board of Adjustment granted certain variances in February of 2001; he had a copy of those
minutes. The zone for this property is R1,7500, which requires 75 feet of frontage and 7500
square feet of land. Mr. Hadfield stated the proposal has the property line as ten feet from the
existing home; he suggested they moved the property line over two feet closer to the home to make
lot # 1 closer to the standard size lot. He indicated that if the existing home was not there, two
conforming lots could be made except for depth. Mr. Hadfield stated city staff has asked that a
footprint be included on the plat. He indicated that improvements would need to be put in place
on these two lots and that Mr. Bass would need to get with the Irrigation company to see if they
had any conditions.
Mr. Despain stated the Planning Commission is no longer required to insist upon conformance of
the ordinance as variances have been granted by the Board of Adjustment. The Board of
Adjustment did not specify the feet on the variance. If the lot is widened to 80 feet, it would not
be against what the Board of Adjustment allowed. He commented this is a preliminary plan and
must come back to the Planning Commission for final approval. He recommended approval with
the one adjustment, note of review by the irrigation company, and also note that one acre foot of
water rights be conveyed to the city.
Mr. Hadfield stated this property is in the old part of the city and the one foot back of walk is the
property line; there will be an easement required inside the property line but he would work with
Mr. Wilson, the surveyor, on indicating the easement on the plan.
Alan Christensen motioned to approve the John Bass Subdivision consisting of two lots at 96
West 100 North subject to moving the lot line two feet to make the lot 80 feet wide, obtaining
approval of the irrigation company, and conveying one acre foot of water rights. Keith Richan
seconded the motion. It was noted that this is the preliminary subdivision and they will have to
have a final plat.
Chairman called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Alan Christensen, Keith
Richan, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and John Woffinden. All were in favor; the
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE TEMPLE SPRINGS
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 9 LOTS AT 580 NORTH 1100 EAST.
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Roger Dudley was present to address this item.
Mr. Hadfield started with the engineering concerns. He stated at Technical Review the developers
were asked to identify the treatment of pass through water; it was noted that the pass through
water is on the one large lot. He stated there is a potential title issue with the south neighbor.
They also needed to verify the sewer depth in 1100 East; otherwise they will have to sewer the
project through the Ault property to the south. It was noted that the annexation is complete.
Mr. Despain stated the property was placed in the R1~9000 zone; all lots conform, with two large
lots adding variety. The additional right,ofway for 1100 East has been addressed; it is to be
dedicated to the city and has been provided for. He commented that this subdivision will result in
a sidewalk to approximately Queens Drive; the city needs to be looking into installing sidewalks up
to 700 North. Mr. Despain stated this has been reviewed extensively and their concerns have been
addressed; he would recommend approval as presented.
Chairman Hansen stated that there are several good lots. He asked for questions or comments
from the Planning Commission.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Dudley if it the drainage was existing; it would be rerouted. Mr. Despain
stated that the city is unsure of what flows will be out of the hills in the future but provisions have
been made. He commented the Corps. of Engineers did find wetlands and this plan addresses that
subject.
Mr. Christensen asked if the property to the north drains into this area and if so was it adequately
taken care of. Mr. Despain stated it has worked well in the past. Mr. Dudley stated that Gary
DeVincent would like to improve it. Mr. Christensen asked if it will be treated as a ditch or
stream. Mr. Dudley stated Mr. DeVincent is wanting it to appear as a brook. Mr. Despain stated
the city would insist it be a drainage easement. Mr. Hadfield indicated there are down stream
water users that need access to the water.
Gary DeVincent arrived.
Mr. Christensen stated the detention pond is to the north, but water goes to the south.
Mr. Hadfield reminded them of the potential title issue.
Alan Christensen motioned to approve the preliminary plat of the Temple Springs Subdivision
consisting of 9lots at 580 North 1100 East subject to verification of depth of sewer lines, a
drainage easement, and revision of the drainage swale so it is not too steep. Keith Richan
seconded the motion. Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. The voting was as
follows: "aye" Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and
John Woffinden. All were in favor; the motion carries.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR DESERET INDUSTRIES
AT 435 SOUTH 500 EAST.
Clark McFarland, John Weaver and Don Wallen were present to discuss this item.
Mr. McFarland described where the new Deseret Industries will be located. He indicated the 400
South Street and stated they have UDOT's approval for drive access as well as the drainage into the
storm drain on 500 East.
Chairman Hansen commented that on the existing site there are a number of dumpsters and
asked where they are placed on this site. Mr. Weaver stated there is a new standard plan for
Deseret Industries; this building is concrete masonry. The building has 49,000 feet; 24,000 feet
for retail, 9,000 for offices. The building also has space for Family Services on the north. The
LDS church is aware of concerns with unusable material. On the south side of the building there
is a receiving area where the donations are then taken inside; there will not be as much material
left outside.
Chairman Hansen asked about the fencing. He was told on the East side there is an area screened
in for appliances.
Mr. Hadfield stated he has worked with Mr. McFarland on this project. The city owns rights on
400 South, which Deseret Industries will develop. Mr. Hadfield stated Deseret Industries might
need to put in barricades at the end of the road. They plan on sewering the building to the south
which would require an easement to be in place. Mr. McFarland stated they are in the process of
getting that done.
Mr. Hadfield stated he feels the dumpsters should be placed behind the building where they will
not be seen. Mr. Weaver stated there is a trash compactor area at the rear of the building.
Mr. Despain stated the QC, 1 zone does not require the site plan to go to the City Council. He
stated one issue he has is a question of improvements to 400 south. He indicated water will be in
400 South, but not the sewer. Mr. Despain pointed out there is a portion of property that will not
be developed at this time; this proposal is for only what is actively used. He indicates that
additional improvements would be installed as the remainder of the property is developed.
Mr. Despain commented that parking has been based on square footage; there are 225 stalls for
the project and will be adequate for the facility. If necessary, space to the rear could be committed
to parking. Mr. Despain feels the requirements for parking and landscaping have been met and
feels it is appropriate for the Planning Commission to approve this request.
Mr. Hadfield asked if the PM Group's area is storage or office; he was told it would be office only.
Chainnan Hansen stated there is a monument sign on 400 South and a pole sign on 500 East; he
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asked if those met the sign ordinance; Mr. Despain answered that they do meet the sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain stated that in the future 400 South will extend to the East and access will be used
from the east. He feels it is good access for the site.
Mr. Hadfield stated there are several buildings located on this property at this time. The Planning
Commission needs to recognize the demolition of structures.
Mr. Hansen asked if this building is similar to the Deseret Industries used in St. George. Mr.
Wallen stated the design of the St. George Deseret Industries is an older design; the design of this
building is one of the first to be built. Mr. Weaver put up drawings of the Deseret Industries.
Mr. McFarland stated that they have designed both sides of 400 South and have sent a letter to
Mayor Barratt concerning the completion of improvements on both sides of the road.
Mr. Richan stated the address on the plan is a little strange; it should read 500 East. Clark
McFarland stated he would make the change.
Mr. W offinden asked if there would be a distribution center in the building; he was told there
would not be a distribution center.
Mr. Hadfield asked that the motion cover minor things such as bonding and conveying water
rights to the city. Mr. McFarland stated he was not aware of those issues. Mr. Despain
commented that the church handed over their rights to a well; so his guess would be that would
cover the water right issue. To determine this, they would probably be comparing water usage on
their other facilities .
Mr. Christensen asked about landscaping. Mr. McFarland stated they had obtained the 500 East
landscaping plan and did their plan accordingly. It was suggested trees or shrubs be planted on the
south side. Mr. McFarland explained there is a little retaining wall which chews up some of the
space. Mr. Christensen felt they could still get some trees in that area. He also asked if the south
east corner could be landscaped. Mr. McFarland stated they like to have as much room as possible
for maneuvering but stated they would look at that to see if they could make changes. Mr.
Christensen asked if they knew what would happen with the rear property; it possibly could be
sold. Alan asked if a fence could be placed along the property line behind the building. Mr.
Hadfield stated the Planning Commission would have to add that in the motion.
Alan Christensen motioned to approve the commercial site plan for Deseret Industries at 435
South 500 East subject to approval of the sewer line easement, bonding being provided,
conveyance of water rights, the southeast corner be given a radius with extra landscape, trees to
be 20 feet on center to the retention pond, 400 South to be barricaded, a fence on the east and
south side to the front of the building on the property line. John Woffinden seconded the
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motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for comments. There were no comments.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Alan Christensen, John
Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and Keith Richan. All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
GASSER ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.78 ACRES AT 1195 EAST 50 SOUTH.
Chairman Hansen turned the time over to Rod Despain for comments.
Mr. Despain stated Mr. Blake was out of town at this time. Mr. Despain stated this project is not a
senior housing project but a skilled nursing facility similar to Heritage Care Center. He stated the
major change in the request is the zoning; the zone would be the Professional Office zone rather
than the residential zone. In discussions with Mr. Blake, Mr. Despain was informed they are in the
process of annexing the property to both the east and the west and has requested he not be
required to provide a site plan at this time until such time as the adjacent property was annexed
also.
Mr. Despain stated there are some minor changes to the annexation agreement. The water rights
will be the default of three acre feet.
Chairman Hansen asked that the agreement read "50 South" instead of "Main Street" on
attachment two.
Mr. Hadfield noted that as American Fork brings in the Woods and Guth property for
annexation, we should annex to the same Pleasant Grove boundary line. He stated that only part
of the Guth property would be in American Fork; the front portion containing the home would
remain in Pleasant Grove.
Mr. Despain stated there are medical offices to the North and to the West; that area is already in
the Professional Office zone. He commented this is an appropriate action and if they agree they
should recommend this to the City Council that they schedule a zoning hearing. Mr. Despain also
commented the motion should also recommend approval of Annexation Agreement.
Mr. Woffinden stated he had a question on page three, line 17 where they were rounding down
the number of acres used in calculating water rights. Mr. Despain stated the city does not take
water rights on public streets, which is why the number went down.
Mr. Richan indicated that page one should have "2002" in place instead of "2001." He asked if 50
South was considered Main Street. Mr. Despain stated the city refers to it as 50 South.
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Mr. Richan motioned to recommend this Annexation Agreement to the City Council noting
the City Council needs to schedule a zone hearing. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Keith Richan, Alan
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and John Woffinden. All were in favor;
the motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
VACHER ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 7.99 ACRES AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH.
Mr. Despain stated this is a revised draft of the annexation agreement. The difference is the
zoning of the property, the water right requirements, and the annexation concept plan. The
proposed change on attachment three is the major change; he indicated majority of the property is
in the R2~ 7500 zone with the exception of the three existing dwellings. The water rights would
diminish slightly due to the reduced number of dwellings. Attachment four is the annexation
concept plan is based on a twin home subdivision plan with 19 lots; all would qualify as twin home
lots and would be consistent with the General Plan. Mr. Despain stated if they approve this
request they need to forward it to the city council as an amended annexation agreement with a
recommendation for a zone change hearing.
Mr. Christensen asked what happens with the drainage. Mr. Hadfield stated that issue would be
addressed on the preliminary plat.
Keith Richan motioned to recommend this request to the City Council with a note to schedule
a zone change hearing. Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Alan Christensen, Keith
Richan, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and John Woffinden. All were in favor; the
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE FORD NO.2
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 2.477 ACRES AT 938 SOUTH 470 EAST.
Ross Ford was present to answer any questions.
Mr. Hadfield stated the Highland W oodworks building was in Annexation # 1.
Mr. Despain stated the issues with this parcel is that there is no access to this property until such
time as the Auto Mall Drive extension takes place with the Boyd Williams Annexation except
around the Highland Woodworks building. They have dedicated a portion of the property for a
road. Mr. Despain stated the other issue is the water rights; they are using the default number. He
stated he did not know of a specific plan for development. Mr. Despain stated the right~of~way
gives access to the rear of the property. This parcel would be in the GC~2 zone, which is consistent
with the Boyd Williams Annexation and the General Plan.
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Mr. Ross Ford stated he has a copy of the quit claim deed signed over to the city.
Mr. Despain stated this is a simple request which will require a hearing relative to zoning.
Keith Richan moved to recommend approval of Annexation Agreement with a proposal for the
City Council to schedule a zone hearing. Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Keith Richan, Alan
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and John Woffinden. All were in favor;
the motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE FRANK BROWN
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 4.829 ACRES AT 1100 SOUTH 400 EAST.
Mr. Despain stated that Ken Holmstead has intentions of purchasing this property, which is north
of the new Beehive Clothing Mill. Mr. Holmstead is wanting an office/warehouse on the front of
the property and a storage shed development at the rear of the property. Mr. Despain stated the
proposal is to place the property in the PI zone, which is consistent with the General Plan. He
commented the Planning Commission might want to require a site plan but it would not be
necessary to do so as the Planning Commission would need to give site plan approval for
development. Mr. Hadfield stated the Planning Commission would have to see the plans before
they could approve the site plan. Mr. Despain stated the burden is on us to make sure the future
plans would be compatible with the zone.
Mr. Despain stated his major concern is the amount of right~of~way that would be needed on 1100
South to be adequate for the amount needed to be equal to the Transportation Element of the
General Plan, but he felt it could be worked out.
Mr. Despain stated attachment two showed the general location of the right~of~way area to be
deeded to American Fork City, but it is outlined that it is intended to be determined by the City
Engineer. He stated that without any plans it is assumed the water rights will be equal to the
default. Mr. Despain commented if they feel comfortable with this they could motion to
recommend approval of the annexation agreement and to establish a zone hearing to place the
property in the Planned Industrial zone.
Keith Richan motioned to recommend sending the annexation agreement to the City Council
and to schedule a zone hearing to place the property in the Planned Industrial zone. John
W offinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Keith Richan, John
Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and Alan Christensen. All were in favor;
the motion carried.

10

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE FOR OFF STREET PARKING
REQUIREMENTS IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA.
Mr. Despain stated the easiest way for the off street parking requirements to take place is as an
amendment to the current ordinance. He stated he prepared a short amendment to the current
parking resolution. Mr. Despain stated that there were three conditions proposed. First, the area
included in the downtown parking area is identified on the map; the building must be located
wholly within the downtown parking area. It was pointed out that Robinson Park was included in
the area but should be taken out. Second, the proposal would not extend the outer perimeter of
building on lot nor would a waiver apply to new construction on vacant lots. Third, any
reconstruction or expansion of any existing building shall not have the effect of increasing the
gross floor area of the existing building in excess of two thousand square feet. Councilman
Hampton proposed limited expansion potentiaL Mr. Despain stated that in further discussion a
fourth item was included, which was that expansion would not eliminate any existing parking. Mr.
Despain indicated the fourth item is not in the memo but was brought up in discussion to add as a
fourth item. Mr. Despain commented that some expansion needs to allowed, but should be
limited so it will not adversely affect the parking.
Mr. Richan stated he did not see any other options. Mr. Despain stated that some time in the
future the city will become involved in parking for the downtown area. He said if this is
acceptable, the motion would be to modify the parking resolution to include the exception and
would then be forwarded to the City CounciL

Mr. Christensen asked if the city could require some sort of payment for the future parking needs.
Mr. Despain stated if the city did collect fees for this then the citizens would be asking the city to
get additional parking right now, which is not what the city wants to do at this time. Mr.
Christensen stated he had read where some cities are trying to encourage walking by reducing the
parking requirements.
Alan Christensen motioned to recommend the modification to the Parking Resolution
minimum standards on parking as outlined which includes the removal of Robinson Park from
the downtown area. John Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting "aye," Alan Christensen, John
Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and Keith Richan. All were in favor; the
motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield stated city staff had spent several hours meeting with the developers on the west side.
He also reported the next Planning Commission meeting would be held on July 17, 2002, at the
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School District Offices.
OTHER BUSINESS
Steve and Karen Coone were present to ask the Planning Commission members for their opinion
on a possible zone change request. Mr. and Mrs. Coone stated they would like to move their
business into the house located at 259 North 100 East. Their business is a home health agency;
they dispatch nurses out to patients. They are also a payroll business for small companies. In
order for them to operate out of this home they would need a zone change from the current zone
to the Professional Office zone. Currently, there is a veterinarian office on the northwest corner of
100 East and 200 North but it is limited to the structure; the area to the north of that office is in
the R4~7500 zone.
Mr. Despain stated this is a residential area; they looked at this as a home occupation but they will
not be occupying the residence. The options would be to put it in a Professional Office zone or to
modify the ordinance to allow something bigger than a home occupation in a residential zone. Mr.
Despain stated he isn't apprehensive about this primarily because the work is done over the phone.
His concern is that they would need a very tight rule for the next guy or they need to say that
residential zones are fair game.
Mr. Hadfield asked if this would be considered a historic building; if so, they can run a business
out of the home if it is maintained. He stated they might want to look at this again and go to site
plan again to be put on the Planning Commission agenda for an action item.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to look into this subject.
Chairman Hansen asked for any other business.
Mr. Hadfield reminded the members the next meeting will be July 17, 2002, at the School District
Office Building. He also noted the current Development Code books for each of the members.
Mr. Despain stated the City Council unanimously agreed to change the location of the fire and
ambulance building to Chipman Park. He felt that they did not look at it thoroughly. Mr.
Hadfield commented the motion did include a two story building on 300 East Main.
Mr. Christensen thanked the city staff for the new Development Code. He commented the
Coones wanted a business on a major arterial road; residential homes on that particular road
would be hard due to the amount of traffic and felt a different use would not be so bad. Mr.
Despain stated there has been resistance to moving commercial to the north on 100 East. Mr.
Richan stated he had concerns on commercializing 100 east.
Mr. Woffinden stated he would like to see the opening up of 560 West. Mr. Hadfield stated the
only way that would make that happen is if people filled the Council Chambers voicing their
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desire for the road to open up.

JUNE 5, 2002, MINUTES
There were no minutes for approval at this time.
ADJOURNMENT
Keith Richan motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:45p.m. John Woffinden seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

Terilyn L rker
Building Inspections/Public Works

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 17, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on July 17, 2002, in the Alpine School District Administration Building, 575 North
100 East, commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action for a proposed road extension of Harvey Boulevard from Cedar Hills
City limits to 900 East at 1700 North.
2. Review and action on placement of a home at 259 North 100 East in the Historic Overlay
zone.
3. Review and action on a request by Simmons Outdoor Media Group to relocate a billboard
in the Utah Valley Business Park at approximately 735 East & I-15 .
4. Review and action on a site plan for a cellular tower at 858 East 1100 South.
5. Review and action on a site plan for an LDS Chapel at 1152 North 400 West.
6. Review and action on the final plat of Temple Springs Subdivision Plat A consisting of 9
lots at 580 North 1100 East.
7. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of
5 lots at 250 West 300 North.
8. Review and action on a revised preliminary plat for Adams Court Subdivision Plat A
consisting of2 lots at 151 West 300 North.
9. Review and action on the final plat of Adams Court Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2
lots at 151 West 300 North.
10. Review and action on a preliminary plat of Salazar Estates Subdivision Plat A consisting
of 2 lots at 485 South 100 East.
11. Review and action on the final plat of Salazar Estates Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2
lots at 485 South 100 East.
12. Review and action on a zone change request 362 South Storrs Avenue from the existing
RA-1 zone to the R1-7500 single-family residential zone.
13 . Review and action on a revised annexation concept plan for the Harbor Road Annexation
Plat A at 660 South 100 West consisting of9.67 acres.
14. Discussion on the annexation concept plan for the Harbor Road Annexation Plat B at
approximately 900 South 240 West consisting of 153 .62 acres.
15. Discussion on the inner block ordinance.
16. Discussion on a proposed zone change from the R1-9000 and R1-15 ,000 single-family
residential zones to the PR-9000 Planned Residential zone for 12.02 acres at 830 North
1120 East.
17. Discussion on Senior Housing Projects and Senior Living Communities.
18. Site Plan Committee Report.
19. Other business.
20. Review and action on the June 5, 2002, minutes.
21. Review and action on the June 19, 2002, minutes.
22. Adjournment.
Dated this 9 day of July, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULY 17,2002

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 17, 2002, at the
Alpine School District Administration Building, 575 North 100 East, commencing at 7:15p.m.
Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, and John
Woffinden. Others present included *J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, David
Bunker, Donney Salazar, John Pace, Cregg Winters, Bonnie Winters, Clyde Baxter, Blake
Baxter, Charlotte Hutchinson, Danny 0 Hutchinson, Donna Dean, Jim Cates, Karen Coon, Steve
Coon, Reggie Lisle, Debra Aston, Michael Aston, Judy Schefchik, David Peterson, Roger
Dudley, Skip Livingston, Marcia Livingston, Gary Devincent, Larry Howden, Steve Sowby,
Paul Washburn, Dennis Butler, Wayne Christensen, Neal Christensen, and Barbara Christiansen,
a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and Councilman Hunter.
REVIEW AND ACTION FOR A PROPOSED ROAD EXTENSEN OF HARVEY
BOULEYARD FROM CEDAR HILLS CITY LIMITS TO 900 EAST AT 1700 NORTH
David Bunker, Town of Cedar Hills Engineer, said Cedar Hills has been looking at the proposed
road extension for some time. He pointed out that there is an elementary school being built on
Harvey Boulevard just to the east of 900 East. He said the boundaries for the elementary school
take in part of Cedar Hills, part of Pleasant Grove and part of American Fork. He said it is hoped
that the school will be a pedestrian school where kids will walk to school. He stated that with a
new school there will be additional traffic. He said they are proposing to extend Harvey
Boulevard from Cedar Hills Town limits to 900 East at 1700 North.
Mr. Bunker explained that the proposal is to have 25 feet of asphalt with a two-foot curb and
gutter and a 5-foot sidewalk section. He said the proposed road extension will be striped for two
lanes and there will be no parking. Future development of the Harvey Property to the north will
complete the rest of the road to the full width.
Mr. Bunker said it is also proposed to extend the water line and tie to the existing line to the
Lone Peak Subdivision.
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed road extension has been on Cedar Hill's master plan for some
time. He said the road extension is important to Cedar Hills.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that American Fork City is looping Cedar Hills water through the Lone
Peak Subdivision. He explained how the water line will be extended.
Mr. Hadfield said American Fork City has worked together with Cedar Hills on the proposed
road extension for some time. He stated that the road is in American Fork, but Cedar Hills is
recommending the extension and is paying for it.
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Mr. Despain said the proposed road extension is on Cedar Hill's General Plan. He said that a
portion of the road has actually been acquired by Cedar Hills and it is in Cedar Hill' s name. He
said in terms of the right-of-way, "it is a combination of ownerships." He said American Fork
City acquired part of the right-of-way as part of the Stratton Annexation. Mr. Despain said the
proposed road extension will provide access to the new elementary school, but it will also
continue to the east connecting to 4000 West and continue to the Canyon Road. He said the
proposed road extension is a significant east-west route for Cedar Hills, but it still provides a
further east-west alignment for American Fork. He said the proposed road extension has also
been on American Fork City's major street plan as well.
Chairman Hansen asked how soon the road will be constructed.
Mr. Bunker said, "it depends on how fast they can get the telephone boxes relocated." He said
they would like to start construction on the road extension next month.
There was some discussion about who will own and maintain the road. Mr. Despain said the
portion of the road that is owned by American Fork City will American Fork City's
responsibility and the portion owned by Cedar Hill's will be Cedar Hill's responsibility. He said
he assumes that American Fork City and Cedar Hills will work together to decide who will plow
the snow off the road.
Mr. Bunker said "it is my gut feeling that since it (the road) is next to Harvey Boulevard that
Cedar Hills will probably just keep it (the snow) off the road."
Mr. Baldwin said the issue of who will maintain the road "is a fundamental thing that needs to be
addressed" at some point.
Mr. Hadfield stated that American Fork City does have an interlocal agreement with Cedar Hills
in regards to police services. He said that he does not think there will be a problem to create
another interlocal agreement with Cedar Hills that addresses the snow removal issue for the
proposed road.
Mr. Christensen said that it would be safer for the children if a park strip were put in. He pointed
out that when the snow is plowed it will just end up on the sidewalk, if there is not a planter strip.
He asked if there was any Way to move the boundary line to the south so that a planter strip could
be put in.
Mr. Despain said they could look at trying to move the boundary line to the south, but the
northern portion of the right-of-way will not be available until the white house is sold and the
area is developed for other purposes. He said he does not know if there is enough space to put in
the two lanes of road, the sidewalk and the planter strip.
Mr. Bunker said if they put in the 5-foot planter strip, they will not be able to have 25 feet for the
two lanes.
Mr. Christensen asked if they could extend the right-of-way to the south side.

In response to Mr. Christensen's above question, Mr. Bunker said "possibly."
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Mr. Despain said the Strattons could be talked to see if they would be willing to dedicate some
more property for the right-of-way.
After some discussion about whether the right-of-way could be extended to the south, Mr.
Hadfield suggested that staff be allowed to work the details to see if the right-of-way could be
extended to the south.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the road extension of Harvey Boulevard from Cedar Hills
City limits to 900 East at 1700 North subject: (1) there being a review with American Fork
City about how the road will be maintained and (2) staff's review of the cross section verses
the right-of-way considering the safety of children that may be walking along that road.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PLACEMENT OF A HOME AT 259 NORTH 100 EAST IN THE
HISTORIC OVERLAY ZONE
Mr. Coon stated that he owns the property located at 271 North 100 East so if additional parking
were required, they could use this property to meet the parking requirements.
There was some discussion about whether the home is on the historical landmark register or
whether the City Council has designated the home a local historic significance. Mr. Despain
stated that he did not know if the home was on the historical landmark register or whether the
City Council had designated the home a local historic significance. He said that he was not able
to find the list of structures that have been designated by the City as structures that are of local
historic significance. He said he will continue to do some research to find out if the home is on
the City's local historic significance list. Mr. Despain suggested that any approval be subject to
the home already being on the City's list of significant historical structures, the national
historical landmark register, or it being placed on the City's list of significant historical
structures.
Mr. Hadfield said in the City Council Chambers there are two block maps that show the old part
of the community and show the homes that are of historic significance to the community and the
home located at 259 North 100 East is one of the homes designated on the maps as being of
historical significance.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is so incidental that he does not think additional parking
will be needed. He said part of his concern is that it seems the applicant is proposing to solve
some of the problems at 259 North by doing something at 271 North. He stated that both
structures are not commercial structures. He said only the southern structure is considered for a
commercial use. He said the northern structure is still occupied as a residence. Mr. Despain
said if additional parking is required at 259 North, then the driveway would need to continue to
the rear of the building and the parking would need to be provided on the site and not on the
adjacent residence to the north.
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Mr. Hadfield pointed that the ditch on 259 North is piped in front. He also pointed out that there
is curb and gutter in front of259 North. He said if it is decided that 271 North is an integral part
of259 North, then there are going to have to be some improvement done to 271 North. He
stated that there is an open ditch on 271 North. He said if259 North stands on its own, then the
improvements are in place.
It was discussed that 259 North should stand on its own.

Mr. Baldwin pointed out that 271 North is not on the register as a historic structure. He said at
this time they could only taken action on the property located at 259 North 100 East. Mr.
Baldwin asked the applicant if it would affect his plans if they only change the zone for the
property located at 259 North.
Mrs. Coons stated that their plans would not be affected if271 North was not included in the
zone change.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the only action that is being requested is to address the inclusion of 259
North into the historic overlay zone.
Mr. Despain said the request is also to approve the site plan.
Mr. Baldwin asked if they have adequate information on the site plan to approve it now.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Chairman Hansen said "I think so."
It was discussed that any improvements to the site have to be compatible with the historical
character.

Mr. Christensen asked if the parking is adequate
Mr. Despain said that the applicants have indicated that the office building will be very low
impact and that people come on an individual basis to pick up their assignments. He stated that
there are no big meetings and people come periodically throughout the day and so that is why
they are not forcing the issue of having increased parking spaces.
Chairman Hansen stated that if the parking needs increase, they could create additional parking
to the rear of the building.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the placement of the home at 259 North 200 East in the
historic overlay zone subject to: (1) a determination that it meets the ordinance
requirements for such placement (2) with a finding that the parking as described is
adequate with the notation that if additional parking is needed, more parking could be
added in the rear.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY SIMMONS OUTDOOR MEDIA GROUP TO
RELOCATE A BILLBOARD IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK AT
APPROXIMATELY 735 EAST & 1-15
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Simmons Outdoor Media currently has a billboard located on Dr.
Roper's property, which is in the County. He said that Simmons Outdoor Media is requesting to
relocate the billboard that is on Dr. Roper's property to property in the Utah Valley Business
Park. He said Simmons Outdoor Media has indicated that the Ropers are anxious to have the
billboard off of their property because they see it as an encumbrance to future development. Mr.
Hadfield stated that Simmons has a contract with Woodbury to relocate the billboard in the Utah
Valley Business Park.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the proposed billboard cannot be larger than the current bill
billboard. He pointed out the billboard will be 14' X 48 ', which is the same size as the current
billboard.
Mr. Hadfield recommended that any approval be subject to the Ropers being signatory to the
relocation of the billboard. He said that he talked to the Ropers and they indicated that they do
have a contract with Simmons and they want to make sure the contract is upheld.
Chairman Hansen asked if there are any problems with relocating the billboard in the Utah
Valley Business Park.
Mr. Despain said it might also be a good idea to have Woodbury sign off on the relocation of the
billboard because technically it does modify the Utah Valley Business Park Site Plan.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Planning Commission wanted to take action tonight on the
proposed request or if it wanted to defer action until someone from Simmons is present and until
they have the approval information from Woodbury and the Ropers.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the proposed billboard will comply with the interstate overlay zone.
Mr. Despain said he suspects that the billboard would be in compliance with the interstate
overlay zone, but said it would be wise to get confirmation from UDOT.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this until: (1) they can get input from both the Ropers and
Woodbury and (2) there is a review of the overlay zone to make sure the proposed
billboard will be in compliance with the interstate overlay zone.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Christensen stated that the site plan ought to include more detail.
Mr. Baldwin said one reason he moved to table this item is because there is not enough detail on
the site plan.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A CELLULAR TOWER AT 858 EAST 1100
SOUTH
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There was no discussion on this item. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS CHAPEL AT 1152 NORTH 400
WEST
Mr. Hadfield said that the OS&Y needs to be within 100 feet of the closest fire hydrant. He said
the fire hydrant needs to be relocated so that the OS&Y and fire hydrant are within 100 feet of
each other.
Mr. Hadfield said the storm drain detail has been provided and it has been found that the three
sumps that are on site will work. He said the Irrigation Company needs to approve the site plan
because of the diversion box that is in the southeast comer of the property.
Dennis Butler, representative for the LDS Church, stated that the diversion box just needs to be
lowered to grade level. He said he has talked to the Irrigation Company about the diversion box.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City needs to receive a letter of approval from the Irrigation
Company.
Chairman Hansen asked if the driveway on the south that comes out on 1120 North is across
from 350 West.
Mr. Hadfield said the driveway is in the middle of 350 West as you go north.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there are any concerns with the proposed landscaping.
Mr. Hadfield said he felt the landscaping plan was superior to some other landscaping plans that
the City has seen before. He said he thought the landscaping plan was adequate.
There was some discussion that the landscaping plan was inadvertently not included in the
Planning Commission packets. Mr. Hadfield said the Technical Review Committee reviewed the
landscape plan, but when the information was submitted for the Planning Commission packets
there was not a landscape plan included.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about the proposed landscaping. He stated that it is never
good to put sod on slopes that are steeper than 4 to 1 because it is hard to mow and maintain.
He also said that it will be hard to get a lawn mower up by the wall. He said most people like to
have a mow strip so one does not have to weed up against the boulders.
Mr. Butler stated that on the top of the wall they do have a 5-foot utility easement so there would
not be lawn. He said it would just be shrubbery. He said the part on top of the wall can be
mowed.
It was discussed that there is usually a concrete mow strip for the vinyl fence.

Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about the proposed lighting.
Mr. Hadfield said he felt the lighting was adequate.
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Mr. Baldwin said it is a good idea to have additional lighting. He said there is still the possibility
of kids running into the parking area and cars coming into the parking lot.
Mr. Christensen again expressed concern about the proposed landscaping. He said the parking
lot area to the north and east comer is a just a sea of asphalt.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for an LDS Chapel at 1152 North 400 West
subject to: (1) the relocation of the OS&Y or the fire plug so the standards are met (2) the
fence design being signed off by the neighbors (3) irrigation company approval being
obtained and (4) review of the landscape plan.
It was again discussed that there was no landscape plan included in the Planning Commission
packet. Mr. Christensen stated that the Planning Commission should have had a landscape plan
to review.

Mr. Hadfield indicated that when the information was submitted to be included in the Planning
Commission packets there was no landscape plan included.

Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Christensen
abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF TEMPLE SPRINGS SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 9 LOTS AT 580 NORTH 1100 EAST
Mr. Hadfield explained that the Planning Commission had some concerns on the preliminary plat
in regards to how the proposed project will be sewered and on the depth of the sewer. He said
the applicant has shown that the project can be sewered with acceptable grades. He said there
were also some drainage issues associated with the preliminary plat, but those have now been
resolved.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the plans and profiles did not give distances and grades.
Mr. Hadfield stated that on the preliminary plat it also stated that a soils report and a pavement
design would be submitted.
Roger Dudley stated that they have a soils report and a pavement design.
Mr. Dudley said one requirement of staff was to put a note on the plat concerning restrictions of
basements. He said they would like to alter the note on the plat. He said the note on the plat
currently states that the area is in a historical, high ground water area and basement restrictions
will be required. Mr. Dudley said he thinks there are some lots where basements could be
allowed, especially on Lots 7, 8 and 9. He said they would like to change the note to read as
follows: "that basement restrictions may be required" so they can deal with each individual lot
to determine whether a basement could be allowed.

7

In response to Mr. Dudley's request to change the note on the plat to state that basement
restrictions may be required, Mr. Hadfield said that type of note is not uncommon. He said the
proposed note was acceptable.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Temple Springs Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 9 lots at 580 North 1100 East subject to: (1) provision to engineer that the
distance and grades, soils report, pavement design, and (2) that basements have a geo-tech
review prior to the approval of the building permit.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the motion should also include something about the need to have the
downstream water users sign off.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include subject to agreement with the downstream
water users being provided.
Mr. Christensen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF LITTLE HILL SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield stated that he has presented a number of things to David Peterson that need to be
addressed on the final plat, i.e. building envelopes, addresses of lots, and subdivision
monuments.
Mr. Hadfield said it appears that there are some gaps and overlaps. He said there will need to be
some boundary line agreements with a number of the neighbors.
It was discussed that the utilities will be designed for twin homes.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are existing structures on the site that will need to be
demolished. He said necessary permits will need to be obtained before the buildings are
demolished.
Mr. Hadfield said a soils report and a letter from the Irrigation Company needs to be provided to
the City.
David Peterson said he talked to Travis Fraughton, Water Master for the Irrigation Company,
today and he indicated that the main ditch that feeds the property to the west is south of their
properties.
Mr. Hadfield asked if there is a ditch on the west of the property.
Mr. Peterson said there is not a ditch on the west of the property.
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Mr. Hadfield asked Mr. Peterson to have Mr. Fraughton provide the City with a letter of
approval from the Irrigation Company.
Mr. Hadfield stated that water rights will be required for the additional structures.
Mr. Hadfield asked that the lots face the cul-de-sac so that people who live on 300 North will not
have to back onto 300 North.
After Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain said the proposed use meets the
zoning requirements.
Mr. W offinden said the actual boundary between the property proposed for development and the
properties on the west side are "awfully close."
Mr. Peterson said the homes are actually really close to the property line. He said the property
lines are depicted as they exist.
Mr. W offinden asked if the setback requirements will be met for the existing homes.
Mr. Peterson said he did not know if the setback requirements are met for the existing homes.
Mr. Hadfield said it is Mr. Winter's garage that is actually close to the boundary line. He said
the proposed plan shows the property line going in about 5-feet inside Mr. Winter's garage.
Mr. Woffinden said the way the property lines are shown on the proposed plan is really
confusing.
Mr. Hadfield said he is not sure if the property lines are accurately depicted.
Mr. Peterson stated that the homes are actually close to the fence.
Mr. W offinden said they need to know what is actually on the ground.
Mr. Peterson said the legal descriptions are accurate, but he will verify them.
Mr. Peterson asked if the existing homes needs to meet the setback requirements on their existing
property.
In response to Mr. Peterson's question, Mr. Hadfield said "no both of those are garages and they
are on the zero lot line."
Mr. Hadfield again stated that he does not think the property lines are accurately rendered.
Mr. Despain said he is not sure how or under what circumstances the existing buildings were
allowed to go that close to the property line. He explained that the separation requirements are
not from the existing building, but are from the property line. He said if the buildings are
setback 30-feet from the property line, then they meet the setback requirement.
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There was a lot of discussion on the property lines. It was discussed that the property lines need
to be clarified for accuracy.
There were several people present who live in the neighborhood where the property proposed for
development is located. Danny Hutchinson, one of the neighbors who lives in the neighborhood,
asked the neighbors present to stand so the Planning Commission could see the numerous
neighbors that are concerned about the proposed development. Mr. Hutchinson said the
neighbors have some concerns about the proposed development. He said that it does not seem
that there has been given any consideration to the fact that about 20 or 40 people will live on 1 12
acres. He said that it does not seem that there has been any consideration given to the fact that
many of the homeowners have lived in their single-family homes for 50 or 60 years without
rentals or duplexes in their neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson expressed concern about the increased traffic that will be generated with the
proposed development. He also expressed concern about the low price of the proposed units.
It was discussed that the units will probably sell for $110,000 and $120,000 per unit. Mr.
Hutchinson expressed concern about how the proposed development will affect the property
values of the existing homes in the neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson also expressed concern about the units becoming rental units. He said that all of
the 10 units proposed for development could become rental units. He said typically rental units
bring with them people who are not interested in the community because they are not planning
on staying. He said people who rent are also typically not interested in the neighborhood or their
religious affiliation. He said he lived across from a rental for 20 years and hated it and that is
why he moved to where he currently lives.
Mr. Hutchinson said many of the neighbors who live in the neighborhood where the
development is proposed are opposed to it. He said his recommendation is that the City
mandate to the developer the idea of single-family homes or twin homes. He said there is
sufficient property to build seven or eight nice homes.
Mr. Hutchinson said that the neighbors all knew that when Keith Wagstaff died that his property
would sell and be developed, but there are a lot of things that can be developed on 1.67 acres
other than what is being proposed. He said it is discouraging to hear that 10-units are being
proposed for development on the property in their neighborhood.
Judy Shefchik expressed concern about how the proposed development would impact the safety
of the neighborhood in regards to traffic issues. She said that her daughter was hit by a vehicle
on the hillside. She said the City has redone the hill to make it more safe, but she said people
who live on that side of the street will still have to cross 300 North to get to Shelley Elementary
and will have to cross to the north to get to the High School and Jr. High School.
Ms. Shefchik said that after her daughter was hit she talked to the City to see if they could put in
a 4-way stop to slow the traffic down. She said she was told that a 4-way stop could not be
installed because the City needs that route to be a thoroughfare for fire engines, for the police or
whatever. She said the traffic on 300 North still exceeds the posted speed limited. She said she
is concerned about the safety of the potential children that will live in the proposed units. She
said there is very little open space for the children to play on in the proposed development.
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Ms. Shefchick pointed out that there have been several accidents on both comers of that street on
300 North. She stated that no one drives 30 mph down the hill.
Debra Aston, who lives on the comer of200 West and 300 North said the City has made some
improvements to the hill to make it more safe, but there are still accidents. She said she has
already had two cars end up in her yard. She said there are accidents constantly. She said with
more vehicles pulling in and out of the proposed development there could be more accidents.
Ms. Aston asked if there are any City ordinances about inner blocks that state that property can't
be landlocked.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City staff has looked at the inner block in the area where the
property is proposed for development and have found that the proposed development will not
landlock the inner block.
Ms. Aston said the proposed development will close off a piece of property that she owns.
Ms. Aston stated that there have been several accidents where cars have landed in her front yard.
She said that a dump truck almost landed in her front yard. She expressed concern that the
proposed development will generate more traffic, which will increase the likelihood of more
traffic in the area.
Bonnie Winters said if duplexes are developed on the property proposed for development she is
concerned about the "riffraff' that will live in the units. She also expressed concern about the
noise and loud music that may be generated by the residents who live in the proposed
development. She suggested that it would be better to have single-family, owner-occupied
homes built on the property.
Chairman Hansen said one cannot even control who lives or the level of noise that will be
generated from the residents who live in owner-occupied homes. He said he has seen some
owner-occupied homes that provide some interesting situations.
Shauna Searle said her property is located right behind the property that is proposed for
development. She asked what the landscaping plan is. She had some questions about the fence
that is located between her property and the Wagstaff Property.
Mr. Lisle stated that most of the fence around the property proposed for development is
barbwire. He said the existing fence to be replaced is the barbwire fence. He stated that there is
no intention of tearing down the Searle's fence because their fence is on their side of the
property. Mr. Lisle stated that they plan on putting a 6-foot vinyl fence all the way around the
property line of the property proposed for development. He said they would like to put up a
vinyl fence, but that has not been decided on yet. He said they are still working on the details of
the fence.
Chairman Hansen asked that Note #1 on the General Notes be changed from "Duplex
Development" to "Twin Home Development."
Mr. Hansen also asked that Note #7 be changed from "All lots will have double services to allow
the possible creation of twin homes in the future" to" All lots will have double services."
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Mr. Hutchinson asked why the units will only selling for $110,000. He asked why the units
could not be developed so they could sell for $220,000.
In response to Mr. Hutchinson's question, Mr. Lisle said "a lot of it is marketing." He said he
does not think the units will sell for $220,000 in the neighborhood where the units are proposed
to be developed.
Several neighbors pointed out that there were new homes across the street from the proposed
development that sold for around $220,000.
Mr. Lisle stated that those homes across the street from the proposed development sat on the
market for over a year before they sold.
Mr. Hutchinson said there is a market for twin homes in American Fork for retiring people, but
what is proposed does not look like twin homes. He said the proposed units look like lowincome housing.
Ms. Winters said the proposed development will drop the value of the existing homes in the
neighborhood.
Mr. Lisle said the neighborhood is an "older neighborhood." He said there have been
improvements made to the neighborhood, but generally speaking it is an older neighborhood. He
stated that the twin homes will be 2400 square feet, which will be larger than some of the
existing homes in the neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson asked about the construction materials that will be used on the proposed twin
homes.
Mr. Lisle stated that they would like to put brick on the exterior, but they are not sure if it will
just be on the front of the building.
Mr. Hutchinson asked if the units will be 2400 square feet on two floors.
Mr. Lisle said the total will be 4800 square feet, which is 2400 square feet per unit with a
basement. It was discussed that there will be 800 square feet per floor with two stories and a
basement.
Chairman Hansen explained to the neighbors that they would need to discuss their concerns
about speed and speed limit signs with the City Council.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the minimum building size for the property proposed for
development is 9000 square feet.
Mr. Woffinden asked Mr. Lisle how he defines an "older neighborhood." He also asked what is
wrong with an older neighborhood if it is kept up.
Mr. Lisle stated that he does not see anything wrong with an older neighborhood, but generally
the houses are smaller. He pointed out that the property proposed for development has a home on
it that is over 50 years old.
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Mr. Woffinden again asked Mr. Lisle what his definition of an "older neighborhood" was.
Mr. Lisle said he would consider a 50-year old house to be an older house. He said he does not
have a good answer in regards to what should be defined as an older neighborhood.
Mr. Baldwin stated that it has been reported by staff that the proposal complies with the City
regulations. He said one of the Planning Commission's primary responsibilities is to make sure
that a proposed project complies with the City regulations. He said many of the citizens present
tonight have talked about safety issues, which the Planning Commission is concerned about. He
said one thing that concerns him is that the street cross sections are designed to accommodate
much faster speeds than are posted. He said he lives on a street that is designed to accommodate
traffic at speeds of 50 mph, but the posted speed limit is only 25 mph. He said he is sympathetic
to the safety concerns, but as a member of the Planning Commission he has an obligation to see
that the City regulations are complied with. He stated that the Planning Commission is a
recommending body.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the preliminary plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A
consisting of Slots at 250 West 300 North subject to: (1) resolution of the gaps and overlaps
(2) that the General Notes #1 and #7 incorporate the twin homes and utilities for twin
homes (3) the existing structure demolition must comply with all current City regulations
(4) the soils report being provided to the City Engineer (5) approval from the American
Fork Irrigation Company (6) water rights as determined by the City Planner being
provided to the City (7) all internal traffic backing onto 250 West Circle, rather than onto
300 North Street.
Mr. Baldwin stated that there is no way to make a provision for income or rental requirements.
He said there are City regulations and federal regulations that require low-income housing to be
provided in American Fork.

The motion died for lack of a second.
Chairman Hansen then asked for an alternate motion.
Mr. Christensen said he agrees that the proposed development fits within the zone and he agrees
that the proposed development fits the regulations, but the Planning Commission has an
obligation to the property owners who own property near the proposed development. He said all
the property owners have a right to have their quality of life protected. He said laws are made
for people and by people, and are not just for an individual property owner. He said the
neighborhood may be an older neighborhood, but there are some who have lived in their homes
for 30 years or more who do not want the proposed development in their neighborhood. He said
he has an obligation to protect the quality of life of the existing residents who live in the
neighborhood so it makes it difficult for him to vote in favor of the motion.
Mr. W offinden said he agrees with Mr. Christensen. He said there are "way too many loop holes
in the plan" to approve it.
Mr. Peterson asked Mr. Woffinden to explain what the loopholes are.
Mr. W offinden told Mr. Peterson that when a plat is brought before the Planning Commission it
should not have several subject to items.
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Mr. Peterson said the surveyor that he used did a proper survey.
Mr. W offinden said he is not arguing about the surveyor. He said the Planning Commission
owes it to the residents of the City to do what is right for the City and not for one or two
developers.
Mr. Peterson said he is happy to meet the requirements.
Mr. Woffinden said there are too many concerns to approve the proposed project at this time.
Chairman Hansen again asked for an alternate motion.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is not able to come to any decision, then the
proposed preliminary would just go forward to the City Council without a recommendation from
the Planning Commission.

Mr. Woffinden moved to send the proposed preliminary plat to the City Council without a
recommendation from the Planning Commission and with the note that the Planning
Commission does not agree with the proposed plan.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield explained that after the preliminary plat goes to the City Council, the Planning
Commission will see the final plat. He said the boundary line agreements and conveyance of
water shares will need to be resolved at the final plat stage.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden and Mr. Christensen. Those voting nay: Mr. Baldwin
and Chairman Hansen. It was a tie vote. The action then became a tabled action so the
proposed preliminary plat will have to come back before the Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR ADAMS COURT SUBVISISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 151 WEST 300 NORTH
It was discussed that the proposal is different from what the Planning Commission has seen
previously. It was discussed that the earlier proposal showed three lots and that the current

proposal is for only two lots.
Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed plat needs to be corrected to say a two-lot subdivision,
rather than a three-lot subdivision.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plat meets the zoning requirements. He pointed out that in the
Technical Review Committee Meeting, staff recommended that the setback distances be greater
than the minimum to allow a car to tum around so that it would not have to back out onto 300
North. He stated that the applicant's have set the sump like staff recommended.
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Mr. Hadfield said there are some water shares that need to be conveyed and a letter of approval
from the American Fork Irrigation Company needs to be provided, but those issues are
associated with the final plat.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposal complies with the ordinance for twin homes. He said the
suggestion of creating a design that allows a car to tum around so it does not have to back onto
300 North is not a requirement. He said from a planning standpoint he thinks the proposed plan
is a less desirable development than the earlier proposed plan, but that is a moot issue at this
point.
Mr. Hadfield explained why he thought it would be appropriate for the City to participate in the
cost of the sump. He said the sump would help make it so that water would not end up clear
down to 200 North before the water was captured.
Mr. Hadfield also explained that the City ordinance requires off-street parking for two
automobiles. He said the off-street parking can't be part of the 30-foot setback.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the private right-of-way on the south end of the property exits onto 200
West.
It was discussed that the private right-of-way does exit onto 200 West.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the revised preliminary plat for Adams Court
Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2lots at 151 West 300 North subject to: (1) the label on the
plan being changed from 3 lots to 2 lots and (2) with the suggestion that if possible, the
egress be provided to the back of the property so that vehicles do not have to back onto 300
North.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
It was discussed that the suggestion in the above motion regarding providing the egress on the

back of the street was just a suggestion and not a requirement.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF ADAMS COURT SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 151 WEST 300 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield said the water shares need to be conveyed to the City.
Chairman Hansen asked if the multiple mailbox location was satisfactory.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question about the mailboxes, Mr. Hadfield said "yes and that
they will tum that issue over to the local postmaster."
It was discussed that approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company also needs to be

obtained.
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Mr. Christensen asked if the sidewalk in front is existing.
Mr. Hadfield said the sidewalk in front is existing.
It was discusses that if the existing sidewalk is not in good shape it will have to be replaced.

Mr. Hadfield said the City is still waiting for a boundary line agreement from the previous owner
Spencer King. The applicant stated that they have the boundary line agreement from Spencer
King.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the final plat of Adams Court Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 151 West 300 North subject to: (1) water rights being conveyed and
(2) the boundary line agreement being recorded.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SALAZAR ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 485 SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Board of Adjustment approved the division of the lots
with the 73 feet of frontage with no less than 7500 square feet of property.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the utilities are in place in the street. He said when the final plat is
discussed he will discuss the bonding requirements.
Mr. Hadfield said a letter of approval needs to be provided from the American Fork Irrigation
Company. He said when he talked to someone from the Irrigation Company they were
questioning how the people to the rear of the property proposed for development would receive
their water. He said the Irrigation Company indicated that they did not know where the ditch
was located.
The representative for the applicant explained that there is not a ditch located to the rear of the
property. The representative explained that there is a long culvert that goes across the freeway
that is about on the lot line.
Mr. Hadfield asked that the applicant obtain a statement or letter from the American Fork
Irrigation Company, which states that subdivision will have no impact on the irrigation system.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat of Salazar Estates Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 485 South 100 East subject to: (1) engineering reviewing the approval
from the American Fork Irrigation Company when it is submitted and (2) with the note
that the substandard dimensions were approved by the Board of Adjustment on March 21,
1995.
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Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the motion should be subject to water rights conveyance.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Hadfield said "no." He then explained that the final
plat should be subject to water rights conveyance.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SALAZAR ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 485 SOUTH 100 EAST
Mr. Hadfield stated that water rights need to be conveyed. He said there also needs to be a letter
of bonding for the improvements or the improvements can be put in prior to the recording of the
plat.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Salazar Estates Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 485 South 100 East subject to: (1) conveyance of the water rights and
(2) a letter of bonding for the improvements required by engineering.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Mr. Hansen. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST 362 SOUTH STORRS AVENUE
FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 ZONE TO THE R1-7500 ZONE SINGLE- FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL ZONE
It was discussed that some of the property involved in the proposed zone change is owned by
Leo Reimschussel and has not signed the Zone Change Application.

Marcia Livingston, who is requesting the zone change, stated that she did not know Mr.
Reimschussel needed to sign the Zone Change Application. She stated that Mr. Reimschussel is
in agreement with the proposed zone change.
Chairman Hansen said the Zone Change Application should be signed by Mr. Reimschussel
before the zone change request goes before the City Council.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern because Question #4 on the Zone Change Application was not
addressed. He said as long as the Zone Change Application asks why the zone change is
necessary to promote the health, safety, morals, and convenience or general welfare of the
public, then the question needs to be addressed. He asked Mrs. Livingston to address Question
#4.
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Mrs. Livingston stated that the zone change would contribute to the health because they would
tear down their old chicken coops, which in tum would make it so the chicken manure that has
been then for 100 years would no longer be there. She said the proposed zone change would
help with beautification, which might help the people in the subdivision to be more "grateful."
She stated that she is new to petitioning for a zone change and did not really know how best to
answer Question #4 on the Zone Change Application.
Mr. Baldwin told Mrs. Livingston that she is the victim. He said that he has talked to staff
numerous times about Question #4 on the Zone Change Application and it is still on the form.
He said if the Zone Change Application is going to continue to have Question #4 on it, then it
ought to be addressed. He said if they do not want Question #4 on the Zone Change Application,
then the form ought to be changed.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that a motion be made to amend the Zone Change Application.
Jim Cates said the proposed zone change would add to the aesthetic value of the property instead
of a having a vacant lot and eye sore. He said the zone change would also help with the safety
issues because the lot is intended to be developed so there is no longer a vacant lot. He said
anytime there is a vacant lot there are safety issues.
There was some discussion about why an R1-9000 Zone was not being requested. It was
discussed that because of the setback requirements the existing garage would have to be tom
down if the property were placed in the R1-9000 Zone and were subdivided.

Mr. Baldwin moved to forward the zone change request for 362 South Storrs Avenue from
the existing RA-1 Zone to the Rl-7500 Single-Family Residential Zone with the observation
that the zone change will provide for development of the area and will upgrade the
property for the benefit of the general public.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that it was discussed that Mr. Reimschussel needs to sign the Zone
Change Application because he is one of the property owners involved in the zone change. He
suggested that the motion include a note that Mr. Reimschussel needs to sign the plat.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that the zone change request needs to be
signed by Leo Reimschussel before it goes to the City Council.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE
HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION PLAT A AT 660 SOUTH 100 WEST CONSISTING OF
9.67 ACRES
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Mr. Despain explained that the property proposed for annexation is the same parcel of land that
Doug Warren sought annexation for some time ago. He said that Mr. Warren is no longer
involved in the project. He said that Bill Bang is the person that is now working on trying to get
the property annexed into the City.
Mr. Despain stated that while the proposal is in the form of a final plat it really is basically a
proposed replacement annexation concept plan to be placed in the annexation agreement. He
said technically action is not taken on replacement concept plans that are attached to annexation
agreements.
Mr. Despain pointed out that in April 2002, the Planning Commission looked at a possible
revised annexation agreement that was based on the some discussion from the new property
owner, Eric Thompson. He said the Planning Commission made some recommendation on the
proposed revised annexation agreement. He said the purpose of this item on the agenda is to
take any comment that the Planning Commission may have on the proposed revised annexation
concept plan and then the whole annexation agreement will need to come back to the Planning
Commission for action and approval before the agreement is sent forward to the City Council.
Mr. Despain also pointed out that in the April2002, Planning Commission Minutes, the minutes
state that Mr. Baldwin suggested that the proposed annexation should not proceed to the City
Council until the matter of the wetlands issue has been fully resolved and until the City has
notice from the Army Corp of Engineers that the issues are resolved.
Mr. Baldwin said there has been a change in the Army Corp of Engineer's stance since that
discussion was held in April 2002, but he said there is still the question of underground water
flow and downstream water users.
Mr. Despain said he does not think the Army Corp of Engineers has given up the claim of
responsibility or jurisdiction in regards to the wetland issues.
Mr. Baldwin said the water table is high in the area proposed for annexation and there are water
users rights that need to be addressed. He said if one starts cutting trenches the underground
water flow could be affected.
Mr. Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to consider resolving the wetland issues as part of
the annexation and not to hold it off to be resolved with the subdivision plat.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Lot #1 is adjacent to the common area. He suggested that the
common area be included as part of Lot #1 so that the homeowner who owns Lot #1 has some
responsibility for the retention area. He said if the common area were included with Lot #1 then
the subdivision would be a standard subdivision and a "quasi-homeowners association" would
not have to be created.
Mr. Despain said the City has contracted to have a firm to prepare a drainage study for the City.
He said one of the elements of the study is how to deal with the surface flows. He said the City
Council has been undecided about how to accommodate the storm water flows off of the
property and off the street. He said until the drainage study is done, the City is hesitant to take
ownership responsibility for the many storm drain ponds that have been proposed.
Mr. Christensen asked why the open space is being given up.
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Mr. Despain said the abandonment of the open space was done largely on the suggestion of staff
because it was a minor open space area to the rear of Lots 16, 17, 22, & 23. He said the open
space area was a mini park. He said the concern that City staff had with the small open space
area was that over time it would not be maintained.
Mr. Hadfield stated that one of Mr. Warren's proposals was to create a PUD and to have the
PUD own the lift station. He said in the past there has been some discussion about lift stations.
He said that he does not think lift stations are a consideration for the proposed project so there is
no legal reason to have a homeowners association for insignificant parcels of common space.
Chairman Hansen stated that Lots 27, 28, and 29 do not have any frontage. He said Storrs
Avenue is noticed, but it is outside of the annexation.
In response to Chairman Hansen's statement about Storrs Avenue being outside of the
annexation, Mr. Despain said that is correct. He said the ownership issue at 240 West or Storrs
Avenue is an issue that can be addressed at the time of development and not now.
Mr. Sowby said he thought Storrs Avenue was in the annexation.
Mr. Despain said Storrs Avenue might be in the annexation. He said he will check to see if
Storrs A venue is in the annexation. He said the ownership issue at 240 West or Storrs A venue
still needs to be resolved.
Mr. Sowby said the deed has been provided to the City.
Mr. W offinden stated that on 200 West Circle the offset should say east 30 feet, rather than west.
Mr. Despain said he still does not know where the Planning Commission is with the wetlands
issues. He asked if the wetland issues should be resolved before the annexation agreement
comes back to the Planning Commission for approval.
Mr. Baldwin said there are too many development questions that need to be addressed. He said
he concurs with Mr. Hadfield in that the wetland issues should be resolved at the
annexation stage rather than waiting for the subdivision stage.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Sowby what is happening with the wetland issues.
Mr. Sowby said the wetlands are currently in the process of being mitigated.
Jim Cates stated that the water should go to the south and to the west. He said the water users
who have water rights do not want storm sewer water in the irrigation water. He said the
irrigation water has to be protected.
Wayne Christensen said there are a number of drains between the north fence line of the property
proposed for development and 400 South between 100 West and Storrs Avenue. He said the
water has to be delivered to the west just as much as it has to be delivered to the south. He said
the water users do not want storm sewer water in the irrigation system.
Chairman Hansen stated that drainage is still an issue with the proposed annexation.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that in the next Planning Commission packet he will include a report from
RB&G Engineering regarding drainage.
Mr. Cates asked that this item be put at the beginning of the agenda.
DISCUSSION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION PLAT BAT APPROXIMATELY 900 SOUTH 240 WEST CONSISTING OF
153.62 ACRES
Two proposed concept plans were discussed (1) a standard subdivision approach and (2) a
variable lot approach, which has some small lots and large lots. Mr. Washburn pointed out that
on the variable lot proposal the smallest lot still exceeds the 9,000 square foot requirement.
Mr. Washburn stated that they are looking for a sense of direction from the Planning
Commission in regards to what it would like to see developed on the property proposed for
annexation.
Mr. Despain said there have been some earlier discussions about what can be done to
accommodate the natural conditions that exist on the properties that are located south ofi-15 and
what can be done to produce some design flexibility.
Mr. Despain stated that if a flexible lot subdivision lot approach will really meet the expectations
of what is envisioned to be built south ofl-15.
Mr. Despain stated that neither of the proposed plans take into account the natural limitations
that may be present on the site. He said one thing that may needed to be added to the preapplication studies is a natural limitations map, which shows the drainage channels that should
be left open and other things that need to be addressed.
Mr. Despain said neither of the proposed plans show the drainages as being open. He said the
question is what role does the Planning Commission have in instructing that the drainage remain
open.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about going away from the net area approach to
the gross area approach, which means that the issue of private roads or public roads would really
not matter.
Mr. Despain said there has also been some discussion about changing the open space
requirements for planned unit developments that are largely single-family in nature. He
explained that there is currently a 25% open space requirement, but there is some thought that it
could be changed to 20%.
Mr. Despain said another change that has been discussed in regards to PUDs is relative to public
streets and private streets. He said it is intended that both private and public streets would be
allowed in PUDS. He said if private streets are allowed, then they would continue the paved
alternative, but would also add a rural road alternative for a certain "single-lot kind of
development."

21

Mr. Despain said that there has also been some discussion about whether the footprint option
should be continued. He said it has been discussed that the footprint option could be amended to
create a building envelope option.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission how it felt about the two proposed alternatives.
Mr. Washburn said they are confused at this point. He said he does not know what the Planning
Commission would really like to see developed on the south side ofl-15. He said in regards to
the open space requirement he does not think having a 20% open space requirement will help
increase the size of the lots. Mr. Washburn said he has repeatedly heard the Planning
Commission say that it would like to have bigger lots with variety. He said the variable lot
approach is an attempt to provide some variety with bigger lots.
Mr. Washburn said in terms of keeping the waterways open they have been given contradictory
information. He said they were told to work with the Christensens and they do not want the
waterways left open. He said they need some direction about how the waterways should be
handled.
Mr. Washburn said he thinks the variable approach alternative is a good alternative. He said the
smallest lot still exceeds 9,000 square feet. He said if the Planning Commission would like to
see something different, then they would like to know what they would like to see developed.
Mr. Christensen said variable lot sizes are important. He said the natural features still have not
been responded to. He said the City is looking for a trail system and that still has not been
included in the proposed plan. He said the proposed plan has no open space connection to get
from one place to another. He again said there is no trail system. He said the proposed plans do
not accomplish what the City is looking for.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the Christensen's do not want a trail system across their property.
He pointed out that there are not a lot of natural waterways in certain areas of the property
proposed for development.
Mr. Alan Christensen said they have to look further down the road then just what the
Christensens (Wayne and Neil) are doing now.
Mr. Washburn said they are willing to pipe the waterways or leave them open.
Mr. Wayne Christensen pointed out where the North Hunter Slough and West Hunter Slough are
located. He stated that the sloughs have been in place since 1946. He said there are a multitude
of aquifers that are constantly flowing.
Mr. Hadfield was excused due to a family emergency.
Mr. Alan Christensen asked if the middle upper slough is open.
Mr. Wayne Christensen said that the middle upper slough is open.
Mr. Sowby said there really is only one open slough.
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Mr. Wayne Christensen said that all they want is their water delivered to them. He said the
whole thing is a system. He said when he says a system he means that there are claims on all the
water.
Mr. Washburn said they are happy to leave the sloughs open or pipe them. He said they have
talked to the Christensens and they would prefer that the sloughs be piped.
Mr. W offinden asked whether the sloughs could be incorporated with the low impact road
systems in order to get the water across the property.
Mr. Sowby said you either have to make the sloughs be open and leave the side sloped and make
a trail system or you have to pipe them.
There was some more discussion that the Christensens do not want the storm water sewer in the
irrigation water.
Mr. Woffinden stated that the low impact road system is supposed to clean the water.
Mr. Wayne Christensen stated that a lot of the Middle Hunter Slough water has been diverted
within the last 15 years and it needs to be returned. He said the water is being taken down Storrs
A venue right now.
Chairman Hansen asked how water rights are met.
Mr. Wayne Christensen said put in a pipe so that the water can be delivered to those who have
water rights.
Mr. Christensen stated that the City has allowed the water to be taken due south and it needs to
also be diverted to the west.
Mr. Sowby stated that the property owner is anxious to get the property annexed into the City.
He said they need some direction from the Planning Commission on what it would like to see
developed on the property proposed for annexation.
Chairman Hansen asked what other natural features there are besides the water. There was not
much discussion on what the other natural features are.
Mr. Christensen again expressed concern that there is not a trail system. He said he is looking
for a trail system. He said there is no open space. He said the natural features need to be
responded to.
Mr. Washburn said the natural features are pretty flat.
Mr. W offinden stated that the natural features are all water related
Chairman Hansen said he does not think they are trying to take away density. He said they are
looking at trails that provide open space and amenities that add value.
Mr. Christensen asked why the open space has to be the size that is proposed.
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Mr. Washburn said he just thought the City would like to have a park.
Mr. Sowby said the proposed open space is huge.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about the open space only being in one lot.
There was some discussion about where a trail system should be placed. Mr. W offinden said it
would be good to have the trail system parallel the water features. It was pointed out that the
water is only on one side of the street.
Jim Cates asked if the Planning Commission is asking the developers to create a trail system
similar to what has been done in Saratoga Springs, which is having a trail around the
development and not necessarily a trail that connects to another trail.
Mr. Christensen said he would like to see some way for people to walk to the park. He said trails
would increase the value of the lots.
Mr. Washburn asked which of the two alternatives the Planning Commission preferred.
Mr. Christensen said he likes the variable lot option.
Chairman Hansen said he is looking for something other than Virginia Ridge. He said he thinks
Virginia Ridge could have been a nicer development. He said a new ordinance needs to be
written that is not an Rl-9000 or R1-12,000. He said to destroy the land south ofl-15 by
allowing just straight subdivisions will be a disservice to the City. He said he still sees a straight
subdivsion in the proposed variable lot plan. He said he would like to see something else, but he
does not know how to express it. He said he would like to see a trail system.
Mr. Sowby said they can incorporate some trails.
Mr. Despain said that often times ordinances are created in a vacuum and one is never sure how
they will be interpreted. He said it is easier to find something that you like and then generate an
ordinance that accommodates the things you like.
Mr. Despain said he has tried to get a clear idea of what is expected south ofl-15, but he keeps
getting conflicting signals. He said the Mayor says that he would like large lots while others are
saying that they want flexibility, open space and trails.
There was some discussions about streets. Chairman Hansen suggested that they get rid of the
wide street requirement in some places. He also suggested that in some places a trail system
could be put in instead of a sidewalk. Chairman Hansen stated that the width requirements for
major collector class roads would have to be kept the same.
Mr. Despain asked if low impact streets would be public streets.
Both Mr. Woffinden and Chairman Hansen said low impact streets could be public streets.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about how they could incorporate the new standards for public
streets. He asked if that means that the City no longer wants 60-foot streets.
24

Chairman Hansen said he is not saying that they want to do away with all 60-foot streets. He
said only certain streets could be allowed to be narrower.
Mr. Despain raised the question of how they will determine who gets the narrow streets.
Mr. Washburn said one way of determining who will be allowed to put in narrower streets is
based on a traffic study. He said if a developer wants to put in narrower streets they should be
required to provide a traffic study that certifies that there is no reason that a certain street or
streets need to be 60-feet wide.
Mr. Christensen stated that he lived in Massachusetts and there was no curb and gutter for miles
and it was enjoyable.
Mr. Despain stated that it is so easy to say that one just needs to provide a traffic study to show
that narrow streets can be allowed until Dale Gunther shows up with a traffic study that shows
certain streets are not being used to their capacity and so he should not be required to put a road
out to 900 East. He expressed concern about traffic studies being used as a way to eliminate the
need for one to put in 60-foot wide streets.
Mr. Woffinden said "just because Gunther wants it done does not mean that it has to happen"
(does not mean that just because he provides a traffic study that shows the road out to 900 East
does not mean that he will not be required to put in the road out to 900 East).
Chairman Hansen stated that Mr. Despain needs to write an ordinance that addresses when
narrower streets will be allowed.
DISCUSSION ON THE INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission discussed the inner block ordinance a
couple of meetings ago and decided it did not want to change the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Sowby is proposing to do an inner block project. Attached is a copy
of the proposed inner block project, which is attached as ATTACHMENT #1. He said he does
not believe the proposed project meets the intent of the inner block project. He said he questions
whether the "stand alone" flag lots accessed over a very narrow driveway meet the intent of the
inner block ordinance.
Mr. Sowby said he is proposing what he is proposing because there is nothing else he can do
under the current inner block ordinance. He said he cannot do a standard subdivision. He said
he is using the section regarding flag lots in order to try to meet the requirements of the inner
block. He said he does not want to tear down the existing home.
Chairman Hansen read from the inner block ordinance where it states, "where, in the opinion of
the City Council, the project area contains unusual shapes or peninsulas, not readily accessed
directly from the proposed inner-block street, the City may approve a lot layout which includes
one or more flag lots." He stated that there is no proposed inner block street so a flag lot is not
permitted.
Mr. Sowby said he would like to get to the City Council to see if they will permit the proposed
project. He said the Planning Commission will not let him do a private street and he cannot get a
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public street. He said he is just proposing a way to beautify and clean up the area. He said there
is no intent to "circumvent the ordinance." He said he can do a an inner block street, if that will
help make it so he can do the two proposed flag lots.
Mr. W offinden expresses concern about who would enforce no parking on the private street if
the street is a private street. He said the City would have no jurisdiction to enforce no parking on
the private and narrow streets and cars should not be allowed to park on the private street
because it would be too narrow. He also expressed concern about how fire trucks would get
back to the homes.
Mr. Sowby said fire trucks would not need to go back on the private street because there is a fire
hydrant 200 feet away from the proposed lots.
Mr. W offinden said most fire fighter would want to get as close as they can to fight the fire.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Sowby that what he is really asking for is a flag lot development that
is not off a proposed inner block street.
Mr. Sowby said he can modify the plan slightly to make an inner block street.
Mr. Despain said that if the City wants to encourage the development of the interior of its blocks,
there are many ways to go about it. He stated that other cities have flag lot alternatives to
encourage the development of their inner blocks. He stated that inner block developments are ~
privilege and not a right.
Mr. Despain said the inner block ordinance was never intended to be used the way that Mr.
Sowby is interpreting it to do his proposed development. He stated that the inner block can be
developed, but the existing house would need to be tom down. He said the owner does not want
to tear down the house.
Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission would like to change the inner block
ordinance, then let him know and he can work on creating a new inner block ordinance.
Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission has just recently discussed whether it
would like to change the inner block ordinance and it decided that it had no desire to change the
ordinance.
Mr. Sowby said he understood that the Planning Commission did not want to change the inner
block ordinance so he is trying to work within the existing ordinance. He said Pleasant Grove
City encourages and approves developments like the one he is proposing.
In response to Mr. Sowby' s statement about Pleasant Grove encouraging developments like the

one being proposed, Chairman Hansen said "that is Pleasant Grove and not American Fork."
Mr. Despain explained that American Fork City has 10-acre blocks unlike many other cities. He
said the current inner block ordinance does not conveniently accommodate inner block
developments.
Chairman Hansen said there are better ways of developing the piece of property that is being
proposed for development.
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Mr. W offinden asked how many parcels of ground are in an inner block situation and cannot be
developed. Mr. Despain said there is a "significant amount of land" that is located in inner
blocks that is eligible for development.
Mr. Woffinden said it is his understanding that the majority of the people who live next to the
inner block areas do not want to see them developed, especially if rental type units are going to
be developed.
Mr. Sowby said he can do an inner block development if private streets were allowed.
Mr. W offinden expressed concern about who will maintain the street if it is private.
Mr. Sowby said if the project were done as a PUD, then the homeowners association would
maintain the private street.
Mr. Despain pointed out that some cities use a common drive alternative.
Mr. Baldwin said he is reluctant to go back to the City Council and suggest that the inner block
ordinance be changed after the Planning Commission just recently discussed that the inner block
ordinance does not need to be changed. He said the issue in regards to inner block projects is a
policy decision that should be addressed by the City Council.
Mr. Sowby said he does not know if he wants to appeal to the City Council to see if they will
allow the proposed project or to see if they want to change the inner block ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin said he is reluctant to recommend changing the inner block ordinance until the City
Council recommends that it be changed.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not necessarily think that current inner block ordinance is the best for
the City, but until the Planning Commission gets some feedback from the City Council he does
not feel the ordinance should be changed.
DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE FROM THE Rl-9000 AND Rl-15,000
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONES TO THE PR-9000 PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
ZONE FOR THE 12.02 ACRES AT 830 NORTH 1120 EAST
The Planning Commission felt the proposed project would be better in a different location in the
City. The biggest concern with the proposed project was the proposed assisted living structures.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that units like the assisted living facilities have to be spaced% of
mile apart from each other when they are located in a residential zone.
Mr. Sowby said if the Planning Commission is interpreting the assisted living facility like a
beehive home then he understands why they are only saying one facility is located with% of a
mile of each other. He said if they need to request that the property be placed in the PO-l Zone,
they could do that.
There was some discussion that there were certain commitments made to the LDS Church in
regards to the property proposed for development and the surrounding area when the LDS
Temple was built. It was discussed that one of the commitments was in regards to what the
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surrounding property would be zoned. It was discussed that the property would not be zoned
commercial or a PO-l Zone.
Mr. Sowby asked the Planning Commission to consider placing the portion of the property that is
not yet annexed into the City into the PO-l Zone and to make the entire development a condition
of annexation.
Chairman Hansen said the City has no interest in zoning part of the property as a PO-l Zone.
Vaughn Pulsipher discussed the proposed plan. He said that American Fork has the right
demographics for the proposed project. He said the elderly deserve to have the proposed project.
He said that he talked to Mr. Richan and he is a strong advocate for the proposed project. He
said that Mr. Richan has indicated to him that there are no senior housing projects in American
Fork to accommodate the elderly. He talked about other places where he has developed senior
housing projects. He stated that there is currently a senior housing project like the one being
proposed being built in Tooele.
Mr. Pulsipher stated that Pleasant Grove City likes the proposed project. He said that he has
been trying to develop an assisted living facility in American Fork City for five years and the
City has not allowed it. He said he does not know why things are so difficult. He said the o/4 of a
mile spacing requirement is not practical.
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission is not here to constantly beat up by the
developers until they will change their minds. He said the underlying zone is either a Rl-15,000
Zone or an Rl-9000 Zone. He told Mr. Pulsipher that if he wanted to proposed a development
that will meet the underlying zone, then they will look at it. He said there are other areas in the
City where the proposed development would be appropriate, i.e. closer to the American Fork
Hospital.
Mr. Pulsipher said he thought the Planning Commission was to consider the needs of the
community.
Chairman Hansen said the Planning Commission also helps to protect the surrounding
community. He said there are a lot of single-family homes that could be affected by the proposed
development.
Mr. Pulsipher suggested that they ask the surrounding neighbors if they would be offended by
the proposed senior housing project.
Chairman Hansen said it looks like the zone that would be needed is an R4-7500 Zone.
Mr. Sowby asked if the R4-7500 Zone would allow the proposed project.
Mr. Despain stated that the R4-7500 Zone allows apartments.
Mr. Pulsipher said if they need to go to the City Council without a recommendation from the
Planning Commission, they will because the seniors need some senior housing.
Mr. Pulsipher talked about the need for the proposed Alzheimer's building.
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Mr. Baldwin said there was an agreement with the LDS Church when they sold the land
proposed for development and he has never seen that agreement. He said that he has asked to
see the agreement so that he has some idea about what the constrains are. He said he is not in a
position to intelligently discuss whether the proposed development could be located where it is
being proposed.
Mr. Pulsipher talked about how President Thomas Monson endorses senior housing around
temples. He said that President Monson loves the elderly.
Mr. Baldwin said he understands President Monson's position, but that does not alter the fact
that when the LDS Church sold the property there were certain agreements made.
Mr. Pulsipher said he does now know anything about the agreement.
Mr. Sowby said the agreement is a secondary issue.
Mr. Pulsipher asked if the agreement restricts development like is being proposed.
In response to Mr. Pulsipher's question about whether the agreement restricts development like
is being proposed, Mr. Sowby said they can talk about that later. He said the issue right now is
the zone change. He said the agreement talks about types and sizes of residential structures. He
said the proposed development could be interpreted to match the terms of the agreement.

Mr. Despain said he is familiar with the agreement and he is certain that the LDS Church would
not go to court if the City were to approve the proposed project.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern because the Planning Commission did not have input from the
LDS Church.
Mr. Pulsipher said there are no homeowners that would fight the proposed development.
Chairman Hansen said he thinks there are homeowners that would fight the proposed
development.
Mr. Pulsipher said they ought to find out if the homeowners who live near the proposed
development would object to the proposed project. He also suggested that the City should
reconsider the % of a mile requirement for health care facilities because that provision is
antiquated and is not logical.
Chairman Hansen stated that the % of mile requirement for health care facilities has been
discussed at great lengths.
Mr. Sowby asked if they would be allowed to petition for the PO Zone.
Chairman Hansen told Mr. Sowby that they can petition for the PO Zone, but he does not know
if it would be approved.
There was some brief discussion about zoning. Chairman Hansen stated that the City will not
rezone the property to a commercial zone.
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Mr. Despain explained that if the proposed project is wanted in the area that it is being proposed
then there are ways to structure the ordinance so that the proposed project can be allowed.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Sowby if he would like one of the assisted living structures in his
neighborhood.
Mr. Sowby said he would not mind one of the proposed assisted living structures in his
neighborhood, but he said he would probably not want five assisted living structures in his
neighborhood.
Chairman Hansen said that if the ordinance is changed to take out the :Y4 of mile separation
requirement, then there would be a possibility that five assisted living structures could end up in
one neighborhood.
Mr. Pulsipher explained that the :Y4 of a mile requirement was more applicable to Beehives
Homes. He pointed out that a number of Beehive Homes in Utah County are now Bankrupt. He
said the reason that so many of the Beehive Homes are going bankrupt is because 12 units is too
slim a margin. He said if there are one or two vacancies in the Beehive Home, then it will not
make it. He pointed out that Beehive Homes also do not have an activity center, which is a vital
component to senior projects. He said the clustering of cottages has been done all over the west.
He said at this stage some consideration should be given to modify the ordinance to eliminate the
:Y4 of a mile provision.
There was some discussion about tying the zone change to the annexation agreement so that
there is some kind of assurance that once the zone is set that someone will not come in with a
completely different concept. Mr. Despain said that the City has had their experience with
promises being made at annexation time and then they are not kept.
Chairman Hansen said that the property owner, Mr. Patterson has made many promises in
various annexation agreements and then he ignores the annexation agreements.
Chairman Hansen stated that he is not prepared to allow projects like the one being proposed
throughout the City.
Mr. Christensen said he would consider the proposed development in certain circumstances.
Mr. W offinden said he thinks the City needs a development like what is being proposed, but he
does not think the proposed location is the right location. He said he agrees that some type of
senior housing is needed for the elderly. Mr. W offinden stated that he would not like the
proposed development in his backyard. He said his mind is not yet set. He said he will visit the
site in Tooele where Mr. Pulsipher is currently building a senior housing project like is being
proposed to become more educated on what is being proposed.
Mr. Baldwin said he is willing to look at the concept, but he has some reservations. He said
when they worked on the current senior housing ordinance they had quite a bit of input from
legal counsel about what they could do. He said that the City has had a history of bad
experiences with people who make promises and do not keep them.
Mr. Christensen said he believes the proposed facility is needed, but he feels that there is a better
location. He said the Planning Commission has to look at not only the desire of the people
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proposing the development, but they have to consider that if the ordinance is changed then
projects like the one being proposed could be developed all over the City. Mr. Christensen said
the City needs to have enough integrity to honor what the LDS Church would desire since certain
agreements were made with the LDS Church when the LDS Temple was built. He said he agrees
that the proposed project is needed, but he does not know where to go from here. He said he
does not have the answers. He said it is very difficult to reconsider the rezone.
Mr. Pulsipher said he does not have the heart to pursue the project in American Fork anymore.
He said he understands that the Planning Commission is having to do a balancing act. He said
there is a distinct advantage to seniors being able to walk to the Temple. He said he does not
think the proposed project will end up in American Fork.
DISCUSSION ON SENIOR HOUSING PROJECTS AND SENIOR LIVING COMMUNITIES
This item was discussed as part of the above item regarding a zone change request at 830 North
1120 East.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Little Hill Subdivision Plat A
Mr. Baldwin said the reason he made the motion he did on the preliminary plat of Little Hill
Subdivision Plat A is because he learned at a planning training session that when a project meets
the requirements the City could be subject to legal action if it is denied. He said the applicants of
the proposed Little Hill Subdivision could challenge the Planning Commission's action that was
made tonight because the proposed project did meet the legal requirements. He said the Planning
Commission is just a recommending body. He said he thinks there could be some legal
ramifications associated with the proposed Little Hill Subdivision. He said that he was not
concerned about himself, but he was just trying to protect the City.
Mr. W offinden said he agrees with Mr. Baldwin, but the letter of the law is one thing the intent
of the law is another. He said both ways need to be looked at.
Mr. Christensen said the ordinances are intended to protect the people of the City and not just the
individual property owners.
Mr. Woffinden said most of the neighbors did not want the proposed project in their
neighborhood.
Mr. Despain said in the area proposed for development they have created a zone that lets twin
homes go in, but if the Planning Commission does like that twin homes are allowed in the area
that is proposed for development then they should change the ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he does not have a problem with the Planning Commission's decision,
but he just wanted to explain why he acted the way he did.
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Mr. Despain told the Planning Commission that they have vote their conscious.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JUNE 5, 2002, MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved to appove the June 5, 2002, Planning Commission with the following
corrections:
On Page 2, Line 28 "75 feet in height" should be changed to "75 feet." On Page 6, Line 36
"is" should be changed to "as." On Page 10, Line 45 "skilled facility" should be changed to
"skilled nursing facility." On Page 11, Line 3 "committed what" should be changed to
"committed to what." On Page 14, Line 18 "a part" should be change to "apart." On
Page 18, Line 32 "to get a" should be changed to " to get to a."
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JUNE 19, 2002, MINUTES

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the June 19, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 9 "asked type" should be changed to "asked what type." On Page 4, Line
12 "Street presented" should be changed to "Street as presented." On Page 4, Line 16 after
"Richan" the following should be added: "All voted in favor. The motion carried
unanimously." On Page 7, Line 40 "is this" should be changed to "is." On Page 11, Line
39 "located" should be changed to "location." On Page 12, Line 28 "in memo" should be
changed to "in the memo."
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Baldwin
abstained from the vote because he was not present at the June 19, 2002, Planning
Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Woffinden moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 12:02 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE JULY 1'7 • .:!002 PC '1INUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 7, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on August 7, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a signage plan for the Morinda Bottling Plant at 73 7 East 1180
South.
2. Review and action on a site plan for expansion of the Jacobs Law Office at 75 North
Center.
3. Review and action on a site plan for the Safford Office Building at 321 East State Road .
4. Review and action on a site plan for Bob ' s Towing to be located at 120 l'Torth Grant
Avenue.
5. Review and action on Karate Studio Subdivision Plat A, a one lot subdivision at 735 East
Pacific Drive.
6. Review and action on a site plan for Bushi-Ban DOJO Kanite Studio at 735 East Pacific
Drive.
7. Review and action on the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A consisting of 4 lots at 150 North
450 West.
8. Review and action on a site plan for placement of a mobile home on pad site number 210
in the Seven C' s Mobile Hmne Park at 120 North West State Road.
9. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Old Farm Estates Subdivision Plat C
consisting of8 lots at 922 North 140 West.
10. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of
5 lots at 250 West 300 North.
11 . Review and action on Auto mall Business Center PUD, a resubdivision of Lot 1 American
Fork Automall at 995 South 500 East.
*12. Review and action on the following plats: American Fork Commercial Center Plat A
amended, American Cotnmercial Center Plat B amended, and American Fork
Commercial Center Plat C which is a road and easement dedication, at approximately 875
West State Road.
* 13. Review and action on a revised site plan for the WalMart Super Center at approximately
875 West State Road.
14. Review and action on an atnended annexation agreement for Harbor Road Annexation
Plat A at 650 South 100 West consisting of 10.89 acres .
15 . Discussion on the concept plan for the annexation agreement of the Harbor Road
Annexation Plat B at approximately 900 South 240 West consisting of 153 .62 acres .
16. Site Plan Committee Report .
17. Other business.
18 . Adjourmnent.
Dated this 5 day of August 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chai rman

Al\1ERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 7, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on August 7, 2002. in the City HalL 31 North Church Street. commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a signage plan for the Morinda Bottling Plant at 73 7 East 1180
South.
2. Review and action on a site plan for expansion of the Jacobs Law Office at 75 North
Center.
3. Review and action on a site plan for the Safford Office Building at 321 East State Road.
4. Review and acticn on a site plan for Bob's Towing to be located at 120 North Grant
Avenue.
5. Review and action on Karate Studio Subdivision Plat A, a one lot subdivision at 73 5 East
Pacific Drive.
6. Review and action on a site plan for Bushi-Ban DOJO Karate Studio at 735 East Pacific
Drive.
7. Review and action on the Seven C' s Subdivision Plat A consisting of 4 lots at 150 North
450 West.
8. Review and action on a site plan for placement of a mobile home on pad site number 210
in the Seven C's Mobile Home Park at 120 North West State Road.
9. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Old Farm Estates Subdivision Plat C
consisting of 8 lots at 922 North 140 West.'
10. Review and action on the preliminary plat ofLittle Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of
5 lots at 250 \Vest 300 North.
11 . Review and action on Automall Business Center PUD, a resubdivision of Lot I American
Fork Automall at 995 South 500 East.
12. Review and action on an amended annexation agreement for Harbor Road Annexation
Plat A at 650 South 100 West consisting of 10.89 acres .
13 . Discussion on the concept plan for the annexation agreement of the Harbor Road
Annexation Plat 8 at approximately 900 South 240 West consisting of 153.62 acres.
14. Site Plan Committee Report .
15. Other business
16. Review and action on the Jul y 17, 2002, minutes.
17. Adjournn1ent.
Dated this 30 day of Jul y, 2002 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 7, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Con1n1ission 111et in regular session on August 7, 2002, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.n1. Those present included Chainnan Hansen, Com1nissioners
Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, Alan Christensen, and John Woffinden. Others
present included J.H.Hadfield, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Ned Stephenson, Lynn Woodbury,
Robin Salvagio, Dan Hutchinson, Kevin Sholz, Bonnie Winters, Royce Shelley, Judy Runolfson,
Jin1 Cates, Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, Clyde Baxter, Mike Fitzsimmons, Noall Wootton,
Franz Fischer, John Sweeny, Robert Clark, David Peterson, Regie Lisle, Brian Green, Richard
Gardner, Charles LeBaron, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chaim1an Hansen excused Counciln1an Hunter.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SIGNAGE PLAN FOR THE MORINDA BOTTLING PLANT
AT 737 EATS 1180 SOUTH
Mr. Hadfield stated that the proposed sign meets the intent of the ordinance.
Chairman Hansen asked if two facia signs are allowed as well as the n1onument sign.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Hadfield said that two facia signs are allowed as
well as the monument sign.
Mr. Christensen stated that he has a conflict of interest so he will abstain from the vote.
Mr. Baldwin asked why the Planning Commission is seeing the proposed signage plan if it is in
compliance with the City ordinance.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Chairman Hansen stated that the sign was not shown on
the original site plan and if there is going to be signage it needs to be part of the site plan.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the site plan was approved less the signage plan because what was
earlier proposed in regards to signage did not comply with the City ordinance.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the signage plan for the Morinda Bottling Plant at 737
East 1180 South noting that it does comply with the City sign ordinance.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Richan. Mr.
Christensen abstained from the vote. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

1

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR EXPANSION OF THE JACOBS LAW
OFFICE AT 75 NORTH CENTER
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Planning Commission has seen the request for the
expansion of the Jacobs Law Office before and there were problems with the parking element of
the plan. He said since the Planning Commission saw this last the City Council has passed an
amendment to the parking resolution so the proposed project is now possible.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are no setback requirements or landscaping requirements for
the proposed project. He said the drainage concerns have all now been taken care of. He said
the proposed site plan is "sound."
Mr. Despain stated that today in the review session the question was raised about whether
additional water rights would be required. He stated that he has not had a chance to determine
whether additional water rights will be required. He asked that any approval be subject to
review of the water rights compliance.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about the proposed site plan not being properly dimensioned. He
said there are no lines that showing where the site ends and begins. He said there should be a line
that identifies the site. He said some of the parking on the east and west extends beyond the site.
In response to Mr. Nielsen's statement about some of the parking extending beyond the site,
Chairman Hansen stated that the parking on the east and west is on-street parking.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Despain if the plan was clear enough to him in regards to where the site
stops.
In response to Mr. Nielsen's above question, Mr. Despain said the plan is clear enough to him,
but it could be better dimensioned.
Mr. Woffinden asked if there is going to be a sign on Center Street that identifies that the
handicap parking is on the west side on Merchant Street.
Mr. Despain stated that the parking requirements for the proposed project have been waived so
there are no requirements to comply with the ADA requirements. He said the parking is existing.
Mr. Woffinden suggested that there be a sign on Center Street that identifies that the handicap
parking is on Merchant Street.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for the expansion of the Jacob Law Office at
75 North Center subject to (1) resolution of the water rights to the satisfaction of the City
Planner (2) the site boundary being clearly identified and (3) ADA signage being added to
indicate the ADA access on the Merchant Street side.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Woffinden, and Mr. Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
2
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE SAFFORD OFFICE BUILDING AT
321 EAST STATE ROAD
Mr. Hadfield stated that the drainage calculations on the four sumps need to be provided to the
City. He said there should also be something subn1itted that addresses the signage on the plan.
Mr. Hadfield expressed concern about the proposed project because if the property were ever
subdivided it would be difficult because of the way the utilities are connected and because of the
way the access and egress are laid out. He said the Automall Business Center PUD is an
example of a project where the owner indicated that it would remain under one ownership when
he can1e in for the initial approval and now there is a request to resubdivide the property because
the property did not remain under one ownership. He said that he just wants to point out that the
property will be hard to subdivide in the future, if it is approved like it is proposed.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the parking needs to be addressed. He said the water rights conveyance
requirements need to be checked into because there are now two buildings on site.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there is sufficient landscaping around the site.
Mr. Hadfield stated that they need to address the potential of different owners and look at how
the utilities could be incorporated if there were more than one owner and the easements also need
to be reviewed to see what could be done to make things easier if the property were ever to be
subdivided.
There was a lot of discussion about how the site would be difficult to subdivide as proposed.
Kevin Scholz stated that it is not the intent of the owner to subdivide the property. He pointed
out that there are three owners under one partnership.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the Automall Business Center PUD had three owners, but one
owner left and so the other two owners are subdividing the property.
Mr. Scholz stated that he is just conveying what he has been told by the owners.
Mr. Scholz stated that the drainage calculations are being worked on right now and should be
ready in a few days.
Mr. Scholz stated that they have contacted the City several times to get information on the
signage requirements and the person that they need to talk to has never returned their call. He
pointed out that there is an existing monument sign on the comer that is going to be relocated.
Mr. Scholz stated that they are short two parking spaces, but he can add two more parking spaces
on the site.
Chairman Hansen asked how the additional parking would be added on the site.
Mr. Scholz approached the Planning Commission and showed how he could get the additional
parking on the site.
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Mr. Baldwin asked if the additional parking would decrease the landscaping area.
Mr. Scholz stated that adding the additional parking would have minor impact on the site
landscaping.
Mr. Baldwin asked about the exterior lighting.
Mr. Scholz stated that there will be son1e exterior lighting. He said it is their intent to have 15 to
20-foot pole lights in the parking areas. He said there are four pole lights shown on the proposed
plan. It was discussed that the lights will be downward directed.
Mr. Despain said there are water rights that will need to be conveyed to the City.
Mr. Christensen asked the petitioner what is the intent for the narrow spaces adjacent to the
building that are not well-suited for lawn.
In response to Mr. Christensen's question, the petitioner stated that there will be shrubbery placed
in the narrow spaces adjacent to the building. .
Mr. Christensen asked the petitioner if the shrubbery that will be placed in the narrow spaces
adjacent to the building could be shown on the plan.
Mr. Scholz stated that the shrubbery in the narrow spaces adjacent to the building could be
shown on the plan.
Mr. Richan stated that he appreciates Mr. Hadfield stating the concerns relative to plans that are
presented and then end up entirely different than presented. He said that they have to be so
careful. He said that he tries to determine if the person presenting the proposed project is lying
or telling the truth. He told the petitioner that he is not accusing him of lying. He said that he is
just pointing out that Mr. Hadfield's concern about people presenting one thing and then ending
up doing something different is a very real concern.
It was discussed that the buildings are fixed wall.

Mr. Christensen asked if it is possible to provide cross easements without subdividing the
property.
Mr. Nielsen pointed that there could be some "battles" about who parks where because there will
be tenants.
Mr. Hadfield said as long as the
property is under one ownership there is no need to have the
j
cross easements.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see some cross easements in place because there could be some
problems with the people who rent the buildings.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for the Safford Office Building at 321 East
State Road subject to: (1) the drainage calculations being provided to the Engineering
Department (2) the signage plan being provided to planning, which meets the City
requirements (3) adequate parking being provided for the site (4) water rights being
4

provided to accommodate the proposed structure (5) consideration being included as to
how the two buildings might be addressed in case of subsequent subdivision and (6)
landscaping plan showing the shrubbery that had been mentioned to accommodate the
appropriate features of the site.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like the motion to include that there be some reciprocal parking
agreements in place.
Mr. Baldwin said they have never required reciprocal parking agreements before when the
property is under one ownership.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's statement, Mr. Nielsen said they have never seen two buildings on
one parcel before.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that they have seen two buildings on one parcel before.
Mr. Richan said he likes Mr. Nielsen's suggestion about reciprocal parking agreements.
Mr. Nielsen pointed out that there could be two different users in the buildings.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Nielsen if he is proposing an amendment to the motion.
Mr. Nielsen moved to amend the motion to include that there be cross over easements.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the amendment to the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Richan. Those voting nay:
Mr. Baldwin. The motion carried.
Chairman Hansen then called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR BOB'S TOWING TO BE LOCATED AT
120 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Mr. Hadfield stated that the property proposed for development is located in a commercial zone
and that the proposed use is allowed in the zone. He stated that the grading and drainage needs
to be done in such a way so that the storm water is contained on the property and does not impact
the adjacent properties.
Mr. Hadfield stated that curb and gutter should be placed along Grant Avenue.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is permitted in the zone and there is no basis for denial.
He said in many respects the proposed use is one that would not be expected in the middle of
town, but it is compatible with the other uses in the area.
5

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the residences and the zone to the south are the non-conforming
uses.
Mr. Richan asked Robert Clark, the petitioner, if he has been working on cleaning up the
property at all.
Mr. Clark stated that he has been working on cleaning it up since he closed on the property in
June.
Mr. Ric han said the property looks like one of the biggest '"eyesores and messes in American
Fork"
Mr. Clark said the property was worse before he started cleaning it up.
Mr. Ric han said if he lived in the neighborhood he would be complaining about the property.
Mr. Clark said that several people who live in the area near the property have told him that he is
doing a good job cleaning it up and have thanked him for getting rid of the eyesore. He said his
long-range plan is to tear down the house on the comer.
There was some discussion about how long the cars remain on the site. Mr. Clark stated that the
longest he keeps a car on the site is 60 days and those are the cars that he tows for the City
during the spring clean-up. He pointed out that the site will hold up to 22 cars, but the average
number of cars that he has on the site is 15.
Charles LeBaron said he does not know why the proposed site plan is before the Planning
Commission now. He said that Mr. Clark has asp halted the front yard, fenced the property, and
he is in operation. He said if he lived in the neighborhood he would be "incensed" because the
property reduces other's property values and because it looks like a junkyard. He said he talked
to Sherm Robinson, one of the builders of JED CO, today about the property and he is incensed.
Mr. Clark stated that he is planning on putting white slats in the fence so people will not be able
to see anything. He said he talked to Robert Jensen, who told him that he was one of the coowners of JEDCO, and he told him he did not have a problem with the proposed use, but that he
did not want him running a fence to the building on the east.
Mr. LeBaron told Mr. Clark that he is asking for something to be approved that he has already
done.
Chairman Hansen stated that sometimes they have to correct things that have already been done.
Mr. LeBaron said Mr. Clark has "junkers" on the property now and he thinks the property is an
injustice to the neighborhood.
Mr. Nielsen said unfortunately the proposed use is allowed in the zone. He said he likes the idea
of putting slat in the chainlink fence and that all the cars be parked within the fenced area.
Mr. Clark stated that the only thing that would be parked outside the fenced area would be the
tow truck and people's cars who were coming to pick up a car.
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Mr. Nielsen asked if there should be more detail included on the site plan to show where the
parking is.
Mr. Despain said that would be fine to show more parking detail.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for Bob's Towing to be located at 120 North
Grant Avenue subject to: (1) the curb and gutter being placed along Grant Avenue (2) the
fencing being sight obscuring around the perimeter of the site (3) four or more parking
stalls being identified on the plan and (4) the drainage plan meeting the City standards.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman
Hansen. Mr. Christensen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON KARATE STUDIO SUBDIVISION PLAT A, A ONE LOT
SUBDIVISION AT 735 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
It was discussed that the applicant is requesting approval on the preli1ninary and final plats.

Richard Gardner stated that the building will be a single building with a single owner.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the subdivision plat needs to have two subdivision monuments and the
state plane coordinates. He said the plat has to show the address at 735 East. He said 3 acre feet
of water will need to be conveyed to the City.
Mr. Despain asked if the appropriate road width exits.
Mr. Hadfield said the road width is there and all the improvements are in.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the Karate Studio Subdivision Plat A, a one lot
subdivision at 735 East Pacific Drive subject to: (1) two subdivision monuments being
included on the plat (2) the state plane coordinates being included on the plat and (3) the
water rights being conveyed to the City.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the motion should be amended to state that the approval is for both the
preliminary and final plat. It was discussed that the motion should be amended to state that both
the preliminary and final plats were being approved.

Mr. Christensen amended the motion to include that the approval was for both the
preliminary and final plats.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Richan, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR BUSHI-BAN DOJO KARATE STUDIO AT
735 PACIFIC DRIVE
Mr. Hadfield reported that the drainage calculations have been reviewed and have been found to
be adequate. He said the on-site water can be accommodated by the three sumps. He said some
of the details concerning the snouts on the catch basins need to be redone. He said there needs to
be some detail provided in regards to the asphalt for the drives and parking lots. He said there
also needs to be a signage plan submitted.
Richard Gardner stated that they do not know what is planned for a sign yet. He said all they
know is that it will be less than 60 square feet.
Mr. Hadfield stated that if they are going to do anything other than signage on the building it has
to come back for site plan approval.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the landscape plan does show placement of the sign.
Mr. Despain stated that the parking requirement is greater than what was required on the first
phase. He said there is some uncertainty about whether there will be sufficient parking for the
addition.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there should be more than adequate parking with both phases.
Mr. Hadfield asked that the future addition not come now and that it be marked on the plan as a
landscape area.
It was discussed that the property is located in the GC-1 Zone so the future addition would have
to come back to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Baldwin asked if the access on and off Pacific Avenue is close to any streets.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Hadfield said the accesses are going to be cut into the
existing curb and they will go to the west around the Monogram Magic Building and will enter
700 East somewhere near 80 South.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is lighting provided to the parking lot.
Mr. Hadfield said the site plan does show lighting on the parking area. He said there will also be
some lighting on the building on the back where the pick up and drop off is located.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for Bushi-Ban DOJO Karate Studio at 735
East Pacific Drive subject to: (1) review and approval of the snouts by the Engineering
Department (2) providing of the details for the paving for approval by the City Engineer
(3) presenting a sign age plan that meets the City standards and (4) the future addition
being shown as a landscaped area.
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Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked whether the sign placement should be ren1oved fron1 the plat. He expressed
concern about whether the applicants will assun1e that a sign can be placed where it is identified
without getting approval of a sign plan.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the sign placen1ent does not need to be removed.
Mr. Baldwin said the Planning Commission is not concerned about the placement of the sign, but
the signage plan will need to con1ply with the City standards.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEVEN C'SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 4
LOTS AT 150 NORTH 450 WEST
Franz Fischer, the petitioner, stated that the Seven C's Mobile Home Park has been steadily
upgraded over the years as the home styles have changed. He said the -Seven C's Mobile Home
Park provides a low cost housing element in the City. He said since the n1obile home park was
built in the 1970s the area has changed from a rural setting to a more urban and commercial area.
Mr. Fischer stated that part of the reason for the proposed subdivision is so that they can
refinance their loan and get a construction loan to develop the vacant property. He said they
have worked with staff on various items of concern. He said they are willing to put in sidewalk
and curb and gutter on the easterly portion of the property. He said they would also like to put
some breakaway gates on the easterly side so that any fire apparatus could enter from the east
side as coming from State Street, but they would still like to keep the roads in the mobile home
park private so they do not get a lot of thru traffic. He said they are happy to provide the
appropriate easements to the sewer line.
Mr. Hadfield said there are some improvements that need to be made along 350 West. He said
there are also some improvements required along West State Road. He said one issue that was
brought up by the City Recorder is that any lot in the City must have frontage on a public street.
He pointed out that lots 2 and 3 do not have frontage on a public street. He said there is a
possibility of making Lot 3 so it has frontage on a public street.
Mr. Hadfield raised the question of what the purpose of the proposed subdivision is. He pointed
out that the parking of recreational vehicles associated with the mobile home park is currently
contained on Lot 3. He expressed concern about where the recreational vehicles will be parked
if the proposed subdivision is approved. He said there are some things that need to be cleared up
before the subdivision is approved.
Mr. Fischer explained that the purpose of the proposed subdivision is a financing situation. He
pointed out that the existing mobile home park is tied to numerous vacant lots. He said keeping
the vacant land as part of the mobile home park would hinder any future development because of
the financing situation. He said the lender is only willing to finance the westerly portion for 7 to
10 years, but is willing to finance the easterly portion for 25 years.
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Chairn1an Hansen stated that each of the lots would have to stand on their own, if subdivided and
under the current ordinance none of the lots could stand on their own.
In response to Chairman Hansen's above statement, Mr. Fischer asked Chairman Hansen if he
was referring to the easterly portion as well.
In response to Mr. Fischer's question, Chairman Hansen stated that he can't see how the lots can
be divided. He said that Lots 1 and 2 cannot stand on their own as individual mobile home
parks.
Chairman Hansen raised the question of where the RV parking would be for Lot 1.
Mr. Fischer stated that they never had a requirement for RV parking on the original construction.
Chairman Hansen stated that the request is to change what was originally there so they either
have to go back to the original requirements or make the changes under the new ordinances. He
pointed out that the current ordinance for mobile home parks is different fron1 the ordinance that
was in place in 1969 when the mobile home park was originally constructed.
Mr. Nielsen stated that they have to look at whether each lot can stand on its own. He said the
property cannot be subdivided until the lots can stand on their own.
Mr. Despain said the concern about the proposal to subdivide the property is in regards to what
impact it will have on the current use and about how it will comply with the current ordinances.
He explained that as far as they can tell the parcel of land is recorded as a single parcel of land.
He said Lot 3 does not have frontage on a public street. He said that one suggestion is to
designate Lot 3 as an unbuildable lot.
Mr. Despain also expressed concern about Lot 4. He said the northern portion of Lot 4 was
intended as a commercial use for the sell of mobile home, but that has never occurred. He said
the concern with he southern portion of Lot 4 is that it is a landscape feature that is pertinent to
the current mobile home park.
Mr. Despain said another concern with Lot 3 is that the resident of the mobile home park
currently park their recreational vehicles on that property. He raised the question about whether
there should be a requirement for RV parking for the existing mobile home park.
Mr. Despain said he struggles with the proposed subdivision plat, but understands the desire to
subdivide the property for financing purposes. He said he does not know how to accommodate
the financing feature without bringing on other issues. He said there are some legal questions
that need to be addressed. Mr. Despain said if there was a way to allow two lots to be separate
lots for financing purposes, but not for sale purposes he would be anxious to figure out a way to
do that.
Mr. Fischer stated that the area used for RV parking was never formally approved. He said the
residents who have stored their RVs on the property have never been charged anything.
Mr. Fischer stated there is no intention to sell the lots once they are subdivided. He said the
reason for the subdivision is for financing.
10

..

'

There was a lot of discussion about what would happen if the area on Lot 3 that is used for RV
parking was eliminated. Mr. Fischer explained that the average age of the residents in the mobile
home park is about 78 years old. He said typically the people who live in the mobile home park
are in their mid 60s or early 70s when they initially move into the park. He said they have had
some people move into the mobile home park who have RVs, but after awhile they sell their RV
because it is not used. He said the people who live in their mobile home park are not a super
active senior community. ·
Mr. Richan pointed out that the new development that he lives in does not have enough RV
parking. He said he would like to have some more information in regards to RV parking.
After much discussion about RV parking, Chairman Hansen said that if they use the ordinance
that was in place in 1969 then the parcel cannot be subdivided and if it is going to be subdivided
then today's ordinanct;s have to be followed.
Mr. Nielsen told Mr. Fischer that if he is going to subdivide the parcel then the project has to
meet the current requirements of the zone and cross over easements would be required.
Mr. Nielsen moved to table this item.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Fischer stated that the issue in regards to RV parking was never raised until tonight,
otherwise he would have addressed that issue. He said they have no contracts to provide RV
parking. He said if RV parking has to be provided that would change the character of the RV
parking and that would be a fee item. He said they are happy to discuss the RV parking issue
with staff.
Mr. Fischer asked what the Planning Commission felt about the RV parking if Lot 1 and Lot 2
were not split from each and they only requested the vacant land to be split.
There was discussion about that the mobile home park was a PUD and that under the current
ordinance R V parking would be required.
It was again discussed that if changes are going to be made to the mobile home park, then the
current ordinance needs to be followed. Mr. Fischer stated that if the current ordinances have to
be followed it will "wipe out" the mobile home park.

Mr. Richan stated that there is not any objection to the proposed concept, but there are some
technical and legal issues that need to be resolved. He said the Planning Commission cannot
approve the proposed subdivision because it goes against the ordinance.
Mr. Fischer stated that he is happy to work with staff to resolve the issues. He said he is just
trying to upgrade the trailer park and provide high quality housing. He said until the vacant land
is split off, he can't get the financing needed to improve the park.
Mr. Richan said it sounds like Mr. Fischer is caught between a rock and a hard place.
Mr. Fischer said he is looking for guidance from the Planning Commission.
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Mr. Nielsen told Mr. Fischer that if he is looking to upgrade the park, then he will need to meet
the requirements of the current ordinance.
Mr. Fischer again expressed the difficulty in trying to meet the current ordinance in regards to
upgrading the park. He stated that if the property can't be upgraded, then the proposed
subdivision is not necessary.
There was some discussion about keeping Lots 1 and 2 together.
It was discussed that the City Atton1ey needed to be worked with to try to determine what would
be appropriate. The big concern was trying to follow the current ordinances for a projected that
was built in the 1970s.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Woffinden, and Mr. Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR PLACEMENT OF A MOBILE HOME ON
PAD SITE NUMBER 210 IN THE SEVEN C'S MOBILE HOME PARK AT 120 NORTH
WEST STATE ROAD
Mr. Fischer explained that under the State law they have a situation where they provide for
replacement of older manufactured homes with newer doublewide manufactured homes. He said
there are some homes in the park that are 32 years old and they want to replace some of them.
He said they are planning on replacing the singlewide manufactured home located, which is unit
210 with a doublewide unit. He said they are also planning on approving units 212 and 214.
Mr. Fischer stated that in the past the City never inspected the homes that were put in the park.
He said it was not until 1994 that they started applying for building permits to replace the old
homes with new homes. He said there has been some concern from the City about what
category awnings fall under.
It was discussed that if changes are to be made to the mobile home park, then the changes will
need to be made in compliance with the current ordinance. Mr. Nielsen stated that it will cost
some money to bring the units into compliance. He suggested that a few units be upgraded at a
time to ease the burden of the costs associated with upgrading the park.

Mr. Nielsen moved to table this item until the site plan meets the current ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
It was expressed by several members of the Planning Commission that the mobile home park is
appreciated and needed in American Fork, but that there are just some issues that need to be
worked out before the proposed plan can be approved.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY OLD FARM ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT C CONSISTING OF 8 LOTS AT 922 NORTH 140 WEST
Mr. Hadfield stated that there is some property that needs to be dedicated for the street on 150
West. He stated that there are water shares that need to be conveyed to the City. The storm
drain calculations provided were based on the 10-year event instead ofthe 100-year event.
Mr. Jensen said that he has talked to Mr. De1u1ey about the stom1 drain calculations and he said
he would accept them.
Mr. Hadfield stated that he needs to work with Mr. Denney to make sure the storm drain
calculations that have been provided are acceptable.
There was some discussion that it was originally thought that Timpview Drive would extend and
connect to 990 North. It was discussed that after review the road configuration that Timpview
Drive would not extend and connect to 990 North.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the lots will front on 150 West. He also pointed out that the
proposed development does not "preclude the efficient developn1ent of the Bromley Property."
Mr. Ric han stated that every drop of water needs to be maintained on the property. He said
there will not be a lot of runoff if a lot of fill is brought in. He said that he is not confident in the
sumps in the area. He said that he does not think the sump that is located on 400 West and 700
North works at all. He suggested that the developer have test holes for all the sumps, if they are
going to be relied on. He said one requirement should be that every sump should be test drilled
to determine if it is capable of receiving water.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the drainage basin in the location of the proposed development has
been identified on the General Plan as one drainage basin that has some problems. He said there
will be French drains to help with the drainage issues. He explained that the French drains have
pipes with holes and the pipes are bedded in gravel to allow the water to percolate.
Mr. Richan expressed a great deal of concerns about the drains . He stated that any drainage
system will eventually attract roots. He said it is only a matter of time before the French Drains
have roots and they become plugged up.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are geo fabrics used with the French drain systems so that the
roots will not penetrate into the system.
Mr. Woffinden also expressed concern about the drainage system. He asked if there is soils
report that ties in with the French drain.
In response to Mr. Woffinden ' s question, Mr. Hadfield stated that there is a soils report that ties
in with the French drain system.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that the vicinity map needs to be corrected because it currently notes
200 West as 150 West.

13

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat of Old Farm Estates Subdivision Plat
C consisting of 8 lots at 922 North 140 West subject to: (1) dedication of the street on 150
West (2) the water shares that are required being provided and (3) the storm calculations
being reviewed by the City Engineer.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF LITTLE HILL SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH
Brian Green, legal counsel for the developer of Little Hill Subdivision, said the developer is
seeking approval of a 5-lot subdivision on 300 North Street, which is located in the R2-7500
Zone. He said the proposed subdivision meets every condition of the R2-7 500 Zone. He
pointed out that last time there was some concern by the Planning Commission about whether
the survey was correct. He said that David Peterson has checked the survey and it is correct.
Mr. Green stated the applicant is willing to remedy the boundary conflicts with the adjacent
property owners through a boundary line agreement or quit claim deed.
Mr. Green stated that at the last meeting some of the neighbors raised concerns about the quality
of the proposed project and about it being rental units. He stated that the proposed project will
actually add stability and quality to the neighborhood. He said that the street will be a public
street, which is a positive thing because it will be maintained.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are still gaps and overlaps in the plat and the County will not
record it with the gaps and overlaps.
Mr. Despain stated that as they have looked at the proposed project and the rest of the inner
block it has been determined that the inner block is capable of further development. He pointed
out that if the properties to the south of the proposed project want to have access they should
contact the developer quickly because the proposed cul-de-sac does preclude the access from 300
North to the south.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there has been some concern that the adjacent properties in the inner
block would be landlocked and would not be able to be developed. It has been determined that
the properties would not be landlocked because there is access on 200 West from two sides
where the inner block can be accessed for future development.
There was some discussion about the gaps and overlaps. It was discussed that the largest gaps
are between the Searle Property and the Runolfson Property.
Mr. Woffinden stated that the major concern now seems to be the south boundary. He said at the
last meeting there was some concern about the demolition materials being properly disposed of.
He said there was supposed to be a soils report provided, which they have not seen. He said
there was also supposed to be a letter of approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
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Mr. Peterson stated that the soils report and approval letter fron1 the Irrigation Company have
been provided to Mr. Hadfield.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the water rights have been conveyed to the City.
Mr. Peterson stated that the water rights will be conveyed at the time of the final plat.
Mr. Woffinden thanked Mr. Peterson for clarifying the west boundaries, but stated that there are
still issues on the south end of the property.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that the proposed project does meet the intent of the ordinance.
He then asked for comments from the audience.
Judy Runolfson said that if the proposed project is built like it is proposed it willlandlock their
property and preclude then1 fron1 making any improven1ents upon their land because they will
only have one entrance and one exit. She said that she has contacted Mr. Searle who owns the
property directly behind her and he has some concerns.
Mrs. Runolfson stated that she does not have a problem with the proposed development, but said
it should be done with wisdom. She said they need to have some more time to look at the
proposed development to make sure that all of the adjacent property owners are considered. She
suggested that the project be tabled until the property owners can meet with the developer and
Mr. Despain to develop a master plan for the block that would be good for all the people who
live or have property located in the inner block.
Mrs. Runolfson asked if there is a way that an easement could be made to put a street through
and to take out one of the twin homes and bring the street through Lot 3 with an easement, which
would allow access to the back of the Searle Property and the Runolfson Property and some of
the other homes. She said there are some things that could be looked at to enrich the property
values of all concerned. She said that as a City Council, Planning Commission, and citizens
they need to look at future generations and what could be done to improve the area.
Mrs. Runolfson stated that when Mr. Richan talked about drainage earlier in the meeting she was
more than interested because her rental home on the Runolfson Property has been flooded twice
with raw sewage in the last three years. She said they have had to have their entire basement
renovated because of the flooding and it was a cost to the City. She said that their property sits
in a low spot and so when the American Fork Swimming Pool is drained their home becomes a
second pool. She said before five new twin homes are duplexes are built they need to determine
what is going to be done about the sewage.
Mrs. Runolfson stated that the Searles, Shelleys, Winters, Runolfsons, Manuelas, Astons, Giles,
and Hadfields all have interest in the immediate area. She expressed concern that Mr. Hadfield
can't serve with two hats in one area. She said Mr. Hadfield does have a vested interest in the
proposed project and feels that someone should make the recommendations on the proposed
project other than himself. She said if the proposed project is approved, Mr. Hadfield would be
able to develop his property.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that his property is located in a different zone than the property
proposed for development.
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Mrs. Runolfson again suggested that the proposed item be tabled until the neighbors meet with
the developer to create a master plan for the inner block that will serve all of the neighbors and
future generations. She said that she is not opposed to development. She stated that the property
owners have not been notified about the proposed development. She said they found out about
the proposed project by word of mouth. She said she talked to Royce Shelley and he had not
been contacted. She said she is asking the Planning Commission to give the neighbors a chance
to meet as citizens to develop a master plan for the area.
Dan Hutchinson said that he understands that all the legal responsibilities associated with the
proposed project are being met and he appreciates the Planning Commission and City staff for
n1aking sure that the legal requirements are met. He stated that the n1ajority of the people present
at the meeting are concerned about how the proposed development is going to affect their
neighborhood. Mr. Hutchinson passed out to the Planning Commission a copy that lists some of
the neighbors concerns, which is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
Mr. Hutchinson said one of the major concerns with the proposed project is the increased traffic
that it will generate. He said the neighbors did a traffic study on August 5, 2002, between 4:00
p.m. and 6:00p.m. and 1,200 cars passed by the homes on 300 North. He asked what will
happen when there are 20 to 40 more cars in the neighborhood.
Mr. Nielsen stated that the traffic argument does not "fly." He said the proposed project meets
the intent of the zone. He said the property owner is entitled to build the proposed subdivision
on the land because it meets the intent of the zone. He said they can talk about traffic concerns
until they are blue in the face, but the project meets the intent of the zone and the property owner
has the right to develop his property.
Mr. Hutchinson raised the question about whether the proposed project is best for the
community.
Mr. Nielsen again stated that the proposed project meets the intent of the ordinance. He told Mr.
Hutchinson that when he buys the property he can build what he wants and build what he thinks
is best for the community.
Mr. Hutchinson told Mr. Nielsen that they know how he is going to vote on the proposed project.

In response to Mr. Hutchinson's above comment about voting, Mr. Nielsen said he does not have
a choice.
Mr. Hutchinson told Mr. Nielsen that he does have a choice in regards to how he votes. He said
that part of the Planning Commission's responsibility is to take into consideration the best
interest of the community.
Mr. Nielsen said the bottom line is that the proposed project meets the intent of the ordinance
and the property owner has the right to develop his property.
One citizen expressed concern that the adjacent properties will be landlocked. Chairman Hansen
stated that the adjacent properties will not be landlocked. He said the inner block has been
looked at and there are still two accesses.
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There was a great deal of discussion about the fact that the proposed project meets the intent of
the ordinance.
Bonnie Winters questioned whether the survey map is correct and whether the developer can
build within five feet of her property line.
In response to Mrs. Winter' s question, Chairman Hansen told Mrs. Winters that she had the right
to build a garage five feet within her property line and that if her property is next to the property
proposed for development then her garage is going to be five feet within Mr. Lisle's property
line.
Mr. Searle expressed concern about the boundaries. He said the biggest discrepancy in the
boundaries is between his fence line. He said he would like to know how the basis of the survey
was established.
Mr. Hadfield briefly explained how the survey was established. He talked about how the old 66
blocks were established.
Mr. Searle asked that the Planning Commission consider tabling this item until they have time to
meet with the developer. He said he is not against the development, but he has not had time to
look over the proposed development thoroughly.
Chairman Hansen noted that the proposed project was on the Planning Commission's agenda
three weeks ago and many questions were raised at that meeting. He said the neighbors have had
time to tneet to discuss the proposed project.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the Hunter home has been flooded twice and five other homes on
200 West have been flooded. He said the City has addressed the problems to help make sure that
homes are not flooded when the American Fork City Swimming Pool is drained.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the sewer for the proposed project will come from the north and go
to the west and will not impact the sewer on 200 West.
Royce Shelley stated that his home was flooded with sewage last year when the City drained the
pool. He said the City took no responsibility for the flood, but he does not know where else he
got that much sewage from. He said the City claimed that their lines were clean, but he would
like to know what day the City drained the pool last year. He said the sewer on 300 West has
some real problems.
Chairman Hansen told the citizen that he would need to talk to Steve Parker about the sewer
problem.
Mr. Shelley said that he contacted Steve Parker and he had them come out and look at the
problem and he assured them that the sewage was not from the City's sewer line.
Mr. Green said that he does not want the citizens to leave the meeting thinking that the developer
has no desire to work with them. He said he understands their concerns about traffic and density.
He said the City Council and Planning Commission should consider their concerns about traffic
and density.
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' Mr. Green stated that once the ordinances are adopted and are in place the City is bound to
follow them. He said it is not just Mr. Nielsen saying that the ordinances have to be followed .
He said the State Appellate Supreme Court has said that the a city must follow all of the
requirements of its own ordinance in order for its actions to be legal. He said substantial
compliance is not sufficient when specific procedures are mandated by state or local law.
Mr. Green said it is not uncommon for citizens to come in and be concerned about their
community. He said the process that the developer is going through for the proposed
development is an administrative process. He said the courts have said that administrative
decisions will be overturned if they are not supported by substantial evidence on the record. He
said public clamor is insufficient to support an administrative decision. He said Mr. Nielsen is
correct that he does not have a choice to deny the project, if it meets the intent of the ordinance.
Mr. Green said that he does not want to see the project delayed any longer. He said three weeks
ago the proposed project was discussed at the last Planning Con1mission Meeting and not one of
the neighbors attempted to contact Mr. Lisle.
Mrs. Runolfson said under the Fourth Amendment due process is given and part of due process
is notification. She said they were given no notification that the proposed project was taking
place. She said that as soon as they were notified of the proposed project, she tried to contact
Mr. Despain. She said that she is not saying that they are objecting to everything, but due
process is granted to them by the Constitution. She said they are asking for due process to have
the opportunity to meet with the developer to find out if there is a better solution to benefit all
involved.
Mr. Nielsen pointed out that the notice was published in NewUtah. Mr. Hansen also pointed out
that this item was on the Planning Commission agenda three weeks ago and that the Planning
Commission Agenda was published in NewUtah. He also pointed out that some of Mrs.
Runolfson's relatives were present at the last Planning Commission Meeting when this item was
discussed.
Mr. Despain stated that the City is not obligated to approve the subdivision in the way that it is
presented. He said the zoning does identify that twin homes are permitted. He explained that the
Planning Commission does have the discretion to try to develop the most appropriate plan by
making certain stipulations to the development. He said the Planning Commission does not have
to approve the proposed project in the present form.
Mr. Christensen stated that the developer had three weeks to reconcile the boundary with the
Utah County Recorder's office and that has not happened yet.
Mr. Christensen moved to table this item until the boundary issues can be resolved and
until the developer talks to the adjacent property owners to see if there is a better solution
for the roadway.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Mr. Richan.
Those voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. Mr. Baldwin abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
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Mr. Richan told Mrs. Runolfson that she made an excellent presentation. He said that he hopes
the neighbors back what Mrs. Runolfson has said tonight. He told the neighbors that they have a
responsibility to get together quickly to try to come up with a better plan. He told the neighbors
that if they do not get together to try to come up with a better plan, then they relinquish their
rights to what has been asked for tonight. He told the citizens that they came to get justice and
they did get justice tonight and now they need to produce a plan that they think is better. He said
that the Planning Commission stuck its neck out to give the citizens a chance to come up with a
better plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AUTOMALL BUSINESS CENTER PUD, A RESUBDIVISION
OF LOT 1 AMERICAN FORK AUTOMALL AT 995 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City has never received the as-built drawings. He said the water
rights need to be conveyed to the City. He said there were bonded items that needed to be taken
care of.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that they put the subdivision plat on Sheet 1 and put the easements on
Sheet 2 so that the plat will not be so confusing.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Bromley has contacted him about the water rights. He said there are
sufficient water rights and he has been given a draft deed of the water rights. ·
Chairman Hansen stated that Notes 1 and 2 on the plat should be changed to state that the
maintenance of the storm drain is the responsibility of all the lots jointly and that the lot owners
share equally in the responsibility.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve Auto mall Business Center PUD, a resubdivision of Lot 1
American Fork Auto mall at 995 South 500 East subject to: (1) final resolution of the water
rights (2) the bonded items being completed to the satisfaction of the City Engineering, i.e.
as-built drawings being provided to the City (3)easements being provided on separate sheet
which will include an access easement and (4) Notes 1 and 2 be clarified in regards to joint
responsibility.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Sweeny pointed out that it will take some time to get the as-built drawings.
Mr. Baldwin said he understood that it would take some time to get the as-built drawings, but he
said they need to be provided. He stated that this project has been drug out for three years and
this is the only handle that the City has to get the bonding issues resolved. He told Mr. Sweeny
that if he has problems with the motion, then he can appeal to the City Council.
It was discussed that the parking requirements have been met.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING PLATS: AMERICAN FORK
COMMERCIAL CENTER PLAT A AMENDED, AMERICAN COMMERCIAL CENTER
PLAT B AMENDED, AND AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER PLAT C WHICH
IS A ROAD AND EASEMENT DEDICATION, AT APPROXIMATELY 875 WEST STATE
ROAD
Mr. Despain explained that the proposal is that Plat A be further divided into two concurrent
plats. He said there will now be three plats. He said the Green Parcel is now included in the
plats.

It was discussed that any n1otion should be subject to the Engineering Department's review of
the easement dedications.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there needs to be state plane coordinates included on the comer as well
as subdivision n1onuments. He said the subdivision monuments are in the 900 West intersection
to the west, but the state plane coordinates are not called out.
Mr. Hadfield explained that he did not receive the plats in time to plat the exterior boundary of
the subdivision and so he would like to reserve the right to review the plats.
Mr. Hadfield suggested that Lot 8 on Plat A be renumbered to be Lot 4 so that the lots stay in
chronological order.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve American Fork Commercial Center Plat A Amended at
approximately 875 West State Road subject to: (1) the renumbering of Lot 8 to be Lot 4 (2)
state plane coordinates and subdivision monuments being provided and (3) the Engineering
Department's review of the easements and dedications for compliance.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Mr. Hadfield stated that he has the same concerns with Plat B that he has with Plat A. He said he
needs a chance to review the easement and dedications to make sure they are accurate.
~hairman

Hansen pointed out that Plat B includes the Green Parcel.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve American Fork Commercial Center Plat B Amended
located at approximately 875 West State Road subject to: (1) the Engineering
Department's review of the easements and dedications for compliance (2) renumbering of
Lot 4 to be Lot 8 and (3) state plane coordinates and subdivision monuments being
provided.
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Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Chairman Hansen asked if all the easements that are required are included.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said "yes."
Mr. Despain pointed out that the location of the sewer easement that went to the west has
changed so City staff needs to review that to make sure it will work.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the change in the location of the sewer easement meets the needs to loop
the water line and run the sewer line to get to the district outfall line.
Mr. Hadfield recommended that the plat be corrected so that the crossings and the wetlands tie to
the district outfall line.
Mr. Christensen moved to approve American Fork Commercial Center Plat C
which is a road and easement dedication, at approximately 875 West State Road subject to:
(1) the Engineering Department reviewing the easements and dedications for compliance
and (2) state plane coordinates and subdivision monuments being provided.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR THE WALMART SUPER
CENTER AT APPROXIMATELY 875 WEST STATE ROAD

Lynn Woodbury stated that one change to the revised site plan is the addition of the outdoor
sales display area shown in the parking lot. He said earlier they were asked to remove the
outdoor display area from the site plan, but W almart has expressed concern about that because
they want to reserve the right to be permitted to have seasonal sales. He stated that there is still
adequate parking if a portion of the parking lot is used for seasonal sales.
Mr. Woodbury stated that Walmart also has decided that it would like to reserve the right to have
Connex containers on the site.
Mr. Woodbury stated that there has also been a change made to the landscape plan to add some
plant species that will grow on the retaining walls to soften them.
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Mr. Hadfield stated that staff has recommended that the Connex container yard be constructed of
masonry on three sides.
Mr. Despain stated that with the proposed outdoor seasonal sales area he has determined that the
site would be deficient 51 parking spaces, but the applicants are arguing that the parking spaces
should be calculated differently because some of the square footage of the building is not retail
floor area and is storage area.
Robin Salvagio discussed where the storage areas were located in the building.
Mr. Christensen stated that he is not one that likes to see a sea of asphalt. He said he thinks the
parking is adequate.
Ms. Salvagio discussed why she is now back asking to be allowed to have the option of putting
Connex containers on the site. She stated that the last time she met before the Planning
Con1mission she stated that she would provide a letter stating that there would not be Connex
containers on the site, but now Walmart has decided that it would like to reserve the right to have
Connex containers on the site. She explained that Walmart has agreed to purchase additional
land to build a storage area to store the Connex containers in. She stated that she will provide a
letter to the City that states that if W almart has Connex containers ~n the site they will be stored
in the storage area.
Ms. Salvagio pointed out that they have also added the pallet and bailer storage area because that
is a part ofWalmart's operations.
Ms. Salvagio stated that it is proposed to have chainlink fence around the storage area for the
Connex containers and to also have landscaping on the back property line that faces the freeway
to screen the storage area.
Ms. Salvagio stated that she did not think W almart would be willing to build a masonry storage
area to house the Connex containers.
Mr. Christensen stated that the retaining wall is 10 feet high and the shrubbery shown is only
four to five feet high so it will not hide the retaining wall. He said the landscaping along the
retaining wall needs to be taller.
Mr. Baldwin told Ms. Salvagio that her credibility has decreased with him because she assured
him that W almart would sign a letter stating that they would not use Conn ex containers on the
site and now she is coming back requesting that W almart be allowed to have Connex containers
on site. He told Ms. Salvagio that he is very disappointed and is less likely to believe anything
that she says.
Mr. Woodbury stated that there are many employees who work for W almart that have mixed
feelings about the Connex containers. He said the issue with the Connex containers is really not
Ms. Salvagio' s fault.
Mr. Baldwin said when the site plan was approved for Walmart he asked Ms. Salvagio point
blank if she could guarantee that Walmart would provide the letter that they would not use
Connex containers and she point blank assured them that there would be no problem getting a
letter from Walmart. She said Ms. Salvagio's credibility has decreased with him. He said the
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Planning Cmnmission has repeatedly been assured things by developers and then those things
that they have been assured have been violated. He said that he is not happy with the fact that
Ms. Salvagio has already violated what she assured would happen.
Mr. Richan said that he is insulted that W almart says that it would cost too much to construct a
masonry storage area. He said the cost of constructing a masonry storage area is peanuts
compared to cost of the land and building that will be constructed. He said it sounds like
W aln1art is saying that because they are W almart they will dictate what they will do.
Ms. Salvagio stated that W almart is trying to work with the City in regards to the Connex
containers. She said Walmart thinks that it will not be necessary to use Connex containers at the
proposed site, but they would like to reserve the right in case it is necessary to use them.
Ms. Salvagio pointed out that the City does not have an ordinance that prohibits Connex
containers. She said the City also does not have an ordinance that says Connex containers have
to be screened. She said Waln1art is just trying to help address the City's concerns relative to
Connex containers by proposing that there be a screened storage area for the Connex containers.
Chairman Hansen stated that the Planning Commission has the right to review the site plan and
to determine how things will appear on the site plan. He said the Planning Commission does
have the right to determine how things will appear on the site plan.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Woodbury early on presented the entire project as one that would
be a mall-like atmosphere with landscaping features that make one feel like they are not in an
average shopping center.
After discussion about the Connex containers, Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Despain if he feels there is
adequate parking with some of the parking area being used for an outdoor storage area.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's question, Mr. Despain stated that he is content that there will be
adequate parking.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Hadfield if he had any engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield did not have any engineering concerns. He said the modified site plan is not much
different than what was approved earlier.
There was some discussion about whether one could look down from the freeway and see into
the Conn ex storage. It was discussed that the elevation of the W almart site is higher than the
freeway so one would not be able to look down from the freeway into the storage area for the
Connex containers.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the revised site plan for the Walmart Super Center at
approximately 875 West State Road subject to: (1) a finding that the seasonal sales area
does not impact the parking requirements so that there is no longer sufficient parking on
the site (2) the landscaping on the north being tall enough to obscure the retaining the wall
(3) the storage area for the Connex containers being developed and landscaped in such a
way so that the Connex containers are sight obscuring and that chainlink fence is fine as
long as it is obscured on the freeway side.
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Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Ms. Salvagio suggested that there be block walls on the short sides with landscaping on the
freeway sides and chainlink on the Walmart side so that the side facing the freeway is screened.
Mr. Nielsen amended the motion to require that the storage container area for the Connex
containers be chainlink fence on the freeway side with block walls on the east and west
ends.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman Hansen.
Those voting nay: Mr. Richan and Mr. Baldwin. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR HARBOR
ROAD ANNEXATION PLAT A AT 650 SOUTH 100 WEST CONSISTING OF 10.89 ACRES
Mr. Despain stated the following things need to be provided before the amended annexation
agreement is forwarded to the City Council:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Evidence of solution of wetland issue.
Copies of deeds conveying the street right-of-way for both 100 West and 240 West.
Copy of the proposed water rights conveyance document.
Copy of the filed change application for WUC # 55-1382

Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 5 of the proposed agreement where it states "29 single
family dwelling lots and certain streets, easements and open space areas proposed to be
dedicated or otherwise conveyed to the City/and or a Home Owners Association" needs to be
changed to "29 single family dwelling lots and certain streets and easements to be dedicated or
otherwise conveyed to the City."
Mr. Christensen moved to approve the amended annexation agreement for Harbor Road
Annexation Plat A at 650 South 100 West consisting of 10.89 acres subject to the (1)
evidence of solution of the wetland issue (2) copies of the deeds conveying the street rightof-way for both 100 West and 240 West (3) copies of the proposed water rights conveyance
document (4) copy of the filed change application for WUC # 55-1382 and (5) Section 5 of
the proposed annexation agreement being corrected.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden,
and Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON THE CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE ANNEXTAION AGREEMENT OF THE
HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION PLAT B AT APPROXIMATELY 900 SOUTH 240 WEST
CONSISTING OF 153.62 ACRES
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Mr. Washburn pointed out that they have tried to create a trail system throughout the
development. He said the lots have been reconfigured and there is a little over a mile of trails.
He pointed out that there are a variety of open space areas.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that there is no water on the site that has not been piped for 40 years.
He also pointed out that there is a spring piped over to the Christensen Property under the
direction of the Irrigation Company. He said they are willing to leave the slough area open, but
the Christensens want it piped and relocated.
Mr. Washbun1 stated that a portion of the extreme north comer is wetlands, but there is enough
upland area that could be used for a park or open space.
Chairman Hansen expressed son1e concern that there were still sidewalks proposed even though
there is now a proposed trail systen1. He said he did not feel it was necessary to have a sidewalk
if there is a trail.
Mr. Washburn talked about having a rural atmosphere and suggested that there be a rail fences
used so that everything is not walled off.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the smallest lots are 7500 square feet and the largest lots are a
half an acre. He said the proposed plan has tried to provide a variety of lots and mix the lots up
so that there are different size lots scattered throughout the development. He said the proposal
shows twin homes on corner lots so that the home would front on two different streets.
Mr. Nielsen stated that he would like to see more larger lots.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed ordinance that would add additional zones to the list of
zoning districts in the City. The proposed ordinance is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT #2. He stated that part of the proposed ordinance is to go away using the net
area to gross area. He said part of the incentive to go from using net area to gross area is to get
better and more innovative designs.
After Mr. Despain briefly discussed the proposed ordinance that would add additional zones to
the list of zoning districts, Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to move along to
get the ordinances in place to allow the use of additional zones so there can be more flexibility.
He asked the Planning Commission to take some time to review the proposed ordinance.
Mr. Baldwin stated that the proposed design reminds him of Midland, Michigan. He said he is
comfortable with the proposed design and it does feel different than a standard subdivision.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that they would probably exceed the 33% open space requirement if
the roads and open space were taken out. He raised the question of whether they could make
the trails a part of the lot with a dedicated easement.
In response to Mr. Washburn' s question about whether trails could be made part of a lot with a
dedicated easement, Mr. Despain stated that the proposed ordinance does not address that.
Chairman Hansen again suggested that it may not be necessary to have sidewalks on both sides
of the streets, if the lots have access to a trail.
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There was some discussion about whether the lot sizes should be decreased or whether road
widths should be decreased. Chairman Hansen stated that road widths could be decreased. Mr.
Hadfield pointed out that once in awhile a collector class road will still have to be put in.
Chairman Hansen agreed that collector class roads are important.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the proposed plan proposes roads that have different widths.
Mr. Despain again asked the Planning Commission to take some time to read through the
proposed ordinance regarding adding additional zones. ·He suggested that it might be a good idea
to schedule a work session 1neeting where they can take some time to discuss the proposed
ordinance.
Mr. Washburn asked if the proposed concept plan is close to what the Planning Commission was
looking for.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there have been past discussion about the natural feature and he is not
sure that the natural features have been identified.
Mr. Christensen stated that the shape of the proposed development could be organized around
the significant features.
Jim Cates stated that if he ever develops his property that is located to the north of the proposed
development there are natural features that would have to be dealt with.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that on Storrs Avenue to Mel Frandsen's hay bam there is an artisan
well and ditch that flows continually.
In response to Mr. Hadfield's statement about the artisan well and ditch, Mr. Washburn said the
ditch is piped and it can't be unpiped.
Mr. Baldwin said the plan is close to what he would like to see.
Mr. Richan said he does not want to offend anyone, but he does not like the proposed plan. He
said the proposed plan looks like another cookie cutter subdivision. He said if the proposed plan
sets what will be developed on the property south of I-15, then the south side will look just like
what has been developed north of I-15. He said at this point he does not have a better suggestion
about how to develop the property proposed for development.
Mr. Washburn said maybe they could provide some plans on a bigger scale because it is hard to
look at 160 acres on an 11 X 17 plan. He pointed out that there is not more than 150 feet of
street that does not "have a good bend in it." He said he has played around with trying to
eliminate some of the interior lot lines. He said everyone wants a house that does not look like a
square house, but the fact is that square houses work.
Mr. Washburn stated that rail fences and vegetation between lots would help make the proposed
project not look like a standard subdivision.
Mr. Sowby expressed concern about some of the provisions on Page 8 and 9 of the proposed
ordinance.

26

·~

.

Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed plan is getting close to what he would like to see
south ofi-15.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
It was discussed that the Annual Summer Planning Commission Party will be held on August 28,
2002, at Alan Christensen's home.
Mr. Despain pointed out that he provided each of the Planning Commissioners with a copy of
memo regarding senior housing. He said the Mr. Sowby would like to have discussion of senior
housing on a future agenda. He asked the Planning Commission to read the memo that he
provided and they can discuss it at a future meeting.
Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, and Mr. Woffinden stated that Mr. Sowby had talked to them
individually about the proposed senior housing project that Vaughn Pulispher is proposing to
develop near the LDS Temple.
Mr. Hadfield cautioned the Planning Commissioners to be careful of ex parte communication.
He said that any discussion with Mr. Sowby regarding the Mr. Pulispher's proposed project
should be done in a public meeting.
Chairman Hansen said they will discuss senior housing at the next Planning Commission
Meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Christensen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 12:34 a.m.

~71~

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHM ENT #1 TO THE AUGUST 7, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAG E 1 O F 2

Concerns regarding the proposed (Little Hill) develop1n ent

1. The lot size is 1. 66 7 acres.
This is sufficient b""v the Am. Fork Cit;; standard for a
developn1ent of this intent.
Ho1vever tlzat puts a minin1um of 20 1nore people in our
neighborhood. ( assun1ing that each unit only has 2 people per
unit) Numbers could be 30 to 40, even 60 people, all living on
1. 667 acres.
2. Vehicle traffic on 300 North and in our neighborhood would
drastically increase. The average family has 2 vehicles tin1es 10.
The traffic on 300 North is already very busy & this
developn1ent will onl}' increase the amount. In a vehicle count
done on August 5, 2002 between 4 & 6 PM, 1002 cars passed.
3. Too l1igh density of a development in an all owner occupied
neighborhood. Our concern is not having 10 new homes in our
neighborlzood. Our concern is having (1 0 rental units) and the
ever cl1angil1g faces and constant proble1ns that are norn1all])
associated with such units.
4. Cost. The developer intends to market these units as
(Affordable housing.) In the last Planning Com1nission 1neeting,
Mr Lisle stated that these units are to be 800 sq. Ft. per level.
That is J·ust a disguised 11Jay of selling (low income housing.)
$ 110,000.00. We understand that the Cit;; by law has a
responsibilit;; to provide such housing. but_, the Cit;; also has a
responsibilif)' to protect the integrif)J, and quality of life in an
e~Yis ting neighborhood. Please. Not in our neighborhood.

I .
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5. Current value of our own property. Wlzat will living adjacent
to a 10 unit rental. in this price range, do to our property value?
Our property values will decline; due to our inability to market
the1n. Tlzis is because people do not want to live next to a 10
unit rental co1nplex. Traffic. Crime. People coming and going at
all hours of the da.}' and night. The transient nature of rental
units. The market value of the planned units directly affect the
quality of the tenants that are attracted to this type of rental.
6. Safety. Tlze children and adults who live in this development
will seek places to play in the outdoors. Across the street to the
North is the Jay C ball park and pla.<vingfields. They will cross
the busy 300 North street. There are no provisions for a cross
walk except at the corners on 200 West, and 300 West.

7. Quality of life. Our quality of life, in what has been, a se1ni
rural neighborhood 1vill be no more.
Our proposal to the A1nerican Fork Planrzing Commission and
Mr Regg·ie Lisle.
Hon1es. Singlefami(v detached homes. $160,000.00 to
$220,000.00 NO Rentals. Am. Fork already has an abundance.
Hon1es of this qualit} "rvill benefit the neighborhood. People with
pern1anence. People 1~·ho will contribute in a positive way to the
neighborhood and the con1munity. People of this means bring
fewer proble1ns and greater stabilit)). No month(v transitions.
It is our understanding that the developer could get 6 to 8
ho1nes on this proposed site.
We would welcon1e such new neighbors.
7
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8-4-02
PC Draft 4
ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF THE DEVELOPMENT CODE OF
AMERICAN FORK CITY; ADDING ADDITIONAL ZONES TO THE LIST OF ZONING
DISTRICTS AUTHORIZED IN THE CITY; SETTING FORTH THE REQUIREMENTS
WITHIN SUCH ZONES 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.
Chapter 2-4 entitled Regulations within in
Zones is hereby amended by adding a new section 2-4.7C setting
forth the requirements within the PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone,
to read as follows:

2-4.7C

A.

PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone
Legislative Intent
The PR-3.0 Planned Residential Zone is established to provide
areas within the City providing an environment suitable for
family life. Typical uses within the zone are a combination
of one-family detached housing units and also attached housing
units located in a coordinated design setting, together with
a co-mingling of parks, playgrounds, schools, churches, and
other community facilities designed to serve the residents of
the City. The zone is characterized by dwellings interspersed
with significant amounts of park and open space area, at
densities greater than within the PR-2.0 and R-1-20,000 zones.
The permitted density is generally comparable to the R-112,000 Zone (approximately 3 dwelling units per acre), but
with
increased design
flexibility
to
more
adequately
accommodate natural constraints to development (wetlands,
flood
areas,
drainage
channels
etc.) ,
facilitate
the
preservation of open space and encourage innovative designs.
The zone is consistent with, and intended to facilitate
implementation of, those areas designated on the General Plan
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as Low Density Residential (3 Dwelling units per acre)
Owners and developers of property within this zone should bear
in mind that primacy is given to residential development and
maintain their properties in recognition thereof.
The specific regulations necessary for the accomplishment of
the intent of the zone are hereinafter set forth.
B.

Permitted Uses
The following buildings, structures, and uses of land shall be
permitted upon compliance with the applicable requirements of
this code:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

C.

One-family dwellings when located upon a lot within an
approved Planned Unit Development, or Flexible Lot
Development.
Customary residential accessory buildings and structures.
The growing of crops in the field
Sheds used for storage of equipment used in connection
with agricultural activities on the premises.
Utility lines
Accessory signs in accordance with the applicable
provisions of Section 2-5.31
Public and parochial schools and grounds.
Public agency parks and playgrounds.
Public buildings and grounds, not including storage yards
and repair shops.
Churches.
Customary household pets, but not including kennels.
Fences, walls, and hedges subject to the requirements of
Seccion 2-5.15 of this code.

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.

4.

Planned Unit Developments having a density not greater
than 3. 0 dwelling units per gross acre, subject to
compliance with the applicable requirements of Chapter 26.3 of this Code.
Flexible Lot Developments, having a density not greater
than 3.0 dwelling units per gross acre, subject to the
provisions of 2-6.14 of this Code.
Townsite Development Projects having a density not
greater than 3.0 dwelling units per gross acre, subject
to compliance with the applicable requirements of Chapter
2-6.3 of this Code.
One family dwellings when located on an existing "lot of
2
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5.

6.
7.
8.
9.

D.

record", subject to compliance with the provisions o f
Section 2 - 5.46 relating to minimum standards for nonconforming lots, approval of a site plan in accordance
with the provisions of Section 2-5.31 and conformance
with the other applicable requirements of this zone .
Water,
sewer
and utility
transmission
lines
and
facilities when approved pursuant to the provisions of
Title 4 of this Code and when required as an incidental
part of an approved development project in the zone.
Home Occupations, subject to the provisions of Section 25.24.
Residential facility for handicapped persons subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.36 of this code.
Low Power Radio Service Antenna Facilities, subject to
the provisions of Section 2-5.43 of this Code.
A Transfer of Development Right - Receiving Area (TDR-R),
subject to the provisions of Section 2-4.21, at such time
as provisions relating thereto have been adopted by the
City.

Location Requirements
All buildings shall be located within the Designated Setback
Envelope as shown on the final plat of development project
approved pursuant to the provisions of this Zone (i.e. Planned
Residential Development, Flexible Lot Development, Condominium
or Flexible Subdivision Project). Except, where no Designated
Setback Envelope has been established, all buildings shall be
located in accordance with the following:
1.

Main Buildings All dwellings and other main buildings
and structures shall be set back in accordance with the
following:
(a) Front Setback. All dwellings and other main
buildings shall be setback not less than thirty (30) feet
from the front lot line which abuts on any existing or
proposed public street.
(b) Side Setback- Interior Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings including any attached garage or
similar structure 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, except that where a garage or carport
is attached to the side of a dwelling, the minimum
required setback for such garage or carport may be
reduced to not less than six (6) feet, as measured from
the lot line to the closest part of the building, and the
combined required dis ·t ance of the two side setbacks shall
be not less than fourteen (14) feet.
(c ) Side Setback - Corner Lots - Side Abutting a
Street . All dwellings and other main buildings shall be
set bac k not less than twenty (20) feet from the side lot
3
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line which abuts on any existing or proposed public
street.
(d) Rear Setback - Interior Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings and structures shall be set back not
less than thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except
that a portion of a dwelling may project up to five (5)
feet into the required rear setback area, provided that
the width of the projecting portion shall not exceed
fifty (50) percent of the total width of the dwelling.
(e) Rear Setback - Corner Lots. All dwellings and
other main buildings shall be set back not less than
thirty (30) feet from the rear lot line, except that
where a garage is attached to the rear of the dwelling,
the required rear setback for said garage may be reduced
to not less than twelve (12) feet as measured from the
rear lot line to the closest part of the building.
2.

Accessory Buildings All accessory buildings shall be
located in accordance with the following:
(a) Setback from Main Building - Front Setback.
Accessory buildings shall be set back not less than
twelve (12) feet to the rear of the closest rear wall of
the main building, and not less than twelve (12) feet
from the closest 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 seventy-five (75) feet from the front lot line.
(b) Side Setback - Corner Lot - Side Abutting a
Street. Accessory buildings shall be set back not less
than forty (40) feet from the side lot line which abuts
on a street.
(c) Side and Rear Setback - Interior Lot Line.
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)
(2)
(3)
( 4)
(5)

E.

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.

Dwelling Requirements
4
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1.

2.

Heiqht of Dwellings - The maximum height of any dwelling
shall be thirty- six ( 3 6) feet, measured in accordance
with the criteria set forth under Section 2-5.44, as may
be modified by the following:
a.

Chimneys, flag poles, television antennas, and
similar ancillary structures not used for human
occupancy shall be excluded in determining height .

b.

The Building Inspector may approve a dwelling
having a greater maximum height, provided, that the
dwelling will be set back from all appurtenant lot
lines
(or
footprint
lot
boundaries
where
applicable) a distance two feet for each additional
foot of dwelling height.

Size of Dwelling.
Each dwelling
following:

3.

shall

conform

to

one

of

the

a.

The dwelling shall contain a Main Floor Living
Area of not less than one thousand two hundred
(1,200) square feet, or

b.

The dwelling shall meet or exceed all of the
following:
1) .

The dwelling shall have a total "building
footprint area" of not less than one
thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet
as measured from the outside of the
foundation wall,

2)

Not less than one thousand (1,000) square
feet of the "building footprint area"
shall be devoted exclusively to living
space (portions of the footprint area
occupied by garages, porches, breezeways
and similar areas shall be excluded) , and

3)

The dwelling shall contain a total living
area of not less than one thousand eight
hundred (1, 800) square feet located on
building
floors
or
levels,
located
entirely above the finished grade of the
ground surface adjacent to the foundation
of the structure.

Width of Dwelling- The minimum width of a dwelling shall
be twenty (20) feet, as measured from the outside wall at
the narrowest point of the first story, exclusive of any
5
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garage, porch, shed or similar area not considered as
living area. The width shall be considered the lesser of
the two primary dimensions .
4.

Location of Garage and Driveways on Corner Lots - No
garage opening or any driveway providing access to a
garage shall be located closer than forty-five (45) feet
from the point of intersection of the front and side lot
line adjacent to a street.
No portion of a driveway
shall be located within any portion of the clear vision
area established pursuant to Section 2-5.10.

5.

Off-street Parking. Not less than two off-street parking
spaces shall be required for each dwelling unit.
Each
off-street parking space shall be not less than 10 x 20
feet per space and shall I)..Ot be located within any
portion of a front or side setback area adjacent to a
street.

6.

Conformance With Special Dwelling Requirements.
In
addition to the requirements herein set forth, All
dwelling shall conform to the special provisions relating
to dwellings set forth under Section 2-5.42.

6
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SECTION 2.
Section 2-6 is hereby amended by adding a
Section setting forth the terms and conditions applicable to the
approval of Flexible Lot Developments, to read as follows:

2-6.14
A.

FLEXIBLE LOT DEVELOPMENTS

Intent
It is the intent of this section to establish an alternate
form of development of individual lot developments which
permits increased flexibility in the layout of such projects
in order to better accommodate the varying needs and desires
of lot purchasers while preserving a quality of residential
amenities equal or superior to that within traditional lot
subdivisions.

B.

Permitted Uses
The specific uses permitted within a Flexible Lot Developments
shall be limited to those authorized within the zone district
in which the project is located.

C.

Approval Procedure
The approval procedure shall be the same as set forth under
Section 2-6-B of this Code.
In addition to the requirements
of said section the project shall conform to the applicable
requirements
for subdivisions as set forth under the
Subdivision Ordinance.

D.

Project Area, Dwelling Units per Structure and Density
1.

The requirements for project area, density, and lot size
within a Flexible Lot Development shall be as follows:
Min. Area
in Project
(in acres)

Zone
PR-2.0
PR-2.3
PR-3.0
PR-3.6

Max. D.U./
Structure

20
20
15
15

2
2
2
4

Max. Density
(D.U./Acre-Gross
Project Area)
2.0
2.3
3.0
3.6

For purposes of determining compliance with the standards set forth
in the above table:
( 1)

"Minimum Project Area" shall mean the total area located
within the boundary of the project.
A Minimum Project Area
7
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containing less than the amount set forth in the above table
may be approved upon a finding by the Planning Commission and
City Council that the layout of the proposed project
constitutes a logical and independent design unit conforming
to the intent for the approval of the project as sec forth
under Section 2-6.3-A.
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, provided that
the addition represents a logical extension of the project and
all other requirements are met.
(2)

"Gross Project Area" shall mean the total area within the
project boundary, less that portion of the project area
devoted to existing streets.

2.

The Maximum number of dwelling units permitted within a
Flexible Lot Development (Maximum Allowable Density)
shall be determined by multiplying the number of acres of
Gross Project Area by the Maximum Density factor for the
zone district in which the project is located, plus the
Transferable Development Rights (TDR), if any, which may
be applicable to the project area.

3.

Each Flexible Lot Development shall provide for a variety
of lot sizes and buildiong type in accordance with the
following schedule:

PR-2.0

(To be Provided)

PR-2.3

(To be Provided)

PR-3.0
Average lot size - 9,600 square feet
To be determined as follows:
Total area in lots
Number of Dwellings
in project

= Anerage lot size

Minimum lot size:
One-Family - 7,500 sq.ft.
Two-family- 12,000 sq.ft.
Maximum lot size - 25,000 sq.ft.
Lots may exceed the maximum lot size area, however,
8
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portions of any lot containing an area greater than
the maximum will not be included in determining
compliance with the average lot size standard.
Distribution of lots within Project:
% of Lots in Project

Lot Size Standard

Not less than 20%

1-family

14,000 sq.ft.
or
greater

At least 15%, but not
more than 20%

2-family

12,000 sq.ft.
or greater

Not more than 40%

1-family

7,500 to 9,000
sq.ft. per lot

Remainder in project

1-family

9,000 sq.ft. or
greater

PR-3.6
E.

Type

(To be Provided)

Design Criteria
1.

Consistency with the Provisions of the General Plan
The proposed layout of
the Development shall be
consistent with the provisions of the City's General Plan
for the Project area or, if inconsistent, the provisions
of the General Plan shall be first amended in accordance
with the procedures for amending the General Plan as set
forth in state law.

2.

Plan to Accommodate Natural Drainage Channels, Wetlands
and Other Constraints to Development
Wherever the project area includes any natural drainage
channel,
identified wetland
(including those under
jurisdiction of
the U.S.
Corps
of
Engineers
or
otherwise.), floodway and floodable area, areas of
unsuitable soils for development (Peat soil areas), or
similar natural constraint to development as identified
on the natural conditions analysis map required pursuant
to Section 2-6.2-B-2), the layout of the project shall
identify and incorporate all such designated areas within
the design of the project. All areas determined by the
City to be unsuitable for development shall be included
in the open space/ trail area required pursuant to
Paragraph 3 below.

3.

Plan to Accommodate Major Street Plan,
9
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other elements of the General Plan
The layout of the project shall incorporate all major
streets in the approximate location set forth on the
City's Major Street Plan and all designated trails in the
approximate location set forth on the City's Park and
Trails Plan.
4.

Internal Streets/Travelways and Pedestrian Ways
The project shall be served by an internal street/
vehicular travelway and pedestrian system which provides
safe and convenient access to each dwelling unit and
adequate circulation within the project.
To ensure
continued
adequacy
and
maintenance
of
the
street/travelway and pedestrian systems within the
project area, title to such systems shall:
(a) be
conveyed to the home owners association for the project
area, established as part of the approval process, and
held by them as a part of the common areas (Private
Street Option), or, (b) subject to the prior approval of
the City at the time of development approval, be
dedicated to the City for public use (Public Street
Option) .
Private Street Option. Where the plan provides that
( 1)
the travelway and pedestrian system is to be privately
owned, the following shall apply:
a)

The layout of the travelway and pedestrian system
shall be designed in a manner which discourages
through traffic, but is consistent with the major
street plan for the area.

b)

All dwelling units within the project shall be
accessed only from the internal travelway and
pedestrian system.

c)

Each vehicular entrance/exit to the project from
the public street shall include an entrance
monument identifying the name of the project and
indicating the travelways are private,
and a
moveable gate capable of physically blocking
vehicular access to the project.

d)

The cross-section of each travelway and pedisterian
system shall conform with City standards for
private streets. The standard of construction and
quality
of
materials
and
workmanship
for
travelways, utility systems and other improvemnts
shall conform to minimum City standards.

e)

The

design

shall
10

provide

adequate
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parking for residents, visitors
recreation vehicles as follows:

and

storage

of

1)

Off-street Parking
Four spaces per
dwelling unit. Not less than two shall be
contained within a garage. The driveway
area may provide up to two of the
required spaces, provided that the pad
area is hard surfaced, of adequate width
a length of not less than 25 feet,
exclusive of any sidewalk.

2)

Recreation
Vehicle
Storage
See
following section on Recreation Vehicle
Parking.

f)

The layout and design of the travelway system shall
provide for safe and convenient circulation within
the project and be capable of ready access by
emergency vehicles and personnel, as determined by
the City.

g)

The content of the project documentation shall
contain language which limits on-street parking to
one side of the travelway.

h)

Where the proposed project area is adjacent to
public streets, all required public improvements to
the adjacent public street shall be constructed as
a condition of approval.

i)

The project shall contain sufficient units to
provide the revenue for maintenance of all intended
common areas and facilities.

(2)
Public Street Ootion. Where the plan provides that
the travelway and pedestrian system is to be dedicated to
the public, the following shall apply:
a)

All streets shall contain a vehicular
of-way which conforms with the City
Public Streets and shall be improved
with City standards and dedicated to

b)

Pedestrian walkways (sidewalks) shall be provided
adjacent to the 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 vehicular travelway or 4
feet in width when contiguous thereto.
Access to
and use of the walkway by the public shall be
secured through the attachment of a travel and
11
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public utility easement or by dedication to the
City as part of the dedication of the adjacent
street. All pedestrian walkways shall be improved
in accordance with City standards.
c)

5.

Streets and pedestrian walkways on the boundaries
of a project shall conform to City standards for
subdivisions.

Access to Lots
The layout shall provide that each lot shall abut upon
and have access to a City street or private travelway.
The distance along said abutting side shall be not less
than 60 feet except that the length of said abutting side
may be reduced in accordance with the following:
a)

b)

6.

The side abutting the street may be reduced to not
less than 30 feet when the lot fronts upon a culde-sac or curve and the side lot lines radiate in
such a manner that the width requirement will be
met at a distance of not more than 45 feet from the
abutting front line, or
The side abutting the street may be reduced to not
less than 20 feet when the lot qualifies and is
approved as a "flag lot".

Setback of Building
All dwellings shall be set back in accordance with
setback lines shown on the final site plan provided that
said setback lines shall be established in accordance
with the following criteria.
a)

b)
c)

d)
e)

Front Setback - A minimum of 25 feet as measured
from the right-of-way or walkway easement line as
applicable, provided that in cul-de-sacs and flag
lots the setback lines shall be at the depth where
the width requirements are met, but in no case less
than 25 feet.
Side Setback - Corner Lot - A minimum of 20 feet as
measured from the right-of-way or walkway easement
line, adjacent to the street.
Side Setback - Interior Lot Lines - A minimum of 8
feet with a combined total for the two side yards
of 20 feet, except that when part of a zero lot
line or twin home project, the setback requirement
on the zero lot line or common wall side shall be
reduced to zero.
Rear Setback - A minimum of 20 feet as measured
from the rear lot line.
The Council, subject to the prior recommendation of
12
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the Planning Commission, may approve a Designated
Setback Envelope for one or more lots within a
Flexible Lot Development at variance with the above
standard, upon a finding that such variance is
appropriate for the proper development of the lot
and that such reduction will not result in the
establishment of a hazardous condition.
6.

Open Space
Not less than eleven (11) percent of the net project area
of the development shall be retained as useable common
open space, parks, playgrounds, trails and recreational
facilities for the benefit of the residents. Open space
areas shall be accessible and conveniently located for
use by the residents.
All common open space area shall be maintained so that
its use and enjoyment as open space are not diminished or
destroyed. To assure that all designated open space area
will remain as open space, the applicants/owners shall
either.
1.

Dedicate or otherwise convey title to the open
space area to the City for open space
purposes, or

2.

Convey ownership of the open space area to the
homeowners association established as part of
the approval of the Flexible Lot Development
(For project where roads are intended to
remain private) .
In the event this alternative 2 is used, the
developer shall also execute an open space
conservation easement in favor of the City
over all common open space area of the
project, in accordance with the provisions of
the Land Conservation Easement Act (UCA 5518).
The effect of such easement shall be to
prohibit any excavating, making additional
roadways,
installing additional utilities,
constructing
any
dwellings
or
other
structures, or conducting or allowing the
conduct of any activity which would alter the
character of the open space area from that
initially approved, without the prior approval
of the City.
The
appropriate
method
for
insuring
preservation shall be as determined by the
City at the time of development approval, or
13
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3.

A combination of 1 and 2 above.

Where the proposed open space includes roads
and developed or useable space or facilities
(tennis courts, pavilions, swimming pools)
intended for the use by project residents, the
organizational
documents
shall
include
provisions for the assessment of adequate
performance guarantees required to secure the
construction
of
required
improvements
including the costs of installation of all
landscaping and common amenities, and also the
preparation of a maintenance fee schedule, to
be
incorporated
into
the
organizational
documents, establishing the reasonable costs
for maintenance of common facilities.

14

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 21 , 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on August 21 , 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the preliminary plat ofLittle Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of
5 lots at 250 West 300 North.
2. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of
1lot at 470 East 100 North.
3. Review and action on the final plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of 1 lot at
470 East 100 North.
4. Review and action on an amended annexation concept plan, amended annexation
agreement, and amended zone designation to R1-9000 and R-3 , for the Vacher
Annexation at 755 East 50 South.
5. Discussion on an amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance to clarify placement of
group housing structures in residential zones.
*6. Review and action on the preliminary plat for the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots at 150 North 450 West.
7. Review of proposed zone text amendments related for PR2.0 and PR3.0 zones and
flexible lot developments and planned unit developments .
8. Site Plan Committee Report .
9. Other business.
*10. Review and action on the July 17, 2002 minutes.
11 . Adjournment.
Dated this 15 day of August 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 21 , 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on August 21 , 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of
5 lots at 250 West 300 North.
2. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of
1lot at 470 East 100 North.
3. Review and action on the final plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of 1 lot at
470 East 100 North.
4. Review and action on an amended annexation concept plan, amended annexation
agreetnent, and amended zone designation to R1-9000 and R-3, for the Vacher
Annexation at 755 East 50 South.
5. Discussion on an amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance to clarify placement of
group housing structures in residential zones.
6. Review of proposed zone text amendments related for PR2.0 and PR3.0 zones and
flexible lot developments and planned unit developments.
7. Site Plan Committee Report.
8. Other business.
9. Adjournment.
Dated this 13 day of August, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
August 21, 2002
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 21, 2002, at the
American Fork City Council Chambers, 31 North Church Street, American Fork. Said meeting
commenced at 7:10p.m. Those present included Chairman James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Steve
Nielsen, Tom Hunter, Keith Richan, John Woffinden and Alan Christensen. Others present
included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, JoAnn Scott, Franz Fischer, Arlen Runolfson, Jeanne
Runolfson, Kent Runolfson, David Peterson, Royce S. Shelley, Cregg Winters, Bonnie Winters,
Blake Baxter, Clyde Baxter, Shauna Searle, Greg Searle, Mark Greenwood, Noall Wootton, John
Dester, Brian Greene, Steve Sowby, Jim Phelps, Lynn Phelps and Barbara Christiansen, a
member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LITTLE HILL SUBDIVISION PLAT "A" CONSISTING OF
5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH.
Chairman Hansen briefly gave a history on Little Hill Subdivision as it had previously been on
the Planning Commission agenda. Rod Despain was directed at the last meeting to develop road
options that would best serve the inner block development. Rod Despain presented five options
for consideration. Four of these options utilized a cul-de-sac design. Consideration was given to
what would better serve the community as a whole and how the immediate neighborhood would
be impacted. Proposal "A" is a cul-de-sac option with roads that are so close together that there
are lots with two frontages. Two double frontage lots. Proposal "B" uses a single cul-de-sac
straight down and out in an "L" shape. There would be some 85' frontage lots for twin home
development. This plan does provide for through circulation. Proposal "C" is a double cul-desac that does not provide linkage between the two areas. Proposal "D" provides access from the
north on 300 North and continues south with a cul-de-sac bulb. This plan exceeds the cul-de-sac
length. Technically it works but is it practical. Proposal "E" is similar to "B" but the access
road from 200 West is moved to the north. Any road scenario where there is an access road on
the north presents a dilemma in that virtually all of the road from 200 West into the inner block
comes off of one property owner. The owner of that property gains virtually no benefit to this
development. It is a pretty heavy hit on one parcel of property with very little return. It is Mr.
Despain's opinion that option "B" provides the most positive effect to all property owners
involved. It also allows for the looping of the utilities.
Discussion was made as to where 200 North would come in opposed to 250 North. Ken
Baldwin felt that the lot layouts were more reasonable in option "E" than "B". The impact to the
property owners needs to be considered, however, "E" would be the most accommodating for the
developer. In terms of the overall inner lot development, option "E" seems to resolve most of the
lot issues. Rod Despain states that there is no incentive for one property owner to bear the
burden of providing roads into this development. Someone would need to acquire virtually all
the property pieces and then put them together.
Chairman Hansen asks where the existing sewer is located. Mr. Hadfield states that it is on the
north side of the tracks. It could come through a lot and connect with the cul-de-sac plan.
Storm water may be a little more difficult to address.
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Keith Richan asked to hear what the developer of this project felt would be the best option for
development.
Brian Green the attorney for Reggie Lisle reviewed what was previously proposed as far as
development of the northern central section consistent with "A", "C", "D" or "E"proposal.
There was opposition from some of the neighbors and a motion was made to continue action
until tonight. Also a directive was give to meet with the citizens and try to come up with
something that would work. This meeting was held a week ago Tuesday. Dave Peterson, the
engineer drew up a new configuration that would be consistent with "B" or "E". There were
concerns with these options from the developers standpoint. It required dedication of additional
land and greater expense in additional asphalt, curb and gutter, sidewalk, etc. It was proposed at
that meeting that a configuration consistent with "B", or "E" would be acceptable provided that
the developer did not incur the entire added expense for that. It is Mr. Green's opinion that the
development of the entire piece as one in that someone purchases all the small properties and
puts them together in one package is highly unlikely because there are so many different land
owners and so many small pieces. The developer is not opposed to the options proposed by Mr.
Despain but would like to set up some kind of a reimbursement agreement for the additional
utilities and improvements with the parties of the inner block that would benefit as there is no
additional benefit to the developer for doing this. The developer is agreeable to accept either
option provided that he does not get stuck with the added burden of improving additional area.
Chairman Hansen expressed that the Planning Commission is not looking at a fix for the here
and now. Their job is to look ahead in the best interest of all of the resident's of American Fork
City. There are developers in the audience that have been required to put in roads and
improvements that did not immediately benefit their developments. It is a requirement that a
developer is required to do regardless of whether they are an inner block development or a large
area development. What is best for the long term will be the only thing that is addressed. What
is the preference of the owner of the property in terms of the development options provided. Mr.
Green states that they would prefer the cul-de-sac option presented at the previous Planning
Commission meeting.
Arlen Ranolfson addressed the Commission. His property joins the Little Hill development and
he has met together with the developer. It is not their desire to develop at this time but in an
effort to support the community would allow a temporary turn around on their property. This
would affect the Searle's and would need to be done with the consent of the Searle's as well.
Mr. Searle would like to see the road curve and not go straight through and would prefer option
"B" or "E".
Mr. Royce Shelley states that he has no interest in developing the back of his property.
Mr. Hadfield owns the southern portion of the block and reflected that this is one of the blocks
that was previously looked at by the Planning Commission in years past as a potential inner block
development. The purpose of the ordinance that was drafted was to prevent one developer from
developing his property and thereby damaging another property owner's rights. Multiple family
dwellings with one way in and one way out become very busy. When so many dwelling units
are being provided for it is essential that there are two accesses.
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Jim Hansen addressed the proposed Little Hill subdivision plan presented to them. Mr. Green
indicated that it is not their intent to defeat any development on the inner block, just concern that
it may not happen. If it does not are we left with a temporary turn around at some time down the
road. The plans either "B" or "E" would require some kind of a temporary tum around. The
Runolfson' s and Searle's have agreed to allow this but what will happen some time down the
road. Mr. Green petitions the Commission to not be clouded by their inner block ordinance and a
few property owner at the expense of the interest of the majority of the inner block property
owners.
John Woffinden states that there are more than just a "few" concerned property owners in the
area. Issues of density and boundary discrepancies are of concern to the citizens
Chairman Hansen: It is the position of the Planning Commission body to require the developer
to put in a temporary turn around as previously done in Baker Estates.
J.H. Hadfield stated that Road base was required but was proven to be a problem. Baker Estates
ended up asphalting the temporary turn around. He would like to re-look at the storm drainage
based on the temporary turn around elevation. Previous gaps in the descriptions were to be
cleared up before the next approval process.
Rod Despain said that with the proposal there is no loss of lots. Some of the lots are larger. It is
his opinion that the applicant is not injured by the proposals. Mr. Despain further states that
sometimes part-done projects take a long time to complete. The temporary tum around as
proposed would still address the needs of the residents at this time. Commissioners decision
should be made based on what is in the best interest of the City and not the developer or property
owners.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the six foot privacy fence had been decided upon. Mr. W offinden asked
that it be noted that in the July 17, 2002 Planning Commission meeting Mr Lisle told Mrs. Searle
he would install a 6' vinyl fence between his project and the adjacent property owners.
Jim Hardy asked that restrictive parking be made in the cul-de-sac to accommodate emergency
vehicles, garbage trucks, etc. Rod Despain states that this could be a condition added to the
easement agreement.

Alan Christensen moved to approve Little Field Subdivision plat "A" consisting of 5 lots at
250 West 300 North contingent upon the property lines being resolved, drainage issues
being addressed and all weather asphalt being provided on the temporary turn around.
Keith Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hunter, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, Mr.
Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN, AMENDED
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT, AND AMENDED ZONE DESIGNATION TO Rl-9000 AND
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R-3, FOR THE VACHER ANNEXATION AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH.
Chairman Hansen briefly reviewed with the Commission and those present the previously
proposed zone changes associated with this property. Based on this particular plan, the
annexation agreement must be corrected by Rod Despain prior to it being forwarded on or any
action being taken on it.
Mr. Dester indicates that this is the fifth proposal for this project. The project presented would
have cottages in the same configuration as those on the Carlisle piece. There would be groups
of 4 cottages with 48 homes total. Driveways would not exit directly onto 50 South. There
would be two development accesses with a landscaped area along 50 south. The proposal
includes a pocket park, and fencing around the entire project. What is being asked for now is 48
residences instead of 62 as previously proposed. Fewer homes but still in the same zone.
Mr. Dester explained that these cottages are cost effective for the elderly with no maintenance
and main floor bedrooms. He is pleased with the density of this plan and feels that this is more
aesthetic in the design. Mr. Dester is very pleased with this proposal.
Chairman Hansen asked Rod Despain if the language of the annexation could reflect the
proposed density and layout of this proposal. Mr. Despain states that legal counsel has directed
him to review the annexation and rewrite it to reflect this proposal. It is his counsel that this be
strictly a discussion item.
Mr. Baldwin states that this is an innovative design with regard to the garages. Appears to have
the features of what the Planning Commission has been looking for. He recommended that this
proposal be given a favorable recommendation to the City Council.
A property owner living down the road from this project is in favor of the proposal presented
tonight. It is his opinion that this is a better plan than what had been proposed earlier and would
be of better interest to the City than to piece meal it out.
Jim Phelps asked when 50 South would be improved. Chairman Hansen indicated that it would
require bringing the road into the City as it is now mostly in the county.
Chairman Hansen recommend that Rod Despain re-work the annexation agreement with regard
to this proposal and place it on the next agenda.
No action was required at this time. No motion made.
DISCUSSION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE SENIOR HOUSING ORDINANCE TO
CLARIFY PLACEMENT OF GROUP HOUSING STRUCTURES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
Mr Sowby has presented a proposal for five group housing structures to be placed in a single
family residential zone. Rod Despain explains that the applicant and Mr. Sowby thought these
would be allowed based on the existing ordinance as the existing ordinance specifically
mentioned assisted living facilities as one of the uses that would go in a senior housing project.
The senior housing ordinance was prepared to address senior living facilities in the context that
any of the senior living facilities or independent care facilities would be in structures that
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conformed to the structures allowed in the underlying zone. Mr. Sowby is of the opinion that
because they are referred to as assisted living facilities that it preempted any limitation to the size
of the structure. That was certainly not the intention of the change in the ordinance.
Steve Nielsen asked if this kind of a project was one of detached housing.
John Woffinden had visited a similar project in Tooele and was very impressed. The size of
each facility was about 8,000 square feet with 12 individuals in each building. These buildings
were one story and have 12 living units within them. This Tooele project is located in a
commercial zone next to the new hospital. Mr. Pulsifer indicated that these type of facilities are
located in Reno, St. George and Provo.
Alan Christensen expressed the need to protect adjacent land owners in a zone from uses that are
not compatible. There needs to be a buffer space between this type of a development and those
predominantly found in a single family zone.
Chairman Hansen states that the current ordinance permits for senior housing in single family
zoning. The intent was that you met the type of housing of the underlying zone. It clearly does
not meet the intent of a senior housing facility. The question before the Commission is does the
language need to be cleared up and clarified to meet the intent and not whether we are going to
allow this specific development in American Fork. Should high rise buildings be allowed in the
name of independent living, assisted living facilities.
Keith Richan would like to see the opportunity to have this type of a facility allowed. The smart
person would only allow these buildings where they were needed and not by the dozens.
Chairman Hansen indicates that if you allow it with one developer, you have opened the door to
all developers to put these facilities anywhere in a residential zone.
J.H. Hadfield was acting as the Chairman of the Planning Commission at the time the ordinance
was written. These types of facilities were addressed under the aspis of group homes including
drug and alcohol rehabilitation centers, juvenile detention facilities etc. If you write the
ordinance for group homes, you have to address these type of a group homes as well.
Rod Despain said that one question that needs to be defined is what is assisted living. Assisted
living is an activity - a service provided to people who need it. It is not addressed by the size of
the units or the number of units. Once you set up the ordinance you set up the character of the
structure that will be allowed specifying the size and style of what can and cannot be built.
Tom Hunter agreed that there is a need for senior housing but this is not the correct zone. He is
not in favor of this type of housing in a single family zone.
Mr. Sowby states that the ordinance already permits this type of building, it just needs to be
defined.
Alan Christensen said that this type of a facility does not belong in an R1 zone. It seems more
appropriate in a multi family zone and does not meet the intent of the single family zone.
Assisted living is permitted but group homes of this nature are not.
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John Woffinden echoed Mr. Christensen in that the big 12 bedroom facility does not belong in a
residential zone.
Chairman Hansen instructs Rod Despain to go back and relook at the ordinance and try to clarify
and define the senior housing element to provide for this type of a development with some limits
to it. Bring it back and discuss it again. If the commissioners like it then we can look at the
development at hand.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR THE SEVEN C'S
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 150 NORTH 450 WEST.
Chairman Hansen indicated that this particular item was noticed incorrectly as a two lot
subdivision and in reality it is a three lot piece.
Rod Despain presented this plan and noted that it does not propose any specific development for
the commercial lots. The commercial lots do not need to be consistent with the trailer park.
However, most subdivisions give a good knowledge of what is going on or in. With this
proposal we don't know what will go in on lot 1 and 2. The width of State Road is more
determined and improvements specified. There is no drainage plans for lots 1 and 2 but this
could come at the time a site plan is approved upon development. The original RV parking did
not allow for RV storage. If no area were provided, then the area out by State road could be used
for this purpose.
The owner of the property states that there is no problem in doing both the improvements on 3 50
West and on State road.
J .H. Hadfield expressed concern that there were irrigation and drainage issues that were yet to be
resolved with the owner. And that these were minor things that could be worked out.
Ken Baldwin indicates that all the issues pertaining to access from the last meeting have been
addressed.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat for Seven C's Subdivision plat "A"
consisting of3lots at 450 West 150 North with the condition that the irrigation concerns,
drainage issues be addressed and that the bonding for improvement be in place before the
final plat is done. Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hunter, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, Mr.
Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
This item shall be placed on the next agenda and advertised as a three lot subdivision with action
being taken on it as a revised preliminary and final plat.
REVIEW OF PROPOSED ZONE TEXT AMENDMENTS RELATED FOR PR2.0 AND PR3.0
ZONES AND FLEXIBLE LOT DEVELOPMENTS AND PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS.
Chairman Hansen reviewed that this is a review of the draft ordinance prepared in response to the
request of development on the south side of American Fork. What do we want to see in
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development down there. Does the latest proposal fit the intent of what is wanted. This
particular zone was to address different lot sizes and numbers of those lot sizes. Do they work or
do they not.
Rodney Despain passed out material that was worked up with the help of Mr. Sowby addressing
the mixture of housing units. Rodney Despain suggests or proposes not less than 20% of the lots
be 14,000 square feet or greater; at least 15% but not more than 20% be two family units on
12,000 square foot lots or greater; not more than 40% would be one family dwellings on lots
between 7,500 and 9,000 square feet, and the remainder of the project would be in 1 family
dwelling lots of 9,000 square feet or greater. This was the proposal. Mr. Sowby took this
information and along with the project information came up with the following figures .
1 Family dwellings
2 Family dwellings
1 Family dwellings
1 Family dwellings
PUD Townhouses

of 14,000 sq. ft. or more
of 12,000 sq. ft. or more
of7,500 sq. ft to 9,000 sq. ft.
of9,000 sq. ft to 14,000 sq. ft.

20 dwelling units
80 dwelling units
53 dwelling units
131 dwelling units
45 dwelling units

7.8%
23.9%
15.8%
39.1%
13.4%

This is a good example of what we are trying to build into this flexible lot subdivision. Their
proposal would incorporate large areas of open space. How much flexibility does the
Commission want in this distribution of lots in this project. One way to get space for larger lots
is to have clustering of housing, PUD's. You would get more units per acre.
Alan Christensen asked what the profitability of this development would be based on these
ratios.
Rod Despain answers that the more larger lots there are, the more smaller ones you need to make
your money.
Steve Sowby suggests doing a 10% mandatory. This would be 10% small lots, 1Oo/o town homes,
10% larger lots, 10% open space etc. You could say not less than 10% or more than 20% for any
of these.
If you are to get larger lots, you may have to have smaller lots too. The object is to not put all the
multi family housing in one area but scatter it throughout the community.
What about areas that are unbuildable? Rodney Despain explains that the ordinance does require
identification of non developable area. The north area is very wet. Should there be any discount
for land that is not usable. The City could utilize information from years back that would tell
you where the water table is. Then we must ask at what point does the City ask from more than
what is reasonable.
Keith Richans asks to define the usability of the open space that would be given. We need park
area. Are the open space areas those under the power lines that could be hazardous to persons
health? Also, what is the soil compatibility and water levels. What happens when there are
building permits issued and then there are water problems.
Jim Hansen asks that the PUD element be added.
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Ken Baldwin is concerned that too many small lots may not sell well.
Steve Sowby states that Paul Washburn would like to meet with Rod and really tie down the
numbers. These things need to be known prior to the annexation being completed.
J.H. Hadfield is wondering how this will work out and impact the Cates piece. Mr. Cates is yet
to develop his parcel.
James Hansen asks that Rod Despain sit down with Paul Washburn and Steve Sowby and
prepare another proposal for the PR 2.0 and PR 3.0 zones.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report
OTHER BUSINESS
Remind all Commissioners of the Annual Planning Commission summer BBQ that Alan
Christensen is hosting next Wednesday at 6:30p.m.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JULY 17' 2002 MINUTES
Ken Baldwin has turned in his corrected copy of the minutes with all corrections noted and
highlighted. On page one Alan Christensen is listed as being at the meeting twice and John
Woffinden was left off. Also on page llline 42 we need to add that Mr. Lisle said that there
would be a 6' vinyl fence for privacy between his project and the Searle's and Runolfsons.
Ken motioned to approve the minutes with these corrections. Alan Christensen seconded
the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen.
Those abstaining: Mr. Hunter, Mr. Richan and Mr. Nielsen
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Christensen moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:55 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 4, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on September 4, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on signage plan for Automall Business Center Plat A at 995 South 500
East.
2. Review and action on the final plat of Old Fann Estates Plat C Subdivision consisting of
8 lots at 93 2 North 140 West.
3. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A consisting
of3 lots at 150 North 450 West.
4. Review and action on the final plat of the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A consisting of3
lots at 150 North 450 West.
5. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of
1 lot at 470 East 100 North.
6. Review and action on the final plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of 1 lot at
470 East 100 North.
7. Review and action on an amended annexation concept plan, amended annexation
agreetnent, and atnended zone designation to R1-9000 and R-3, for the Vacher
Annexation at 755 East 50 South.
8. Review and action on the annexation agreetnent for the L.W. Hansen Annexation
consisting of 5.705 acres at 3 85 East 620 South to be placed in the GC-2, General
Commercial zone.
9. Review and action on the annexation agreetnent for the Peck Addition Annexation
consisting of .70 acres at 506 West 1300 North to be placed in the R1-9000, Single
Family Residential zone.
*10. Review and action on a Parks Impact Fee Analysis and Update.
11. Review of proposed zone text atnendtnents related for PR2. 0 and PR3. 0 zones and
flexible lot developments and planned unit developments.
12. Site Plan Cotntnittee Report.
13 .Other business.
14.Review and action on the August 7, 2002 minutes.
15 .Review and action on the August 21, 2002 tninutes.
16.Adjourmnent.
Dated this 30 day of August, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chainnan

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 4, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the Atnerican Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on September 4, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on signage plan for Automall Business Center Plat A at 995 South 500
East.
2. Review and action on the final plat of Old Farm Estates Plat C Subdivision consisting of
8 lots at 932 North 140 West.
3. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Seven C' s Subdivision Plat A consisting
of 3 lots at 150 North 450 West.
4. Review and action on the final plat ofthe Seven c·s Subdivision Plat A consisting of3
lots at 150 North 450 West.
5. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of
1 lot at 470 East 100 North.
6. Review and action on the final plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting of 1 lot at
470 East 100 North.
7. Review and action on an amended annexation concept plan, amended annexation
agreetnent, and amended zone designation to R 1-9000 and R-3 , for the Vacher
Annexation at 755 East 50 South.
8. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the L.W. Hansen Annexation
consisting of 5. 705 acres at 385 East 620 South to be placed in the GC-2, General
Comtnercial zone.
9. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Peck Addition Annexation
consisting of. 70 acres at 506 West 1300 North to be placed in the R 1-9000, Single
Family Residential zone.
10. Review of proposed zone text amendments related for PR2 .0 and PR3.0 zones and
flexible lot developments and planned unit developments.
11 . Site Plan Committee Report.
12. Other business.
13 . Review and action on the August 7, 2002 minutes.
14. Review and action on the August 21, 2002 minutes.
15 . Adjournment.
Dated this 27 day of August, 2002 .

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 4, 2002
ATTACHMENT (1)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 4, 2002, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Councilman
Hunter, Commissioners Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden*.
Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, Terilyn Lurker, Dana Graham, Ray Jensen,
Michael Beck, Franz Fischer, Noall Wotton, Matt Judd, Marilyn Christensen, Judy Price,
Richard and Darlene Greenland, Nathan and Robin Adams, Paul Washburn, Ken Hoggan, Heidi
Rodeback, Phyllis Crookston, Dick Kirkwood, Marilyn Wyler, Paul Strong, Steve Sowby, and
Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Steve Nielsen.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SIGNAGE PLAN FOR AUTO MALL BUSINESS CENTER
PLAT A AT 995 SOUTH 500 EAST.
Dana Graham of Bona Signs explained the request was for an identification sign for lot #2 in the
Automall Business Center subdivision for building number two, but there was a question on the
location for the sign. She stated that in working with Mr. Hadfield they had located a place for
the sign to the front of the building on the west side; the location of the sign will not be site
obstructing.
Mr. Hadfield stated the intent of the sign does comply with the ordinance but the original plan for
the sign had the location for the sign on lot #3. In working with the petitioner, they have changed
the location of the sign to lot #2 along the front of the building next to the 500 East corridor; the
correct location of the sign is shown on the official city records.
Mr. Despain stated this was originally a single project but has been recently subdivided into three
lots.
*John Woffinden arrived.
Mr. Despain continued that the Highway Overlay zone does not permit individual pole signs but
does permit monument signs adjacent to the frontage of the street upon which they are located.
This does meets the criteria for a monument sign but must meet the other sign requirements.
Ms. Graham stated there are three tenants in the building but only two have opted for the sign.
Mr. Christensen stated he understood the city restricted the height on fences for site obstructing

reasons and asked if this sign would be site obstructing; it was pointed out the sign is located
close to the building and will not obstruct the view of vehicles.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the signage plan for Automall Business Center Plat A at
995 South 500 East with the only condition being that it meets the requirements of the sign
ordinance. Mr. Hadfield asked that they specify in the motion that this sign is on lot #2. Mr.
Baldwin amended his motion to read this is approval of the signage plan for Auto mall
Business Center Plat A Lot 2 at 995 South 500 East with the only condition being that it
meets the requirements of the sign ordinance, and is located on lot #2.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin,
Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan, and Chairman Hansen. Mr. Woffinden
abstained. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF OLD FARM ESTATES PLAT C
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 8 LOTS AT 932 NORTH 140 WEST.
Mr. Hadfield stated the subject to's from the preliminary plat dealt with the drainage
calculations, dedication of roads, and transfer of water shares. He stated the Engineering office
received the drainage calculations and the dedication of the roads, which left only the transfer of
water rights as the only outstanding issue. Mr. Despain stated the city would need 8 acre feet of
water signed over, which equals 4 shares of irrigation water.
Mr. Baldwin stated that 140 West as shown ends up a stub street. He thought that the Planning
Commission has required a temporary turn around at the end of the street in several subdivisions
recently; he asked if they needed to require it of this subdivision as well. Mr. Beck stated the
Master Plan showed this road meeting Nob Hill Drive.
Mr. Despain stated it is the city's policy to require a turn around, as was required with Baker
Estates. Mr. Baldwin stated they have discussed this several times in the past and they need to be
consistent with what they require.
Mr. Despain stated the developer could get with Mr. Bromley on obtaining a temporary easement
until such time as this road is continued on to meet Nob Hill Drive. He explained that in Baker
Estates the final two lots were not approved pending the outcome of the road; it was up to the
Planning Commission if they would require a temporary cul-de-sac or an easement.
There was a short discussion on the radius requirements on a cul-de-sac as well as which lot
could be used for the temporary cul-de-sac if that were the option chosen. It was decided lot #8
or lot #3 could be used as there would be enough radius on both lots; the owner preferred using
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lot #3 .
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that curb, gutter, and sidewalk would not be required as the turn around
is temporary. Mr. Despain stated if Dr. Bromley agreed to a temporary easement then all lots
would be available for sale and a lot would not have to be committed for a turn around; if not,
then the turn around would need to occur on the property. Chairman Hansen commented that the
subdivision would not be sent to the city council until such time as this issue is solved.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the final plat of Old Farm Estates Plat C subdivision
consisting of 8 lots at 932 North 140 West subject to (1) water rights being transferred to
the city prior to recording and (2) a temporary turn around or cul-de-sac be provided. Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen asked for discussion.
Mr. Baldwin clarified that the temporary cul-de-sac must be provided for before this goes to the
City Council
Mr. Despain explained they would expect from Dr. Broml~y a temporary easement granting the
right to utilize his property as a temporary cul-de-sac until such time as the road opens up; if this
does not take place lot #3 would be involved.. He stated that if this does not take place and lot
#3 were used as the turn around the Planning Commission would need to decide if they would
accept a note being placed on the plat or if they would require that lot #3 be left off the plat. Mr.
Baldwin explained that his intent was for the cul-de-sac to be agreed upon by city staff; if the
turn around was not in place then the subdivision would not go forward to the City Council. Mr.
Beck requested they be allowed to make a notation on lot #3 instead of leaving #3 off the
subdivision plat. Chairman Hansen felt the lot should come off the plat as that is what has been
required in the past. Mr. Baldwin stated he did not want to dictate which option was chosen, but
dictate that a turn around was in place prior to forwarding to the City Council.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE SEVEN C ' S
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS AT 150 NORTH 450 WEST.
Chairman Hansen stated that this was incorrectly advertised on the last agenda; it was put on this
agenda as the preliminary and final plat.
Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concerns on the preliminary plat includes the approval of the
irrigation company on piping the ditch as relative to the grade and size. He commented they are
looking at this on a drainage aspect; he was concerned on how they would retain the drainage on
site for lot #3 which is the mobile home park. Lots 1 and 2 will have future building placed on
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them which will require they look at drainage at that time. He feels they need to work out the
drainage issue on the mobile home park. Mr. Fischer stated the city should have the drainage
calculations on all three lots. Mr. Hadfield asked where the detention pond will be located in the
100 year event. He indicated where the water would enter the storm drain but stated it is the high
point on the property and that water would flow to different locations.
Mr. Fischer stated he could appreciate the concern, but that he had not had a problem with water
in the past thirty years. He stated the only impervious area is the streets and some concrete pad.
He felt the front area which is covered with grass could handle any water. Mr. Hadfield stated
that to date the city does not have all the information and that all requirements have not been met
and he would be happy to work with Mr. Greenwood to resolve those issues.
Mr. Despain stated his concern was the drainage issue.
Mr. Hadfield stated he had one more item to mention. This subdivision breaks up the existing
mobile home community into three lots; they are making a commercial site and combining an
existing commercial site with part of the mobile home park. He indicated that there were now
two lots in the wrong zone for the intended use; he suggested they begin the zone change process
now.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the preliminary plat of the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 3 lots at 150 North 450 West subject to (1) the resolution of the drainage
problems and (2) the irrigation company's approval on piping of the ditch. Mr. Woffinden
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen, Mr.
Richan, and Chairman Hansen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE SEVEN C' S SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 3 LOTS AT 150 NORTH 450 WEST.
Chairman Hansen noted that water right requirements would be deferred on lots # 1 and #2 until
those lots were developed.
Mr. Hadfield stated that certain improvements associated with the final plat along 350 West and
along West State Road would need to be taken care of; they could bond for those improvements
or install the improvements in lieu of bonding. Mr. Hadfield commented he would need to know
what method would be used prior to this going forward to the council.
Mr. Baldwin asked if they anticipate any easement or accommodation for RV parking on the
lots? Mr. Despain answered the RV parking was not required at time of approval and would not
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be required at this point as there is no room. Mr. Baldwin stated they need to accommodate the
parking or need to note that it is on the chopping block. Chairman Hansen commented it is on
the chopping block and that they could notify the residents that there is no space for RV parking
and would need to find another place for their RV's. Mr. Fisher stated they have a policy that no
RV parking is provided for on the property; this is not on file with the city but has been
addressed at the Association meeting and is noted in the minutes.
Mr. Richan asked which improvements along 350 West are proposed. Mr. Hadfield stated those
improvement are curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Mr. Hadfield indicated the fence would be relocated
further to the west to accommodate the curb, gutter and sidewalk. It was pointed out that the
detail which Mr. Hadfield read from is not in the Planning Commission member's packets.

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the final plat of the Seven C's Subdivision Plat A
consisting of3 lots at 150 North 450 West subject to the improvements on 350 West and
North State Road be resolved satisfactorily to the City Engineer and with an observation
that the water rights for lots one and two will be delayed until development. Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE FRAZIER SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 470 EAST 100 NORTH.
Chairman Hansen noted that item #5 and item #6 are the same. He turned the time over to Mr.
Judd for comments.
Mr. Judd stated this request is a one lot subdivision with the intent for a duplex.
Mr. Hadfield stated they saw this last in September 2001 when they had talked about a
caretaker's cottage and office. At that time there was question on the lot size. The proposal
before them does meet the requirements for a twin home. He stated the issue at hand is if they
have a subdivision off of the residual lot what becomes the requirements for improvements on
the residual lot. Mr. Hadfield commented he had a cost estimate from Mr. Judd that shows curb
and gutter across the entire project.
Chairman Hansen asked if the Engineer would be comfortable with the improvements being in
place all along 100 North.
Mr. Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission there was an agreement before when the
storage units were expanded that there were landscape and improvement requirements along
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main street next to the railroad tracks that has not been provided. He does not have a problem
with approving this request even though there is some baggage along with the request. Mr.
Baldwin commented that if there were problems with promises made in the past that have not
been fulfilled then he felt reluctant to give an approval without at least a handle on what should
have been done. He asked if there was a way the Planning Commission could still make them
fulfill their requirements in the past.
Mr. Despain stated the issue before them previously was a completion of a four plex as part of
the storage area; this was held off with the suggestion they have a single office with the storage
unit and splitting the east parcel as a twin home. He stated this is a different request as they are
proposing to break off a portion of the property for a twin home and leaving a residual lot. Mr.
Despain commented the city did have ordinances relating to residual lots. He stated they really
had no choice on requiring the improvements on the residual lot. Mr. Despain felt the easiest
way to handle this would be to provide a bond for improvements on 100 North and Main Street.
He suggested they approve subject to installing improvements on the residual lot.
Mr. Richan asked about bonding. It was explained that the developer had two years to install the
improvements. If the improvements were not installed then the city could use those funds to
have the improvements installed. Mr. Hadfield explained that bond amount is computed using
the engineers estimate and adding 10% to that number.
Mr. Hadfield stated that Mr. Judd had met all the requirements with which he had concerns.

Mr. Baldwin motioned they approve the preliminary plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A
consisting of llot at 470 East 100 North subject to bonding for improvements on the
subdivision and bonding for the improvements on the residual lot. Mr. Christensen
seconded the motion. It was pointed out that the bonding includes both 100 North and Main
Street.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE FRAZIER SUBDIVISION PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 470 EAST 100 NORTH.
Mr. Hadfield stated there is only one issue which needs to be resolved for the final plat and Mr.
Despain would cover that topic. He stated they would need to deed frontage across the residual
parcel.
Mr. Despain stated that two acre feet of water for the twin home would need to be transferred to
the city.
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Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the final plat of the Frazier Subdivision Plat A consisting
of llot at 470 East 100 North subject to (1) the deeding of land for roads for the lot and the
residual lot so the improvement can be made and (2) that water rights be conveyed in the
amount of two acre feet. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN, AMENDED
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT, AND AMENDED ZONE DESIGNATION TO Rl-9000 AND
R-3, FOR THE VACHER ANNEXATION AT 755 EAST 50 SOUTH.
Marilyn Christensen stated she was present to represent the family and was under the impression
they had discussed this at the last meeting.
Mr. Despain stated this was discussed at the last meeting. At that point it was determined that
the detail of the agreement was not adaptable to the project that is currently being proposed. This
request was sent back to the him to prepare the changes. The request before them reflects the
changed concept plan, which consists of a design similar to what was previously looked at of
four plexes. The result of the changes was that this project would be 48 lots, a small park, and a
private road on the project. He stated this is similar to what has been looked at in the past and
suggested they send it forward to the City Council for approval. Mr. Despain commented that
this project has been denied by the City Council on two previous occasions.
Mr. Despain stated there are two corrections. The first correction is that Reva Vacher has passed
away and should no longer be on the annexation agreement; he will remove her name. The
second correction is on page 2, section 4, line 38; it should read R3-7500. The R3-7500 zone
allows for over 60 units, but the applicants have kept it to 48 units.
Darlene Greenland asked when the citizens on 50 South would be getting a wider road.
Chairman Hansen stated that as the property along the road is annexed, property will be deeded
to the city for a wider road. Ms. Greenland stated she is concerned with the safety issue; there is
a lot of traffic and the traffic will increase with this development. Chairman Hansen stated this
annexation will add to the width of the road as well as curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Mr. Ric han
asked if her property was still in the county; she stated it was. Mr. Richan suggested to her to
annex into the city if she would like the road widened. Mrs. Greenland stated they would like to
annex into the city but would not receive the benefits of being in the city as the sewer does not go
to their property.
Nathan Adams lives on 50 South and stated he had considered annexing his property into the
city, but the cost was enormous to do so as sewer would need to be installed to their property. He
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commented there is not an incentive for property owners to annex into the city.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are times when the city will participate in installing sewer, but for
the most part it is the responsibility of the developers. The city tries to meet the needs of the
people but the road will not be widened until the property is annexed into the city.
Mr. Christensen asked if they required the developer to put in the improvements. Mr. Hadfield
stated this annexation will make a dedication to the city for road and the improvements will be
put in along the width of the project, including the property in front of the Phelps property; the
improvements have been shown in all plans. Chairman Hansen read from Section 10 where it
included the improvements to be placed along the entire length of the property on 50 South,
including the existing dwellings as well as the undeveloped portions.

Mr. Christensen moved to approve the amended annexation concept plan, amended
annexation agreement, and amended zone designation to Rl-9000 and R-3, for the Vacher
Annexation at 755 East 50 South. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
It was pointed out that the existing dwellings were still in the Rl-9000 zone so they would stay
single family residences.

Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen,
Mr. Baldwin, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE L.W. HANSEN
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 5.705 ACRES AT 385 EAST 620 SOUTH TO BE PLACED
IN THE GC-2, GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE.
Chairman Hansen stated this request came to the Planning Commission many months ago but has
fallen by the wayside. He commented no one was present to address this issue. Chairman
Hansen clarified he is not related to L.W. Hansen.
Mr. Despain stated that there are still some issues remaining. One concern is inadequate road
access if zoned commercial. The issue of extending 400 East to 620 South has not been
resolved. There is no specific plan for this area; their plan is to annex the property in the GC-2
zone and then the new owners would come in with a plan.
Chairman Hansen asked the Planning Commission members if they would want to see a concept
plan to help them decide before making a decision. Mr. Despain stated it might be the right thing
to do.

Mr. Richan motioned to table this item as the petitioner was not in attendance to answer
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questions. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PECK
ADDITION ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .70 ACRES AT 506 WEST 1300 NORTH TO
BE PLACED IN THE Rl-9000, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE.
Mr. Washburn was present to discuss this item. He stated there is a problem with sewer depths;
the main floors can be sewered, but basements would have to be internally lifted. Mr. Hadfield
stated there are other places in the community that have this problem where sewer is shallow;
this would be a privately owned and pumped inside the individual residence. Mr. Washburn
stated the applicants are concerned that the city would not allow internal lifts. Mr. Despain
stated they just need to address that each residence needs an internal life but feels like this isn't
really an issue and has no problem with approving the request.
Mr. Baldwin comment he was under the impression that all the city required was that sewer be
provided to the main floor of the house.
Mr. Despain stated they need to include something on the plat which indicates each lot would
need to provide an internal lift station for the building.
Mr. Woffinden stated he was concerned with the amount and depth of fill being placed on the
property. Mr. Washburn stated they have had compaction tests and have met city standards; Mr.
Hadfield had the reports to verify this. Mr. Hadfield commented that they have brought in
enough fill to accommodate the road, curb, gutter, and sidewalk. They will have to provide tests
for the individual lots for the fill brought in. Mr. Woffinden asked to see the test reports.
Mr. Hadfield stated this is an annexation and concept plan; these issues discussed tonight will
come about at the time of preliminary and final plat.

Mr. Baldwin motioned to forward the annexation agreement for the Peck Addition
Annexation consisting of. 70 acres at 506 West 1300 North to be placed in the Rl-9000,
Single Family Residential zone to the City Council for action with the corrections discussed
tonight to be included. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Richan,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PARKS IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS AND UPDATE.
Mr. Despain stated he had been asked by Carl W anlass to have this item before the Planning
Commission tonight. Mr. Despain read the memo he prepared for the meeting; see Attachment
A He commented that the city has asked a task force to prepare specific recommendations for
park improvements. He also commented that the city had purchased land at $70,000 an acre
instead of the $40,000 an acre that was reflected in the last Parks Impact Fee Analysis.
Mr. Despain reported that there are members present at the meeting who were going to do a
presentation on the improvements for parks. Mr. Despain stated Planning Commission's
involvement is not required for impact fee increases but that the City Council and Carl Wanlass
would like the Planning Commission's opinion.
Mr. Hoggan introduced those present from the American Fork Inter-Committee Parks Task
Force. Those present were Marilyn Wyler, Dick Kirkwood, Phyllis Crookston, Paul Strong, and
Heidi Rodeback. Mr. Hoggan explained the city has 25 park properties the city maintains; many
of these parks are lacking in basic things such as grass, automatic sprinkler systems, benches, etc.
The task force has identified each park's needs. They recommended all parks have
improvements totaling approximately 2.6 million dollars; there is a list located on the back on
their packet breaking down the needs and costs for each park. The task force feels comfortable
with the cost estimate. They are recommending a plan be created and that the Planning
Commission adopt this proposal as the first version of the Master Plan subject to changes being
made and approvals granted. Mr. Hoggan stated there are other items they need to be aware of.
For example, on the south side of town there will be large developments and parks are needed in
that area; they ask the Planning Commission to keep that in the back of their mind and require
parks during development. He commented that once the initial improvements are in, they would
like a balance of recreational and non-recreational development of parks. They understand that
once improvements are made, it will take additional funds to keep them maintained. Tonight,
they are requesting the Planning Commission give their approval in recommending this to the
City Council.
Councilman Hunter stated he believes the City Council's intent is to have the Planning
Commission incorporate the plan into the General Plan. He indicated the task force has spent a
lot of time preparing this report.
Chairman Hansen stated he did not see any costs on engineering or maintenance costs. He also
commented they needed to think about ADA requirements for all new playground equipment.
Chairman Hansen also commented he is concerned about the budget. He feels the task force
needs to be aware of the different fees associated with improving the parks.
Mr. Hoggan stated they would like to move forward understanding there are additional concerns
that need to be addressed.
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Mr. Hadfield stated he is aware of the time and effort involved with this project but he would ask
they make a change to one area on page one and page five. Under "The Task Force requests
three immediate actions" on page one, he would like it to read something along the lines that this
becomes an attachment to the General Plan so it does not interfere with what the Planning
Commission has done with General Plan so far.
Ms. Rodeback stated the task force understands the budget concerns, so they made a wish list on
what they would like to see happen first. Chairman Hansen commented he sees how people look
over what is published, such as widening of a road, and they expect to see those results. To keep
their integrity, they needed to come up with a list of what would be done now.
Mr. Hogan stated their intent for the initial round of improvements would be to allot $25,000 for
playground equipment, which is very expensive. Chairman Hansen commented that there was
more to it than purchasing equipment; they needed to factor in installation costs and material
underneath the equipment. He commented the City Council needs to be aware of the additional
funds needed for park maintenance.
Mr. Hoggan stated he had the impression the Planning Commission felt the costs were too low
for equipment and that the list needed to be cut back so expectations of the citizens were not so
high.
Mr. Woffinden brought up the subject of maintenance issues pertaining to parks. There was a
discussion on how parks are maintained currently. Mr. Hoggan stated the task force had
discussed maintenance in depth as a committee and were wanting the backing of the city for park
maintenance.

Mr. Christensen motioned to recommend (1) the improvements proposed to the city for
parks represent an extension and is consistent with the General Plan subject to the wording
being changed as per Mr. Hadfield's directions on pages one and five and also subject to
maintenance being addressed within the document; (2) the proposed improvements plan
should be considered as a capital improvements plan and that they should add to that the
cost of design, bonding, administration, ADA requirement costs, and ongoing maintenance
costs and how that will be addressed; and (3) that even though its not required to do so, the
parks impact fee analyses represents a reasonable basis for revising the city's park impact
fees. Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Mr. Christensen commented the task force needs to understand they need to depend upon the city
for maintenance of the parks and not volunteers.
Mr. Hadfield stated he is aware of all the work that went into this proposal but agreed that they
needed to be aware of the budget concerns. Mr. Hadfield suggested they read the General Plan to
see what is called a core park, neighborhood park, and regional park and use the same
terminology and classification in their analysis to reinforce what is in the General Plan.
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Chairman Hansen commented that the task force needed to recognize the increased costs
associated with improving parks.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen,
Mr. Baldwin, and Mr. Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF PROPOSED ZONE TEXT AMENDMENTS RELATED FOR PR2.0 AND PR3.0
ZONES AND FLEXIBLE LOT DEVELOPMENTS AND PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENTS.
Chairman Hansen stated there was much discussion between himself and Mr. Despain on the
small property owners being excluded in development on the south side of town. Mr. Despain
had told him that he would need to look into that area again. ·
Mr. Despain stated he is trying to figure out where the Planning Commission is going with these
amendments; the members had made a number of changes but as a result of his conversation with
Chairman Hansen earlier he needs a clearer perspective of what the Planning Commission wants
on the south side before he can write anything. He commented that he would need to go through
the ordinance once again. Mr. Despain said he had six statements that he would like to get
responses from the Planning Commission so he could use their feedback to aid in writing the
ordinance.
Mr. Despain stated that as he understands it, the "Planning Commission wants an ordinance that
will acknowledge and accommodate the natural limitations to the development." He stated there
has always been a linkage to the physical constraints that are present on the south side area and
development. He has learned that there are some who feel there are more limitations to the
property than the developers feel. He stated the natural limitations to this property is wetlands in
one area and a small channel in another area; those are the only limitations he is aware of. He
asked if the others feel there is anything more than those two items. Mr. Christensen stated there
are more springs that need to be addressed. Mr. W offinden commented there are more water
issues than those two areas; the whole area has water problems. Mr. Hadfield stated there were
power lines and sewer outfall lines in the area.
Mr. Despain state the plan has attempted to be accommodating by requiring that all
developments provide a natural conditions analysis map as part of the input data of the project.
He stated they have never asked for that, but it is included in the provisions. He asked if this is
what they want included in the ordinance. Mr. Washburn commented that six months ago he had
provided what he thought the Planning Commission wanted as far as a detailed analysis; if that is
not the case, he would like to know the specifics of what they wanted to see so he could provide
the correct information. Mr. Woffinden stated the Planning Commission did not see those
papers; he would like to see the paperwork so they may make an informed decision. Mr.
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Christensen stated that maybe the ordinance should read exactly what the city wants to see on
those reports.
Mr. Despain stated the second issue is that the ordinance should address the requirement that the
design would accommodate the provisions of the General Plan and the Annexation ordinance
provision as well as natural conditions that have been raised.
Mr. Despain commented the third issue is that he has understood the Planning Commission
wants an ordinance that would result in a diversity of development, which is more broad than
what is on the north side of the city. He stated it would be accomplished by different size lots,
different house plans, a mix of single family and multiple family units, etc. He has tried to raise
the issue of Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) and flexible lot development. The proposal
tonight puts this under the heading of a PUD; he was under the impression they did not want the
standard subdivision.
Chairman Hansen commented this particular ordinance puts all of the land on the south side in a
Planned Unit Development and asked if everyone in general wants the PUD and the
Homeowners Association and the fees involved. Mr. Richan stated people such as himself do
like the Homeowners Association.
Chairman Hansen asked what provisions are made for the person that owns 15 acres; under this
proposal he would not be able to develop his land other than putting one home on the land. Mr.
Despain commented that was another issue he wanted to discuss; the observations he had was
that the ordinance needed to better accommodate the small parcels.
Mr. Washburn did not think a flexible lot subdivision needed to be strictly a PUD. He felt that
non-traditional subdivisions could be developed, leaving the option for open space in some
locations. Mr. Despain stated he does not disagree with that if that is the direction the Planning
Commission wants to go.
Mr. Richan stated their problems lie in the fact that they have used density as the principle
planning tool; they need to get an ordinance that would allow ingenuity. He commented that the
problem with the developers and the engineers for the projects are than they push it to the limit.
Councilman Hunter commented they need to develop into the ordinance a "park" not "open
space" as most open space is not really usable. They need to develop quality parks that kids can
use.
Mr. Despain commented that if the ordinance resulted in diversity, this would allow for multiple
family developments mixed in with single family residences. He stated that if the Planning
Commission is going to allow large lots, then they will probably have to accept attached housing.
Mr. Despain's fourth question was if the Planning Commission wanted to encourage innovative
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designs and if so what is an innovative design? Councilman Hunter suggested different setbacks
on the lots; Mr. Despain stated they do have different setbacks for standard setbacks and Planned
Unit Developments. He indicated that some communities require a "Lotting plan" which shows
the proposed setbacks for each lot.
Chairman Hansen suggested requiring different builders in the subdivision for variations in home
designs. Mr. Washburn recommended requiring a certain distance between home designs which
are the same.
There was a discussion on size of lots, homes, etc. and the developer demands of so many lots
per acre. In the opinion of some Planning Commission members, larger lots would sell as well
as smaller lots; it was felt that not all people want small lots with small homes.
Mr. Hadfield stated the Planning Commission needs to set the standards.
Mr. Despain restated what he felt was instruction from the Planning Commission in that they
desire to have flexible lots in south side area; there would be attached housing clusters; there
seems to be an impression for reduced street widths and reduced improvements such as .
sidewalks on only one side; and that smaller pieces of property would need to be addressed.
Mr. Richan asked about the testing done in the Mountain Meadows Plat G subdivision; if it has
been tested this year, the tests will reflect a four year drought. Mr. Sowby stated the tests were
done about a year and a half ago. Mr. Richan explained he is concerned that the testing is not
adequate and that five years down the road their will be problems. He asked if Mr. Washburn or
Mr. Sowby would build houses in that area. Mr. Washburn stated he would build a house on the
south side but it would not be a $300,000 home.
Mr. Despain stated he would take the information he received from this meeting and re-visit the
ordinance.
SITE PLAN
Mr. Hadfield stated site plan is still held twice a week; they have a full schedule for technical
review next Monday.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield thanked Mr. Christensen for hosting the summer party.
Mr. Despain stated the City Council has asked the Planning Commission to look at the ordinance
to see if the requirements for porches could be changed to allow for an encroachment similar to
the rear setback encroachment.
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Councilman Hunter asked for the status on the curb and gutter for lot # 1 in the Callalily Place
subdivision located at approximately 780 North 200 East. Mr. Hadfield stated they were given
an exception to install the curb and gutter until warmer weather by the City Council; he would
check the status on the project.
Mr. Baldwin informed the Planning Commission that he would not be in attendance at the next
meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 7, 2002 MINUTES

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the August 7, 2002, Planning Commission minutes subject
to the following corrections:
I

Page 10, Line 36 "be an requirements for RV" should read "be a requirement for." Page
11, Line 9 "have a enough" should read "have enough." Page 11, Line 26 "be fee item"
should read "be a fee item." Page 13, Line 2 "PLAT OF REVIEW AND ACTION" should
read "REVIEW AND ACTION." Page 13, Line 36 "be come" should read "become." Page
15, Line 38 "drained there home" should read "drained their home." Page 17, Line 44
"sewer" should read "sewage." Page 18, Line 11 "support and administrative" should read
"support an administrative." Page 19, Line 40 "drug on" should read "drug out." Page 23,
Line 33" asked Mr. Hadfield asked ir' should read "asked Mr. Hadfield if he."
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen,
Mr. Richan, and Mr. Woffinden. Councilman Hunter abstained. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Baldwin motioned to adjourn the meeting at 10:55 p.m. Mr. Woffinden seconded the
motion. All were in favor. The motion carried.

~ti}WL~
T:rilyn Lud'er
Building Inspection/Public Works
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE SEPTEMBER 4, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 2

MEMORANDUM
Date: Sept 3, 2002
To: AFPC
From: Rod Despain

Subject: PC approval of the Park Improvements Plan and
impact fee study.
Under the City's existing Parks and Trails Element of the General
Plan, one of the major objectives is ''expand the use of existing
parks by providing additional amenities such as playground
equipment and picnic tables.
More recently, a combination of the Parks Committee,
Beautification Committee, and Neighbors in Action were asked to
prepare specific recommendations for improvements needed within
each park to provide the basis for a new bond issue for that
purpose.
In addition, it has become apparent that the initial land cost
for purchase of additional open space areas ($40,000 per acre)
reflected in the Park Impact Fee is significantly below the
average costs actually paid.
A revised study relating to the Park Impact Fee has been
prepared. A copy of the study which proposes an increase iL the
fee to $2602.28 for a single family residence has been prepared
and a copy provided in your packet .
The Council has requested that the PC review the attached
material and make a recommendation regarding the following:
1.

That the improvements proposed for the City's Core
Parks represent a logical extension of and are
consistent with the Park Element of the General Plan .

2.

That the proposed improvements plan should be
considered as the capital improvements plan for the
improvements .

..

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE SEPTEMBER 4, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 OF 2

3.

That even though not required to do so, the Parks
Impact Fee Analysis represents a reasonable basis for
revising the City's Park Impact Fee.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CONI:MISSION
SEPTEMBER 18, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on September 18, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on a final plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of 5 lots at
250 West 300 North.
2. Review and action on a preliminary plat of Royal Estates Subdivision Plat D consisting
of2 lots at 920 East 700 North.
3. Review and action on a final plat of Royal Estates Subdivision Plat D consisting of 2 lots
at 920 East 700 North.
4 . Review and action on a zone change at 140 North 100 East from the existing R-4 to the
CC-1 , Central Commercial zone .
5. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Woods Annexation consisting of
.99 acres at 1145 East 50 South to be placed in the PO-l , Professional Office zone.
6. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Guth Annexation consisting of
1.50 acres at 1195 East 50 South to be placed in the PO-l, Professional Office zone.
7. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Alpine School District Atnerican
Fork Annexation consisting of38 .97 acres at 255 East 1500 South to be placed in the BP1, Business Park and the PI-1 , Planned Industrial zones .
8. Discussion on the conditions for annexation for the Terry Larsen Annexation consisting
of 5. 73 acres located at 3 96 South 860 East.
9. Discussion on possible amendments relating to group housing projects in single-family
zones.
I 0. Site Plan Committee Report .
11. Other business.
12 . Review and action on the August 21 , 2002, minutes.
13 . Review and action on the September 4, 2002, minutes .
14. Adjourmnent.
Dated this 10 day of September, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 18, 2002
ATTACHMENT ( 1 )
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on
September 18, 2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Commissioners
Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, Alan Christensen, and John Woffinden. Others
present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain*, Terilyn Lurker, Blake Baxter,
Clyde Baxter, Greg Boyer, Susie Boyer, Gary M. DeVincent, Roger Dudley,
Brian Greene, Andi Johnson, Charles LeBaron, Reggie Lisle, Linda Lisle ,
David Peterson, Vaughn Pulsipher, Dan Richards, John W. Robbins, Arlen
Runolfson , Judy Runolfson, Jeanne Runolfson, Greg Searle, Shauna Searle,
Stephen Sowby, Dan Van Woekon, one citizen, and Barbara Christiansen, a
member of the press.
Chairman Hansen excused Ken Baldwin.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF LITTLE HILL SUBDNISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH.
Mr. Peterson stated this plat reflected the revised road alignment; they are
consistent with the previous plan in that it has the same lot layout. They have
addressed city staff concerns such as subdivision monuments, street
monuments, and they have prepared easements for the south turn around.
Mr. Hadfield stated he has had contact with the Runolfson and the Searle
families as they provided a copy of the easement document given to them by
Mr. Lisle; the easements were platted and the half circle closes. He stated
there is a discrepancy of 9. 7 feet which needs to be corrected. Mr. Hadfield
stated there is also an irrigation ditch that needs to be considered. He
commented that if the property owners are allowing the subdivision to use a
cul-de-sac , then there should be arrangements for fencing on the cul-de-sac.
Mr. Hadfield stated that from Mr. Despain's side, the only outstanding issue is
the conveyance of water shares.
Mr. Woffinden asked about the satisfaction of the Searle's and the Runolfson 's
concerning the easements.
*Mr. Despain arrived.
Mrs. Runolfson stated they need to meet with the developer as they have
some concerns about irrigation and fencing but have not been able to meet
with Mr. Greene. She feels like they need communication between
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themselves and the developer but stated they are not against this proposal.
Mrs. Runolfson indicated the irrigation water pools at the back of her lot where
the road would be; she doesn't want water to flood anyone or to pool on the
road. The other concern is fencing; they would like to see the turn around
fenced.
Mr. Searle stated there are buildings, dog kennel, and irrigation on the back of
their lot that needs to be included in the easement. They are also concerned
with irrigation and fencing issues.
There was a discussion on the flow of storm water and irrigation water. Mr.
Hadfield stated they need to get the size and pipe of the irrigation ditch to the
irrigation company's standards. Mr. Peterson stated the field is flat and an
irrigation ditch would be hard to pipe; they would like to put down an asphalt
berm along the property lines and then put in a bulb in the cul-de-sac so the
water will flow to where it has historically gone. Mr. Peterson commented he
would be happy to address this concern.
Chairman Hansen stated the easement documents need to address the
concerns of the property owners; he feels there needs to be a fence around
the cul-de-sac. He indicated that the fence would be there to keep people out
unless the property owners want something else; the owners indicated a
preference for a privacy fence.
There was a discussion on the plat as shown; the existing fence was
incorrectly plotted. The property owners would like to see the correct
drawings on the easement papers.
Brian Green (Mr. Lisle's Attorney) stated that from the developer's point they
are troubled there seems to be a need for more meetings; they had prepared
the easements three weeks ago and did not hear anything until Monday. He
indicated he had a couple of concerns regarding the fence . The first issue is
that a fence will not keep people out of the property; there are other means of
access to the property through lots #2 and #3 . Chairman Hansen stated that
in the very first meetings Mr. Lisle committed to installing a vinyl privacy fence
for the neighbors; it was stated in the meeting. Mr. Green stated at the last
meeting the issue of fencing came up and they are on record saying there is
no fence proposed. Mr. Woffinden stated that Mr. Lisle had told the neighbors
that a 6 foot high privacy fence would be installed. Mr. Green stated at the last
Planning Commission meeting they discussed this issue and a fence was not
required by ordinance and the developers could not be forced to put in a
fence. Chairman Hansen stated there are two neighbors willing to provide an
easement; w ithout that easement, they had only four lots. He stated their
choice is four lots or to work with the neighbors and to get five lots with an
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easement. Mr. Green stated he is concerned that the property owners waited
until the last minute to contact him about their concerns but are willing to
meet with city staff about the issues and then say there is a lack of
communication.
Mr. Richan asked if they would like a motion to table this item. Mr. Green
stated they do not want to table this item but they do need to get all the
issues on the table and worked out.
Mr. Woffinden stated on the July 17th meeting at the School District office Mr.
Lisle told Mrs. Searle that he would put up a 6 foot privacy fence. Mr. Lisle
asked how hard it would be to get the minutes to read the exact statements.
(Copy of the 17 July 2002 minutes for this item are included as Attachment
#I )

Mr. Christensen motioned to table the final plat of the Little Hill Subdivision
Plat A consisting of 5 lots at 250 West 300 North until issues of the 6 foot
fencing that was promised be resolved with adjacent property owners, the
discrepancy in the property line and the easement be resolved, and
irrigation water issues be resolved. Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Mr. Neilsen commented that the neighbors need to be aware the owners
should be thankful the road is being extended now so they do not have to
deal with it later and that they are not required to pay a portion of the cost;
when they negotiate with the developers they need to keep this in mind.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. All were in favor. The
motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated there are four items needing to be resolved before final
approval. They are the cul-de-sac easement, water rights, improvements, and
fencing issues.
Chairman Hansen stated the applicants need to have this matter resolved
before the deadline for the next Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Hadfield commented to Mr. Green that any citizen has a right to meet with
city staff. Mr. Green stated he did not mean to offend him or indicate that the
city was siding with the owners; he indicated that had he been aware of the
meetings they could have been in attendance. He apologized for making it
sound like Mr. Hadfield was taking the property owner's side.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF ROYAL ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT D CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 920 EAST 700 NORTH.
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Mr. Sowby stated this is the John Pulley property located south and a~ross
from the temple and is a part of Royal Estates "B". The heirs of John Pulley
w ould like to divide lot #3 to into two lots . This property has been annexed
into the city and is in the R 1-9000 zone.
Mr. Sowby addressed the preliminary approval issues. The subdivision
drawings have been completed; it involves the construction of curb , gutter,
and sidewalk as indicated on the east side of 900 East down the hill to the
end of the subdivision. There is a sump at the end of the sidewalk. This
inv olves the division of one lot into two; the smaller lot is still in excess of
15 ,000 square feet. Mr. Sowby stated this is considered a re-subdivision of lot
#3 in the Royal Estates "B." He stated he understands that this re-subdivision
requires the signatures of the owners of the land; they have 2 signatures now
and will have the other two tonight. Mr. Despain explained that the consent of
other property owners is needed to avoid the notification and hearing process.
Mr. Sowby further explained there is a critical issue concerning the sewer.
They would like to construct the sewer out of the LeBaron property and the
Boy er property towards 900 East to avoid the owners needing to connect to
th e sewer on 700 North. Prior to today, a 10 foot easement had been
prov id ed on the south side of lot #2; however, they are asking permission for
a 15 foot sewer easement on the north side of lot #2 allowing them easier
access to the sewer. Mr. Sowby asked that the 15 foot sewer easement be
included in the motion. He also explained that a verbal agreement has been
made that Mr. LeBaron will construct sewer rapidly.
Mr. Hadfield stated city staff have met with Mr. Sowby on the preliminary and
h e has cleaned up the areas of concern. Mr. Hadfield indicated a few items
needed to qe deleted from the preliminary plat. The statement concerning the
fire hydrant on the corner should read "Existing Fire hydrant to be relocated
behind walk." The rest should be deleted. Also, the note on 900 East stating
"Do not disturb block retaining wall unless absolutely necessary" needs to be
struck off as the wall sits on city property and the city should have a say in
what happens. He stated that when the Temple was built , the city and the
LOS Church had the sewer line extended to the west point of the Temple ;
there were two lots that did not hook up to the sewer when the sewer line
was installed at that time . Those two lots are owned by Mr. LeBaron and Mr.
and Mrs . Boyer. The city requires property owners to take sewer across their
property, it does not require the sewer along the street; they can accomplish
that mid-block
Mr. Despain stated the sewer would be owned and maintained by the city; if
they opt for an easement, he thinks they need a manhole at the beginning
and end of the line. He asked about the depth of sewer through the mid-lot
4

option and if there are unique problems that would come up. Mr. Sowby
indicated the sewer is approximately 8 feet deep in 900 East and as they go
East it would be approximately 15 feet deep.
Mr. Despain stated the easement would be needed as a condition of the final
subdivision. Mr. LeBaron stated he has agreed to run the sewer; whoever
buys the lot from the Pulleys will be saved some money hooking up to the
sewer. Mr. and Mrs. Boyer indicated they are fine with the sewer easement.
Mr. Hadfield stated that when this property was annexed, it was brought in
the R 1-9000; however, the home has an apartment in the basement. He
questioned whether this subdivision would be expanding a non-conforming
use. Mr. Despain stated no, but it is a zoning violation and the owners could
be contacted.
Mr. Nielsen motioned to approved the preliminary plat of the Royal Estates
Subdivision Plat D consisting of 2 lots at 920 East 700 North subject to ( 1) a
15 foot sewer easement on north of lot #2 be provided, (2) the paragraphs
indicated by Mr. Hadfield be deleted, and (3) the sewer line easement be
received from the Boyers and Mr. LeBaron. Mr. Christensen seconded the
motion. All were in favor. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF ROYAL ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT D CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 920 EAST 700 NORTH.
Mr. Hadfield stated the final plat's concerns are to properly render easements
discussed in the previous item and the water shares of 1 acre foot being
conveyed to the city; all other things have been corrected.
Mr. Despain stated the minutes should reflect the city is in agreement on
sewer line issue. Mr. Hadfield indicated there are many different utilities on
700 North; the city would not object to the sewer being installed mid-block.
Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the final plat of Royal Estates
Subdivision plat D consisting of 2 lots at 920 East 700 North subject to ( 1)
the water shares be conveyed, (2) that a statement is shown the city is
agreeable to allow the sewer down the easement between the two lots, (3)
the plat be modified to show 15 foot easement as stated on the preliminary
plat, (4) that the city receive consent forms, and (5) to receive the deeded
easement from the Boyers. Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion. All were in
favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE AT 140 NORTH 100 EAST FROM
THE EXISTING R-4 TO THE CC-1. CENTRAL COMMERCIAL ZONE.
Mr. Richards was present to answer any questions.
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Mr. Neilsen motioned to approve the zone change request at 140 North 1oo
East as presented. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen commented that as they push the CC- 1 zone farther north
that they need to protect the neighborhood along 1oo East. He stated the
difference between CC-1 and CC-2 zone is the parking requirements. There
was a discussion on the parking and setback requirements for both zones.
Mr. Hadfield had prepared a map of the area; he indicated what was R4-7SOO
and what was CC-1 zone. He feels access should be considered and that
these two pieces should have some ties together. Mr. Hadfield commented
the Planning Commission needs to find out what is going to happen with the
property. Mr. Richards stated the intent is for a face lift on the building as well
as an addition to the front of the building; future plans for the south lot include
a new building.
Mr. Hadfield explained the applicant can not expand the non-conforming use
in the R4-7500 zone; a zone change is needed for the addition. He indicated
there is an issue of site plan but that could be dealt with by city staff.
Chairman Hansen stated he is not opposed to this zone change request but
wanted to voice a concern on where the CC- 1 zone would stop along 100
East.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr.
Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen, and John
Woffinden. Chairman Hansen abstained. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WOODS
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .99 ACRES AT 1145 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE
PLACED IN THE PO-l . PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE.
Chairman Hansen indicated this item is tied to item #6.
Mr. Hadfield stated they have worked with the Gasser Annexation but it has
never been recorded pending a site plan; the site plan has been amended to
include the Woods and Guth portion and all three will go forward together as
one annexation and one site plan.
Mr. Despain stated the Planning Commission has seen a site plan. The intent
was to a create basically a nursing home similar to the Heritage Center. The
plan also includes the Guth property which consists of a small section of
independent living facilities. The PO zone will not permit independent living
facilities. He stated the wood Annexation is a small parcel. Mr. Despain
indicated he does not have sufficient information to calculate out water right
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requirements ; they need a copy of the change application that this would be a
well rights. He also commented they do have a situation where any use
permitted in the PO zone can be used and they do need a copy of the
concept plan.
Chairman Hansen stated that absent the plan, they should table items #5 and
#6 .
Mr. Nielsen motioned to table item #5 and item #6 on the agenda. Mr.
Richan seconded the motion. All were in favor. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated the reason the Gasser property has not been annexed is
because they have had difficulty with water rights.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE GUTH
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.5 ACRES AT 1 195 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE
PLACED IN THE PO- 1. PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE.
This item was tabled as stated in the previous motion.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE ALPINE
SCHOOL DISTRICT AMERICAN FORK ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 38.97
ACRES AT 255 EAST 1500 SOUTH TO BE PLACED IN THE BP-1. BUSINESS
PARK AND PI-1. PLANNED INDUSTRIAL ZONES.
Mr. Robbins is present representing Alpine School District. Chairman Hansen
identified a conflict of interest indicated he would remain out of this
discussion.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the Planning Commission had received a copy of the
proposed development plan. Mr. Robbins provided the Planning Commission
with that plan.
Mr. Despain stated the bus garage is located on the south parcel and this
proposal is consistent with the zones. The Beehive Mills Annexation is just
north east of this property. This is the second time around for the School
District because Mr. Williams had withdrawn his support and access the first
time the District attempted to annex into the city. Mr. Despain stated the
school district contacted UP&L who has agreed upon annexing into the city;
this allows the School District to annex into the city.
Mr. Despain stated there is one wrinkle with this annexation. The first time the
District had contacted the city, staff members had met with the architect and
made several recommendations concerning the site plan; the annexation was
then put on hold. The second time the District attempted to annex into the
city, they requested the city send a letter to Utah County indicated the city
7

w ould not resist the county issuing a building permit. The city did send that
letter stipulating some conditions ; one of those conditions is that the county
be provided with a plan that had been reviewed by the city in the past. He
indicated that is why some construction is going on at this time. Mr. Despain
stated he is unsure of any changes, if any, that have been made to the site
plan from the time the city saw the plan.
Mr. Despain stated the terms of the agreement are here but that there are a
number of attachments missing including the deeds for additional right-of-way
on 100 East and 1500 South; 1500 South right-of-way would be 96 feet wide
but is inadequate. Mr. Hadfield had received a letter which addressed this
issue. Mr. Despain read a letter from the engineer addressing issues on the
right-of-way widths on 100 East and 1500 South; the engineers indicated they
were aware of the possible changes on the right-of-way widths.
Mr. Despain stated one concern he had is that in the city's letter to the county
there was a subject to the plan. He indicated school districts are exempt from
getting building permits and in some situations issues are taken care of at the
time a building permit is issued. He suggested the Planning Commission
require resolution of those issues sooner since building permits are not
required.
Mr. Despain re-stated there are attachments missing.
Mr. Hadfield stated the School District proposed to extend the water line down
from 1 1oo South along 1oo East to 1500 south with a 12" line and across the
frontage of the property on 1500 south with a IS" line in accordance with the
General Plan . He wanted Mr. Robbins to know that the city and the School
District needs to be in agreement on this line; the city will reimburse for the
over-sizing. Mr. Hadfield indicated the power company paid to have the 42"
sewer outfall line moved; consequently, the manhole is over 450 feet away.
He stated the district is required to extend that line across their frontage; by
ordinance they are required to improve that to their north boundary line. Mr.
Hadfield indicated the city will work with them on the size of the sewer; oversizing may occur and the district will be reimbursed for that. He stated the
parking stalls are covered and provides some necessities for the busses; there
is an administrative building and 7 maintenance bays and a wash-bay. He
indicated where the bus entrance and exit locations are as well as the
proposed 8 ' chain link fence along the property. He stated there are
engineering concerns but believes everything presented is in accordance to
what was discussed in June.
Mr. Nielsen asked what the buildings will be made of; Mr. Hadfield indicated it
would be masonry. Mr. Nielsen asked how far the berm has to go down the
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street.
Mr. Despain brought up the subject of the zone the property will be located in.
In section 4, it indicates the zone is BP-1 ; in discussions with the District, he
indicated that with the setbacks shown it might not fit in this zone with the
landscaping requirements . He stated the BP-1 and PI-1 zone are both
appropriate for the area; if the Planning Commission chooses to place the
property in the PI-1 zone, it would comply with that zone's requirements.
Mr. Despain stated that in section 8 of the annexation agreement there is a
need for water; he is unaware of the demands for water but the default is 3
acre feet per acre. The site that applies to the School District would require 43
acre feet if they use the default. In section 9 , the water comes in well rights or
irrigation shares. Section 1o addresses the impact fees; nothing indicates
waiving impact fees and he is not sure if school districts are exempt from
paying fees. The resolution of the impact fee would need to be resolved. In
Section 1 1, the School District has agreed on the extension of the water and
sewer lines. He indicated the missing documents the city needed include the
deed to additional right-of-way, copy of evidence of water rights, a copy of the
application to the State Engineer for change use of water right to municipal
purposes if required , and the summary of the impact fees.
i•

Mr. Neilsen stated he is concerned that the School District might not be able to
comply with the requirements of the BP-1 zone. The Master Plan indicated
that area would be in the BP- 1 zone and he feels they need to meet those
requirements. Mr. Robbins stated they were invited by the city to build at that
location. Mr. Hadfield indicated that in his opinion this has met the
requirements for the BP-1 zone.
Mr. Woffinden commented that he would like to see the busses parked in one
area instead all over town. Mr. Neilsen agreed, but stated he wants the
landscaping to meet the requirements of the BP zone .
Mr. Despain observed that this is eligible to be in the BP zone; the setback
requirements and landscaping might come close to conforming. The one
area to look at is the landscaping on the interior. He commented that the
dilemma is that the project is under construction by approval of Utah County;
they need to get this taken care of before they place the footings. Mr. Despain
explained that the School District had a time frame for starting construction on
the project; obtaining the permit through the county would have been faster
than w aiting for the annexation to take place.
Mr. Despain asked for any comments from the Planning Commission. Mr.
Neilsen stated he wants this in the BP-1 zone. Mr. Woffinden stated his
9

concern on the additional right -of way on 1500 South.
Mr. Despain stated this annexation would need to go to the City Council for a
hearing to establish the zone; at a minimum the zone classification needs to
be addressed tonight so that the request can go forward. He stated that
typically the annexation agreements and zone change occur on the same
evening .
. Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the Annexation Agreement for the
Alpine School District American Fork Annexation consisting of 38.97 acres at
255 East 1500 South to be placed in the BP- 1 zone subject to ( 1) conforming
to the requirements of the BP-1 zone including landscaping, (2) that they
resolve the impact fees issue, (3) they convey the water rights, (4) resolve
the right-of-way issues on the width of 1500 South and 100 East, (5) that
there be an agreement with the City on water and sewer lines, sizes,
locations, and (6) that this includes the UP & L component of this request.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Christensen stated that as part of landscaping they need to address the
berm, which is included on the landscape plan. There was a discussion on
the location of the fence.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Nielsen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Woffinden .
Chairman Hansen abstained. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON THE CONDITIONS FOR ANNEXATION FOR THE TERRY
LARSEN ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 5.73 ACRES LOCATED AT 396
SOUTH 860 EAST.
Chairman Hansen turned the time over to Mr. Despain to lead the discussion.
Mr. Despain stated this is the Larsen Annexation. He commented that 860
East is on the East side and 400 South comes in on the lower portion of the
property. The issues are straight forward but they do have some decisions to
be made. The first item is the zone classification; to be consistent with the
General Plan, the zone classification would need to be GC-2. He indicated
there would be a necessity for roads at two locations. He stated there has
been no development plan proposed but he has heard that Mr. Larsen
indicated some would be residential which is not consistent with the General
Plan. Mr. Despain stated the fourth item of concern is that this is the former
location of Ray's Lakes; the Planning Commission needs to know if there are
any unique things to look at.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission members if they want a concept
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d evelopment plan and asked for any instructions from them.
Chairman Hansen stated he does not want to see residential in the middle of
commercial property; all members are in agreement. They felt that
commercial would be the best zone.
Mr. Despain stated he would prepare the documents based on their
discussion .
Mr. Hadfield stated they will see a great deal of traffic in the area and that
property could be a commercial corridor in the future.
DISCUSSION ON POSSIBLE AMENDMENTS RELATING TO GROUP HOUSING
PROJECTS IN SINGLE FAMILY ZONES.
Chairman Hansen stated there is a memo from Mr. Despain with three
possible alternatives. He turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain reviewed the memo on the Amendments to the Senior Housing
Development Ordinance. As instructed, he had prepared three alternative
amendments to the ordinance. Alternative "A" states that all structures within
Senior Housing developments must conform with the building styles
permitted in the underlying zone; this would mean that group housing
structures would only be allowed if they conform to the size and spacing
requirements of Section2-5 .37. Alternative "B" allows group housing
structures in residential areas without the limitation of number or size of
projects or buildings. This would allow large facilities as well as the smaller
project types in all zones. Alternative "C" is an in-between option; it is based
on the notion that significant numbers of group housing structures operated
as Assisted Living Facilities are appropriate in residential zones but only when
located as a part of a larger Senior Housing Project.
With Alternative "C", Mr. Despain asked if they felt the impact of five or six
structures in a residential zone would equal that of one larger structure. He
indicated that the proposed ordinance would limit the size of the buildings to
6 ,000 square feet, which is slightly larger than the approximately square
footage of a four-plex. With Alternative "C" these structures would be allowed
only in projects in 1o acres and 30 units; it would be an integral part of a
larger project. He stated there would be a maximum percentage of the units
that could be accommodated in group home facilities; the draft ordinance puts
it at 20% as more than 20% makes it more dominant design of the project.
Mr. Christensen asked how the city would keep them from becoming multiple
family units. Mr. Despain stated it would be difficult.

11

Mr. Despain stated that many of the larger projects are developed in phases.
A provision in the proposed ordinance states that in phased developments ,
the number of units in the group housing structures would be commensurate
w ith the number of units that are in the other components of the project. This
eliminates the problem of someone completing the group housing
components first and then postpone the rest of the development. Mr. Despain
stated the group housing structures would also be located on the interior of
the project.
Mr. Christensen asked how they establish the number of units allowed in a
project ; it would be linked to the underlying zone. Mr. Despain stated the
initial draft states that there are 3 rooms equal to a dwelling unit.
Chairman Hansen asked if they could include the style of the building be
consistent with the surrounding area; Mr. Despain stated it is included.
Mr. Richan asked if they have enough feed back from developers to make a
decision? He asked if Mr. Pulsifer would be willing to meet with Mr. Despain.
Mr. Pulsifer stated he is okay with Alternative "C" but that the size of the
building is an issue. He indicated the cost of the building determines the cost
charged to the residents. In Utah County, the units must be affordable in
order to sell them. Mr. Pulsifer stated they could possibly build a structure
with as little as 7, ooo square feet. He stated he would be happy to meet with
Mr. Despain to show him plans of other projects.
The Planning Commission members all agreed upon Alternative "C."
Mr. Despain emphasized the notion that this is not the only place this would
b e allow ed. He indicated this is a residential environment and asked if they
are willing to stretch the requirements in that zone to allow this additional form
of housing. This is a balancing act of preserving the character of the
residential environment as well as allowing this broader range of activities.
How do they preserve the intended use of the zone?
Mr. Hadfield stated they should be concerned with what goes in residential
zones as there is a quality of life issue.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Hadfield indicated there was no new information at this time.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hadfield stated he had put an invitation to a Planner's Seminar in the
packets; if they were interested in attending please let him know.
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Mr. Christensen had no comments on information he had sent out with the
Planning Commission packets; the information was just something to look at.
Mr. Richan stated he had given information to the Planning Commission
members at the beginning of the meeting. He indicated again that he was
very concerned with the development south of town concerning water table ,
liquefiable soils and unbuildable areas. He led a discussion on soil reports
that were provide by Sowby and Berg and identified several of their
inadequacies. Mr. Richan told Mr. Sowby to bring back proof that this is a
viable project and then he would back the develbper 1oo percent.
Mr. Despain stated he had would like to get the opinion of the Planning
Commission members on a matter concerning day care facilities. He
indicated he had received a phone call from a citizen wanting day care
facilities in the residential zone; currently it is allowed as a home occupation.
The citizen wanted day care centers to receive same treatment as private
schools. Mr. Despain asked the members if they would be interested in
amending the zone; the members did not want to amend the zone at this
time.
Mr. Sowby brought copies of Physical Conditions of Annexation for the
Planning Commission that had been discussed at the last meeting.
Roger Dudley and Gary DeVincent were present to make a request of the
Planning Commission concerning the Temple Springs subdivision. Mr.
Dudley stated the conditions of approval for that subdivision included getting
signatures from all downstream water users; they have been unable to get all
those signatures. They are requesting that the motion be altered to allow an
alternative to that; they have talked to staff members to discuss the
alternatives. Mr. Hadfield stated the sub-surface waters are taken care of and
remain the same; the alternatives they have discussed concern the run off
water from houses, driveways, etc. They would handle this by altering the
size of the Public Utility Easement around the perimeter of each lot , calling it a
storm drain easement. Through swells, they would filter the water through
landscaping and sand filters before it goes back to sub-surface. This is an
approved method under Phase II of the Storm Water Quality Standards; it
would be one of the first examples of this method. Mr. Hadfield indicated this
is a technical issue that can be resolved by the staff. All members of the
Planning Commission stated it was fine with them.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 21. 2002. MINUTES.
There was a short discussion on the corrections to the minutes.
Mr. Richan motioned to approve the minutes as corrected. Mr. Woffinden
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seconded the motion. All were in favor. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 4, 2002. MINUTES.
There was a short discussion on the corrections to the minutes.

Mr. Woffinden motioned to approve the minutes as corrected. Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Nielsen abstained. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Woffinden motioned to adjourn the meeting at 10:15 p.m. Mr. Nielsen
seconded. All were in favor.

~rt/J~
Building Inspections/ Public Works
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO SEPT. 18, 2002, PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 7

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULY 17, 2002
ATTACHMENTS (1)

The. American F~rk .City Planning Commission n1et in regular session on July 17, 2002, at the
Alp me School_Distnct Adn1inistration Building, 575 North I 00 East, comn1encing at 7: I 5 p.m.
Those present mcluded Chainnan James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, and John
V./ offinden . Others present included* J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, David
Bunker, Donney Salazar, John Pace, Cregg Winters, Bonnie Winters, Clyde Baxter, Blake
Baxter, Charlotte Hutchinson, Danny 0 Hutchinson, Dom1a Dean, Jim Cates, Karen Coon Steve
Coon, Reg~ie ~is.le, Debra Aston, Michael Aston, Judy Schefchik, David Peterson, Roger'
Dudley, Skip L1vmgst?n, Marcia Livingston, Gary Devincent, Larry Howden, Steve Sowby,
Paul Washburn, Denms Butler, Wayne Christensen, Neal Christensen, and Barbara Christiansen
a member of the press .
'
Chaim1a11 Hansen excused Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and Counciln1an Hunter.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF LITTLE HILL SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield stated that he has presented a number of things to David Peterson that need to be
addressed on the final plat, i.e. building envelopes, addresses of lots, and subdivision
monuments.
Mr. Hadfield said it appears that there are some gaps and overlaps. He said there will need to be
some boundary line agreements with a number of the neighbors.
It was discussed that the utilities will be designed for twin homes.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are existing structures on the site that will need to be
demolished. He said necessary permits will need to be obtained before the buildings are
demolished.
Mr. Hadfield said a soils report and a letter from the Irrigation Company needs to be provided to
the City.
David Peterson said he talked to Travis Fraughton, Water Master for the Irrigation Company,
toda y and he indicated that the main ditch that feeds the property to the west is south of their
properties.
Mr. Hadfield asked if there is a ditch on the west of the property.
Mr. Peterson said there is not a ditch on the west of the property.
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Mr. Hadfield asked Mr. Peterson to have Mr. Fraughton provide the City with a letter of
approval from the Irrigation Company.
Mr. Hadfield stated that water rights will be required for the additional structures.
Mr. Hadfield asked that the lots face the cul-de-sac so that people who live on 300 North will not
have to back onto 300 North.
After Mr. Hadfield stated the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain said the proposed use meets the
zoning requirements.
Mr. Woffinden said the actual boundary between the property proposed for development and the
properties on the west side are "awfully close."
Mr. Peterson said the homes are actually really close to the property line. He said the property
lines are depicted as they exist.
Mr. Woffinden asked if the setback requirements will be met for the existing homes.
Mr. Peterson said he did not know if the setback requirements are met for the existing homes .
Mr. Hadfield said it is Mr. Winter's garage that is actually close to the boundary line. He said
the proposed plan shows the property line going in about 5-feet inside Mr. Winter's garage.
Mr. Woffinden said the way the property lines are shown on the proposed plan is really
confusing.
Mr. Hadfield said he is not sure if the property lines are accurately depicted .
Mr. Peterson stated that the homes are actually close to the fence.
Mr. Woffinden said they need to know what is actually on the ground.
Mr. Peterson said the legal descriptions are accurate, but he will verify them.
Mr. Peterson asked if the existing homes needs to meet the setback requirements on their existing
property.
In response to Mr. Peterson's question, Mr. Hadfield said "no both of those are garages and they
are on the zero lot line."

Mr. Hadfield again stated that he does not think the property lines are accurately rendered.
Mr. Despain said he is not sure how or under what circumstances the existing buildings were
allowed to go that close to the property line. He explained that the separation requirements are
not from the existing building, but are from the property line. He said if the buildings are
setback 30-feet from the property line, then they meet the setback requirement.
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There was a lot of discussion on the property lines. It was discussed that the property lines need
to be clarified for accuracy.
There were several people present who live in the neighborhood where the property proposed for
developn1ent is located. Danny Hutchinson, one of the neighbors who lives in the neighborhood,
asked the neighbors present to stand so the Planning Comn1ission could see the numerous
neighbors that are concerned about the proposed development. Mr. Hutchinson said the
neighbors have some concerns about the proposed developn1ent. He said that it does not seem
that there has been given any consideration to the fact that about 20 or 40 people will live on 1 Y2
acres. He said that it does not seen1 that there has been any consideration given to the fact that
many of the homeowners have lived in their single-family homes for 50 or 60 years without
rentals or duplexes in their neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson expressed concern about the increased traffic that will be generated with the
proposed development. He also expressed concern about the low price of the proposed units.
It was discussed that the units will probably sell for $110,000 and $120,000 per unit. Mr.
Hutchinson expressed concern about how the proposed development will affect the property
values of the existing hon1es in the neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson also expressed concern about the units becoming rental units. He said that all of
the 10 units proposed for development could become rental units. He said typically rental units
bring with them people who are not interested in the con1munity because they are not planning
on staying. He said people who rent are also typically not interested in the neighborhood or their
religious affiliation. He said he lived across from a rental for 20 years and hated it and that is
why he moved to where he currently lives.
Mr. Hutchinson said many of the neighbors who live in the neighborhood where the
development is proposed are opposed to it. He said his recommendation is that the City
mandate to the developer the idea of single-family homes or twin homes . He said there is
sufficient property to build seven or eight nice homes.
Mr. Hutchinson said that the neighbors all knew that when Keith Wagstaff died that his property
would sell and be developed, but there are a lot of things that can be developed on 1.67 acres
other than what is being proposed. He said it is discouraging to hear that 10-units are being
proposed for development on· the property in their neighborhood.
Judy Shefchik expressed concern about how the proposed development would impact the safety
of the neighborhood in regards to traffic issues. She said that her daughter was hit by a vehicle
on the hillside. She said the City has redone the hill to make it more safe, but she said people
who live on that side of the street will still have to cross 300 North to get to Shelley Elementary
and will have to cross to the north to get to the High School and Jr. High School.
Ms. Shefchik said that after her daughter was hit she talked to the City to see if they could put in
a 4-way stop to slow the traffic down. She said she was told that a 4-way stop could not be
installed because the City needs that route to be a thoroughfare for fire engines, for the police or
whatever. She said the traffic on 300 North still exceeds the posted speed limited. She said she
is concerned about the safety of the potential children that will live in the proposed units. She
said there is very little open space for the children to play on in the proposed development.
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Ms. Shefchick pointed out that there have been several accidents on both con1ers of that street on
300 North. She stated that no one drives 30 mph 9o\vn the hill.
Debra Aston, who lives on the comer of200 West and 300 North said the City has made some
itnprovements to the hi II to make it more safe, but there are sti 11 accidents. She said she has
already had two cars end up in her yard. She said there are accidents constantly. She said with
more vehicles pulling in and out of the proposed development there could be more accidents.
Ms. Aston asked if there are any City ordinances about inner blocks that state that property can't
be landlocked.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the City staff has looked at the inner block in the area where the
property is proposed for development and have found that the proposed development will not
landlock the inner block .
Ms. Aston said the proposed development will close off a piece of property that she owns.
Ms . Aston stated that there have been several accidents where cars have landed in her front yard.
She said that a dump truck almost landed in her front yard. She expressed concern that the
proposed development wi II generate more traffic, which will increase the likelihood of more
traffic in the area.
Bonnie Winters said if duplexes are developed on the property proposed for development she is
concerned about the "riffraff' that will live in the units. She also expressed concern about the
noise and loud music that may be generated by the residents who live in the proposed
development. She suggested that it would be better to have single-family, owner-occupied
homes built on the property .
Chairman Hansen said one cannot even control who lives or the level of noise that will be
generated from the residents who live in owner-occupied homes. He said he has seen some
owner-occupied homes that provide some interesting situations.
Shauna Searle said her property is located right behind the property
, that is proposed for
development. She asked what the landscaping plan is. She had some questions about the fence
that is located between her property and the Wagstaff Property.
Mr. Lisle stated that most of the fence around the property proposed for development is
barbwire. He said the existing fence to be replaced is the barbwire fence. He stated that there is
no intention of tearing down the Searle's fence because their fence is on their side of the
property. Mr. Lisle stated that they plan on putting a 6-foot vinyl fence all the way around the
property line of the property proposed for development. He said they would like to put up a
vinyl fence, but that has not been decided on yet. He said they are still working on the details of
the fence .
Chairman Hansen asked that Note # 1 on the General Notes be changed from "Duplex
Dev elopment" to "Tw in Home Development."
Mr. Hansen also asked that Note #7 be changed fron1 "All lots will have double services to allow
the possible creation of twin homes in the future" to "All lots will have double services."
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Mr. Hutchinson asked why the units will only selling for $110,000. He asked why the units
could not be developed so they could sell for $220,000.
In response to Mr. Hutchinson's question, Mr. Lisle said "a lot of it is marketing." He said he
does not think the units will sell for $220,000 in the neighborhood where the units are proposed
to be developed.
Several neighbors pointed out that there were new homes across the street from the proposed
development that sold for around $220,000.
Mr. Lisle stated that those homes across the street from the proposed development sat on the
market for over a year before they sold.
Mr. Hutchinson said there is a market for twin homes in American Fork for retiring people, but
what is proposed does not look like twin homes. He said the proposed units look like lowincome housing.
Ms. Winters said the proposed development will drop the value of the existing homes in the
neighborhood.
Mr. Lisle said the neighborhood is an "older neighborhood." He said there have been
improvements made to the neighborhood, but generally speaking it is an older neighborhood. He
stated that the twin homes will be 2400 square feet, which will be larger·than some of the
existing homes in the neighborhood.
Mr. Hutchinson asked about the construction materials that will be used on the proposed twin
homes.
Mr. Lisle stated that they would like to put brick on the exterior, but they are not sure if it will
just be on the front of the building.
Mr. Hutchinson asked if the units will be 2400 square feet on two floors.
Mr. Lisle said the total will be 4800 square feet, which is 2400 square feet per unit with a
basement. It was discussed that there will be 800 square feet per floor with two stories and a
basement.
Chairman Hansen explained to the neighbors that they would need to discuss their concerns
about speed and speed limit signs with the City Council.
Mr. Hadfield explained that the minimum building size for the property proposed for
development is 9000 square feet.
Mr. Woffinden asked Mr. Lisle how he defines an "older neighborhood ." He also asked what is
wrong with an older neighborhood if it is kept up .
Mr. Lisle stated that he does not see anything wrong with an older neighborhood, but generally
the houses are smaller. He pointed out that the property proposed for development has a home on
it that is over 50 years old.
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Mr. Woffinden again asked Mr. Lisle what his definition of an "older neighborhood" was .
Mr. Lisle said he would consider a 50-year old house to be an older house. He said he does not
have a good answer in regards to what should be defined as an older neighborhood.
Mr. Baldwin stated that it has been reported by staff that the proposal complies with the City
regulations. He said one of the Planning Con1mission's primary responsibilities is to make sure
that a proposed project complies with the City regulations. He said many of the citizens present
tonight have talked about safety issues, which the Planning Comn1ission is concerned about. He
said one thing that concerns hin1 is that the street cross sections are designed to accommodate
much faster speeds than are posted. He said he lives on a street that is designed to accommodate
traffic at speeds of 50 n1ph, but the posted speed limit is only 25 mph. He said he is sympathetic
to the safety concerns, but as a n1ember of the Planning Commission he has an obligation to see
that the City regulations are complied with. He stated that the Planning Commission is a
recommending body.
Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the preliminary plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 5 lots at 250 West 300 North subject to: (1) resolution of the gaps and overlaps
(2) that the General Notes #1 and #7 incorporate the twin homes and utilities for twin
homes (3) the existing structure demolition must comply with all current City regulations
(4) the soils report being provided to the City Engineer (5) approval from the American
Fork Irrigation Company (6) water rights as determined by the City Planner being
provided to the City (7) all internal traffic backing onto 250 West Circle, rather than onto
300 North Street.

Mr. Baldwin stated that there is no way to make a provision for income or rental requirements.
He said there are City regulations and federal regulations that require low-income housing to be
provided in American Fork.
The motion died for lack of a second.

Chairman Hansen then asked for an alternate motion.
Mr. Christensen said he agrees that the proposed development fits within the zone and he agrees
that the proposed development fits the regulations, but the Plan.'ling Comn1ission has an
obligation to the property owners who own property near the proposed development. He said all
the property owners have a right to have their quality of life protected. He said laws are made
for people and by people, and are not just for an individual property owner. He said the
neighborhood may be an older neighborhood, but there are some who have lived in their homes
for 30 years or more who do not want the proposed development in their neighborhood. He said
he has an obligation to protect the quality of life of the existing residents who live in the
neighborhood so it n1akes it difficult for him to vote in favor of the motion.
Mr. Woffinden said he agrees with Mr. Christensen. He said there are '\vay too many loop holes
in the plan" to approve it.
Mr. Peterson asked Mr. Woffinden to explain what the loopholes are .
Mr. Woffinden told Mr. Peterson that when a plat is brought before the Planning Con1mission it
should not have several subject to items.
13
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Mr. Peterson said the surveyor that he used did a proper survey.
Mr. Woffinden said he is not arguing about the surveyor. He said the Planning Comn1ission
owes it to the residents of the City to do what is right for the City and not for one or two
developers.
Mr. Peterson said he is happy to meet the requirements.
Mr. Woffinden said there are too many concerns to approve the proposed project at this time.
Chairman Hansen again asked for an alternate motion.
Mr . Despain said if the Planning Commission is not able to come to any decision, then the
proposed prelin1inary would just go forward to the City Council without a recommendation from
the Planning Comn1ission.
Mr. Woffinden moved to send the proposed preliminary plat to the City Council without a
recommendation from the Planning Commission and with the note that the Planning
Commission does not agree with the proposed plan.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hadfield explained that after the preliminary plat goes to the City Council, the Planning
Commission will see the final plat. He said the boundary line agreements and conveyance of
water shares will need to be resolved at the final plat stage.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Woffinden and Mr. Christensen. Those voting nay: Mr. Baldwin
and Chairman Hansen. It was a tie vote. The action then became a tabled action so the
proposed preliminary plat will have to come back before the Planning Commission.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR ADAMS COURT SUBVISISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 151 WEST 300 NORTH
It was discussed that the proposal is different from what the Planning Commission has seen
previously. It was discussed that the earlier proposal showed three lots and that the current
proposal is for only two lots.
Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed plat needs to be corrected to say a two-lot subdivision,
rather than a three-lot subdivision.
Mr. Hadfield said the proposed plat meets the zoning requirements. He pointed out that in the
Technical Review Committee Meeting, staff recommended that the setback distances be greater
than the minimum to allow a car to turn around so that it would not have to back out onto 300
North . He stated that the applicant ' s have set the sump like staff recommended.

14

0

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
. OCTOBER 2, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on October 2, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on an amended final plat of Applebrook Subdivision No.1 consisting
of 4 lots at 955 North 500 East.
2. Review and action on the preliminary plat of Keary Estates Subdivision Plat A consisting
of2 lots at 275 North 550 East (Robinson Avenue) .
3. Review and action on a final plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of 5 lots at
250 West 300 North.
4. Review and action on a site plan for an ancillary structure at 685 East State Road .
5. Review and action on a preliminary plat of the Carlisle PUD/Subdivision consisting of 37
individual lots and 111 senior housing units at 1260 North 11 00 East.
6. Review and action of a preliminary plat of a portion of Plat C of the Atnerican Fork
Commercial Center consisting of 1 lot at 130 North 700 West.
7. Review and action on a final plat of a portion of Plat C of the American Fork
Commercial Center consisting of 1 lot at 130 North 700 West.
8. · Review and action on a site plan for a restaurant, theater~, and commercial businesses for
llot ofPlat C ofthe American Fork Commercial Center at 130 North 700 West.
9. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Woods Annexation consisting of
.99 acres at 1145 East 50 South to be placed in the PO-l , Professional Office zone.
10. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Guth Annexation consisting of
1.50 acres at 1195 East 50 South to be placed in the PO-l, Professional Office zone.
11. Review and action on a proposed amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance relating to
the placement of Group Housing Structures in Senior Housing Projects.
12. Continued discussion on proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the
south side planning area.
13. Site Plan Committee Report.
14. Other business.
15. Review and action on the September 18, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 24 day of September, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 2, 2002
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on October 2,
2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman
James Hansen,* Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, John Woffinden, and Tom Hunter. Ken
Baldwin and Steve Nielsen were excused. Staff members present included J.H. Hadfield,
Rod Despain, and Heidi Mitchell. Others present included Keary Adamson, Rulen
Smith, Donna Smith, Violet Humes, Kenneth Russon, Reggie Lyle, Jeanne Runolfson,
Debra Aston, Devin Ruth, Don Harton, Alan Shurtliff, Lynne Woodbury, John Dester,
Dan VanWoerkom, and 14 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT OF APPLEBROOOK
SUBDIVISION NO. 1 CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 955 NORTH 500 EAST
J.H. Hadfield explained that Mr. Goodsell wanted to retain the natural vegetation along
the riverbank. He agreed upon the riparian easement. It was platted and recorded. The
final plat was drafted incorrectly. A corrected final plat was submitted to be amended.

Tom Hunter moved approval of amended final plat of Applebrook Subdivision No.
1 consisting of 4 lots at 955 North 500 East. Keith Rich an seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows: Aye, Tom Hunter, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and John
W offinden. Absent, Alan Christensen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF KEARY ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 275 NORTH 550 EAST
(ROBINSON A VENUE)
Keary Adamson, Paramount General Contractors, purchased property, which met R2
zoning requirements allowing them to subdivide the lot to build a twin home with
attaching garages.
Frontage set backs meet all requirements.
J .H. Hadfield mentioned that curb and gutter are not installed and will be required. A
sump will be installed at the south end of the property if percolation rates determine that
its use is satisfactory. At final plat stage, addresses will need to be assigned to each lot;
the centerline is called a common wall lot line. The lot numbers should be listed as 101
and 102.
Bonding will be required for improvements or the petitioner has the right to put
improvements in prior to the recording of the plat.

Rod Despain said an additional acre-foot of water right would be required.
Chairman Hansen asked what the size of the lot is.
Rod Despain answered an excess of ten thousand square feet.
It was mentioned that in order to build a twin home there needs to be an excess of ten
thousand square feet and a minimum of eighty-five of frontage.
Rod Despain stated that once the precise location of the common lot line is made they
have to build to that line if the second unit is going to be sold. It is also available to build
the second unit, and then have a surveyor measure where the common wall is and divide
from that point. Either way is acceptable.
J.H. Hadfield comments that problems with the common lot line may occur because of
the workers putting in the footings and the framers. Very seldom are they accurate
enough to do it within a thousandth of an inch, which is what the survey requires.
J.H. Hadfield said that the utilities from the previous home will be connected to one unit
and new utility lines will need to be connected to the second unit in order for them to be
sold as two separate units.
Rod Despain mentioned that a garage facility rather than a common wall home would
divide this twin.
Ruben Smith stated that the lot is one hundred twenty-four feet. In order for a twin home
to be built there needs to be one hundred fifty feet for frontage. According to the map
there is only fifty feet of frontage.
It was stated that this is a twin home. Zoning requirements allows a twin home as long as
there is eighty-five foot of frontage and ten thousand square feet. Mr. Adamson has met
both requirements.
Violet Humes questioned if the current home on the lot will be tom down.
Keary Adamson replied it would not be. The garage will be tom down and a new carport
built. A new driveway will be added next to the existing driveway.
Donna Smith commented that she lives on the south of the proposed twin home. She
asked how close would the twin home be to her property line.
Keary Adamson replied that it would be at least ten feet away from Donna Smith's
property line. He believes there will be more distance than ten feet.
Chairman Hansen mentioned that the City requirements are that there has to be at least
eighteen feet between them. If one property has ten feet, the other will need eight feet.
Rulen Smith questioned how big the twin home is going to be.
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Keary Adamson replied that it is twelve hundred square feet with a basement. The
property front is approximately thirty-five feet.
Rod Despain explains that with two garages attached, there still needs to be a common
wall between them.

Tom Hunter moved approval on the preliminary plat of Keary Estates Subdivision
Plat A consisting of 2 lots being numbered 101 and 102 at 275 North 550 East
(Robinson Avenue). John Woffinden seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
Aye, Tom Hunter, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and John Woffinden. Absent, Alan
Christensen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF LITTLE HILL SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH
Reggie Lyle commented that an agreement has been made between him, Mr. & Mrs.
Searle, and Mr. & Mrs. Runolfson about the south boundary as well as an easement for a
tum around.
Tom Hunter questioned about fencing.
Reggie Lyle replied that there is an agreement to fence the south end of the property
including a gate.
Chairman Hansen noted that the plat change was made on the temporary tum around.
Reggie Lyle explained that they were able to move the tum around down an additional
twenty-five feet, which also allows them to move the building down.
Chairman Hansen commented that the original plat had the tum around almost all on the
Searle and Runolfson's property.
Reggie Lyle explained that the majority of the tum around would be on lot 2 with a
portion on Searle's property and a portion on Runolfson's property. An easement has
been prepared for both of them to sign.

J .H. Hadfield asked for the right to review the legal descriptions. There is sufficient
footage for curb and gutter improvements to go across the front of the home. They will
stop the improvement at this point. There will be a bond required for the remainder of
the improvements.
Rod Despain commented that at this point water rights are essential.
Debra Aston commented that at the first Planning Commission meeting for this
subdivision it was said there would be a white, vinyl fence installed around the property.
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She questioned if that fence would be put up or another one in it's place.
Reggie Lyle explained that several things have changed since that first meeting. Due to
extra cost he cannot guarantee any type of fence.
Debra Aston mentioned that she would like some kind of legal action taken which will
require Mr. Lyle to install the vinyl fence.
Chairman Hansen noted her concern and explained that the City cannot require any type
of fence. The Planning Commission can add it as a requirement.
Jeanne Runolfson asked if the City is responsible for the bulb of the cul-de-sac
J.H. Hadfield replied that the developer would asphalt the bulb. The City will be
responsible for the snow plowing and maintenance after that point.
Jeanne Runolfson commented that when their property is no longer used, they would like
the easement to be turned back over to them.
J .H. Hadfield noted that when the developer is finished there is a process for them to
vacate the easement. At that time it will fall back on to the original owner.
Donna Aston inquired again about a fence being installed.
Keith Richan asked if this is a PUD.
J.H. Hadfield explained that it is not a PUD. If it were, under City ordinance, there
would be a fence required.
Keith Richan expressed his concern about not having a fence around low-income
housing.
Reggie Lyle feels that this project has been miss characterized by calling it low income.
The selling price for each side is going to be approximately $135,000. It will be twentyone hundred square feet with a two-car garage per side. The buildings will be two stories
high. The total of the two floors is sixteen hundred square feet. The ordinance states that
each house needs to be fifteen hundred square feet. A six foot, medium gage, chain link
fence will be put on the south side of the property. They would like to install fence
around the entire property to at least match that on the south.
Keith Rich an moved approval of the final plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A
consisting of Slots at 250 West 300 North with the following conditions: (1) cleaning
up the property (2) an adequate bond provided to cover the public improvements
(3) conveyance of the water rights to the City (4) that an adequate fence be put up.
Rod Despain suggested to add to the motion to receive two copies of the boundary lines
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for the Searle's and Runolfson's. He also added that they need an easement, with both
families, granting permission for use of their property for the cult-de-sac.
Chairman Hansen called for a second to the motion.
Keith Richan added that a clarification of what an adequate fence is should be given.
It was agreed that a good, six foot, chain link fence would be considered adequate.

Chairman Hansen called for a second to the motion.

Tom Hunter seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Tom Hunter, Keith
Richan, James Hansen, and John Woffinden. Absent, Alan Christensen. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE AT
685 EAST ROAD
Devin Ruth explained that the ancillary structure would look nice and have a nice patio
for people to sit and drink beverages. The property is an eye sore right now. He hopes to
change that. He plans to be there for at least one year. He has met all set back
requirements.

J .H. Hadfield mentioned that the flower shop, which is in the same location, has a white
picket fence. He feels that it should be extended down to this ancillary structure. There
is permanent power. There were no dimensions rendered on the size of the structure.
Rod Despain explained that there are many conditions that have to be met in order to be
considered an ancillary structure. An ancillary structure cannot be larger than one
hundred square feet. This structure is larger than that. There needs to be a restroom
agreement with Recreation Outlet. The ancillary structure must either be open at the
same time as Recreation Outlet, or have a key to access the restrooms.
Devin Ruth has a signed letter allowing the use of restrooms. His business hours will be
6:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. Recreation outlet does not open until 9:00a.m.
Chairman Hansen asked about the size of the structure.
Devin Ruth replied that it is 11 '6" inside and 12 'x 12' outside.
Rod Despain commented that this is larger than the ordinance allows.
Tom Hunter suggested an acceptation of the structure and to change the ordinance to
allow a larger structure at a later date.
Keith Richan commented that he would pass the structure after the ordinance is amended.
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Tom Hunter motioned to make an action next Planning Commission meeting after
the ordinance has been amended.
Keith Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen mentioned that this would be items number 1 and 2 for next Planning
Commission.

Voting was as follows: Aye, Tom Hunter, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and John
Woffinden. Absent, Alan Christensen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE CARLISLE
PUD/SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 37 INDIVIDUAL LOTS AND 111 SENIOR
HOUSING UNITS AT 1260 NORTH 1100 EAST
Chairman Hansen asked about the status of the annexation.
Rod Despain reported that it was not complete.
Chairman Hansen mentioned that this item would be postponed for a later meeting after
the annexation had been completed. A discussion will be allowed, but no action will be
made.
Rod Despain explained that there are some outstanding items. Included in these is a deed
to a parcel of land to the road and certificate numbers for water rights. He also
mentioned that PUD phase one and subdivision phase 2 needs to go concurrently. PUD
phase 3 and subdivision phase 4 will have the same circumstances.
Chairman Hansen explained that the preliminary plat, detailed landscape plan, and phase
feature do not coordinate with each other.
John Dester said that would be fixed before the next meeting. There have been some new
items added to the plan. It will take approximately three years to complete the project.
Rod Despain commented that the heavy amenities are shown in the first phase.
John Dester explained that the funds for those amenities will not be available until phase
two.
It was suggested that the phase line needed to be changed.

An audience member questioned what senior density is compared to standard density.

Rod Despain explained at senior housing has twenty percent more density than standard
housing. Senior population does not have the same impact as younger families.
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An audience member asked if the water pressure would be affected.

J.H. Hadfield commented that this is a high-pressure zone. It is run off of a ten million
gallon tank. The elevation and pressure are as such it should not be effected.
Audience members asked for details on the buildings.
Chairman Hansen invited them to discuss the matter with Mr. Dester out in the lobby.
*Alan Christensen arrived.
REVIEW AND ACTION OF A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF A PORTION OF PLAT C
OF THE AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT
130 NORTH 700 WEST
Rod Despain commented that the south side area would be defined as one lot and the rest
would remain as parcels. This is all predicated on the assumption that the previously
approved dedication plat is going to be recorded. The proposed storm drainage lines are
shown. There has been discussion about relocating the sewer line.
Lynne Woodbury explained that a portion of the sewer line was increased to a larger size.

Alan Christensen motioned approval of a preliminary plat of a portion of plat c of
the American Fork Commercial Center consisting of llot at 130 North 700 West.
Seconded by Councilman Hunter. Chairman Hansen called for a vote. All were in
favor.
Rod Despain commented that if there is a change to the road easement shown on the
previously approved dedication plat, it needs to be reflected in the final plat.
J.H. Hadfield mentioned that the only permit issued to date is the Target store. There are
three others on the west and one on the east that are yet to be designed.
Rod Despain explained that the site plan has only been approved on the basis that it will
be permitted the way it is drawn up. If there is a building permit issue with it, there will
need to be a site plan revision.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF A PORTION OF PLAT C OF THE
AMERICAN FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 130
NORTH 700 WEST
J.H. Hadfield commented that the easements need to be correctly tied down.
Chairman Hansen asked to be shown where the sewer and water lines go.
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J .H. Hadfield explained that the ordinance requires that every final plat corners have state
plane coordinates to identify and that there are at least two subdivision monuments.
Alan Christensen motioned approval on a final plat of a portion of plat c of the
American Fork Commercial Center consisting of llot at 130 North 700 West
subject to a change to the road easement shown on the previously approved
dedication plat. Seconded by Tom Hunter. Chairman Hansen called for a vote. All
were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A RESTAURANT, THEATERS,
AND COMMERCIAL BUSINESSES FOR 1 LOT OF PLAT C OF THE AMERICAN
FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER AT 130 NORTH 700 WEST
Don Harton mentioned that they will be using a variety of techniques to blend the theater
in with the retail center. The theater will possibly use the same flap awnings as the retail
center. They will also be using pre-cast stone elements on the columns. The building
will have signs on three sides of it. There are poster cases across the front of the theater.
There will be stair exit on the side facing the freeway. A tower will be screening the
staircase. All of the exits are at grade. The theater has stadium seating and twelve
screens.
Chairman Hansen asked if there would be a marquee.
Don Harton explained that there will not be a marquee. Their thinking is that they are
playing everything you would want to see anyway, so there is no need for a marquee.
Chairman Hansen questioned how the amount of parking needed for a Cineplex is
figured.
Don Harton explained that the ratio is about 1 car for every 4 seats. The occupancy for a
multiple screen theater is rarely 100%.
Lynn Woodbury commented that they are actually providing parking spaces with the
ratio of 1 for every 3.5 seats.
Chairman Hansen questioned how the timing is spaced between movies.
Don Harton explained that the managers try to get a maximum of five show times during
the busy part of the year. During the slower times of the year it may be only three show
times. There is usually at least five minutes between each show time.
Alan Christensen commented that it would be great to have a theater like this in our
community.
J.H. Hadfield asked if the architecture of this building is compatible with the rest of the
commercial center.
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Lynn Woodbury explained that most of the architecture would be the same. Up close
some textures will have to be different, but far away it will all look the same.
Don Harton mentioned that the theater would be built with the option to expand in the
future by adding two large auditoriums.
Rod Despain commented that when the theater expands there would need to be an
expansion in parking. A parking bank has been provided. It is a proposal to make the
parking area one thousand thirty-two which will also be shared with restaurants and other
commercial activity. There is a concern that there will not be enough parking.
Chairman Hansen observed that there is a different design for walking and some other
buildings than what was originally submitted.
Lynne Woodbury explained that the original conception had the theater turned 90 degrees
from where it is now. The theater group drove Woodbury to reposition the theater the
way it is now. They have tried to maintain the concept of being able to extend pedestrian
activities. There will be a pedestrian walkway through the center plus walkways that
connect on the other side. There are nine thousand feet of shops and a sixty-four hundred
square feet restaurant that will be built additionally with the construction of the theater.
Some of the sidewalks will be wider.
It was stated that the theater was repositioned to make it more inviting from the freeway.

John W offinden questioned if there will be access from west main street.
J .H. Hadfield explained where the entrances would be.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to talk about the roads.
There was a discussion about traffic flow, entrances and exits, and traffic concerns.
Rod Despain comments that one worry is that some parking spaces are backing out into
the primary ring road.
Lynn Woodbury explained that the Americans with Disabilities Act is very specific in
saying that if parking can be provided so that a handicapped person does not have to
cross traffic it is highly desirable. It is the recommended design standard of the federal
register of the Americans with Disabilities Act. They will try to provide two handicap
spaces for each restaurant.
Alan Christensen motioned approval on a site plan for a restaurant, theaters, and
commercial businesses for 1 lot of plat c of the American Fork Commercial Center
at 130 North 700 West contingent on (1) relocking at the 130 North 700 West
intersections and the adding of handicap parking. Seconded by Tom Hunter.
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Chairman Hansen called for a vote. All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WOODS
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .99ACRES AT 1145 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE
PLACED IN THE PO-l, PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
This item was removed from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE GUTH
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.50 ACRES AT 1195 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE
PLACED IN THE PO-l, PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
This item was removed from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE SENIOR
HOUSING ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE PLACEMENT OF GROUP HOUSING
STRUCTURES IN SENIOR HOUSING PROJECTS
Rod Despain put together a proposed amendment to the ordinance as per last Planning
Commission meeting.
Rod Despain commented that they have been cautious to make sure that the group
housing structures are limited to assisted living facilities or senior housing facilities. He
reminded the Commission that they are not approving assisted living facilities; they are
approving group-housing facilities. The ordinance has been amended to provided the
criteria under which group housing arrangements can be included as part of a senior
housing development.
It was discussed that a three bedroom living suite would constitute an equivalent unit.
Some want it to be six bedrooms. A major issue was that the ordinance allows six
thousand square feet. It was asked to have eight thousand square feet. Eight thousand
feet was claimed to be compatible.

Chairman Hansen expressed concern about a larger building.
Rod Despain explained that the ordinance already deals with small-scale health facilities
and senior housing facilities, and it deals with elderly living facilities not assisted living
facilities. In this instance, they are looking at assisted living, which will mostly occupy
this facility. Assisted living is a health code requirement; assisted living is a zoning
requirement.
The question was asked if the units were sold separately.
Dan VanW oerkom commented that the company will manage the buildings. They will
not be sold to individuals.
Alan Shurtliff mentioned a concern of having such a large building close to a school.
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There was discussion on many concerns.
Tom Hunter suggested that no action be taken on this item at this time. All aspects need
to be reviewed and brought back to the Planning Commission at a later date.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATING TO THE SOUTH SIDE PLANNING AREA
This item was moved to a work session on October 30, 2002 at 6:00p.m.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
OTHER BUSINESS
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 18,2002, MINUTES

Keith Richan moved to approve the September 18, 2002, Planning Commission
Minutes. Seconded by Alan Christensen. All were in favor.
ADJOURNMENT

John Woffinden moved adjournment at 11:45 p.m. Alan Christensen seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

~~';;?: ~tdl
Heidi L. Mitchell
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 16, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on October 16, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p .m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
1. Review and action on the final plat of Keary Estates Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2
lots at 275 North 550 East (Robinson Avenue) .
2. Review and action on amendments to the Ordinance concerning ancillary structures.
3. Review and action on a preliminary plat of the Carlisle PUD/Subdivision consisting of 37
individual lots and 111 senior housing units at 1260 North 1100 East.
4. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Woods Annexation consisting of
.99 acres at 1145 East 50 South to be placed in the 'P0-1, Professional Office zone.
5. Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Guth Annexation consisting of
1.50 acres at 1195 East 50 South to be placed in the PO-l , Professional Office zone.
6. Review and action on a proposed amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance relating to
the placement of Group Housing Structures in Senior Housing Projects.
7. Review and action on the placement of an accessory structure at 361 East 300 North.
8. Review and action on an amended site plan for the Riverbirch Professional Office Park at
24 North 1100 East.
9. Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 108 South 700 East.
10. Review and action on a preliminary plat for Virginia Ridge Plat I Subdivision consisting
of2 lots at 1299 North 500 West.
11 . Review and action on a final plat for Virginia Ridge Plat I Subdivision consisting of 2
lots at 1299 North 500 West.
12. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Holmstead Center Subdivision
consisting of 4 lots at 672 South 500 East.
13. Site Plan Committee Report .
14. Other business.
15 . Review and action on the October 2, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 7 day of October, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

~

...

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 16, 2002
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on October 16, 2002, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:01 p.m. Those present included James Hansen, Keith Richan,
Alan Christensen, Ken Baldwin, Tom Hunter and *John Woffinden. Steve Nielsen was excused.
Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Richard Colborn, **Rod Despain, Paul Washburn, Megan
Waldren, John Dester, Robert Carlisle, Steve Sowby, Curtis Miner, Brian Green, Brian Capt, and
6 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF KEARY ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 275 NORTH 550 EAST (ROBINSON AVENUE)
Chairman Hansen noted that the lots should be numbered 101 and 102 in accordance with Utah
County practice.
J.H. Hadfield noted that a half share of water, one acre-foot, was required. It was ready to move
ahead.

Ken Baldwin moved approval of the final plat of the Keary Estates Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 2 lots subject to the water shares being provided to the City. Keith Richan
seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Ken Baldwin, Keith Richan, Alan
Christensen, Tom Hunter, and James Hansen. Absent, John Woffinden. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AMENDMENTS TO THE ORDINANCE CONCERNING
ANC~LARYSTRUCTURES

Chairman Hansen noted there was a feeling among Planning Commissioners in the past to increase
the maximum area to 150 square feet. The text amendment was provided. The second sentence
beginning, "For purposes of this section a host structure ... " should be deleted. Host Structure
was already defined.
Alan Christensen asked the definition of an ancillary structure.
Chairman Hansen read from the code that a host structure was, "The primary commercial
structure on a lot containing and providing essential area access, restroom, sanitation and other
required elements and services to an ancillary commercial establishment." He read that an
ancillary commercial structure was, "Any building and appurtenant facilities and areas located on
the same lot occupied by a primary commercial structure, but not a part thereof, and utilized for
the sale of goods and/or services provided that this definition shall not include a temporary use
which has been properly approved by the City."
**Rod Despain and *John Woffinden arrived .
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Ken Baldwin asked why 150 square feet versus 100 square feet.
Chairman Hansen expressed that at the last meeting the Commissioners felt that 100 square feet
was too small.
Rod Despain explained that at the time it was originally adopted they were looking at the Fotomat
and smaller structures that were put in parking lots. Now the Commission has expanded the
willingness to accept structures that allowed for a heavier use.
Ken Baldwin asked if they were going change every time a different size was asked for.
J.H. Hadfield commented that the size of the structure was really driven by the number of
employees.
Chairman Hansen asked if appurtenant facilities include outside seating.
Rod Despain did not think that they ever saw outdoor seating as an ancillary structure. The
Planning Commission felt that 100 square feet was limiting.
Ken Baldwin felt that from a planning perspective they were opening it up to things they did not
want.

Tom Hunter moved approval of the change and striking out the second sentence. Keith
Richan seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Tom Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, and James Hansen. Nay, Ken Baldwin. Abstain, John Woffinden. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACITON ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE CARLISLE
PUD/SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 37 INDIVIDUAL LOTS AND 111 SENIOR
HOUSING UNITS AT 1260 NORTH 1100 EAST
James Hansen asked Rod Despain the status of the annexation and if all items were complete.
Rod Despain reported the deed for the added right-of-way on 900 East Street had been provided
and checked out by the City and was an acceptable deed. The water rights condition had not
changed from the last meeting and was not complete.
Chairman Hansen noted there were still outstanding items and that they needed to be completed.
With Annexations not complete, the Planning Commission had chosen in the past not to discuss
them.
John Dester stated that the annexation agreement that he had did not contemplate that water was
required at the time of annexation. Robert Carlisle has the 98 shares. It did not say that it had to
be given at annexation. They had to be available and Mr. Carlisle had met with Rod Despain.
Mr. Dester felt that in conversations with Rod Despain and J.H. Hadfield that water would be
turned over with the recordation of each plat.
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Rod Despain stated that the standard policy was to take the water at the time of annexation. He
did not believe that the annexation agreement provided any differently.
John Dester noted that the concept plan had changed. The water calculation was different. Mr.
Carlisle had the water. He had the shares.
Rod Despain felt that the issue was the deed for the road and that was resolved. He did not think
that the water right was a particularly difficult issue.
Bob Carlisle expressed that Rod Despain had represented that the water rights should be turned in
as the phases were approved. He questioned whether the City wanted all that water and pay the
assessment if they can't use it.
Rod Despain explained that they needed to take the water at the time of annexation.
Mr. Carlisle stated that he had three other subdivisions and had never had a problem with the
water.

Chairman Hansen explained that without a completed annexation the property existed in the
County, not American Fork.
Rod Despain noted that in the not too distant past, the City had allowed a delay in the time of
conveyance. They had learned that wasn't a foolproof way to do it. The posture of the City
Council was that they did not want to go forward until the annexation was complete.
Rod Despain explained that in his conversations with Mr. Dester earlier in the day, that if Mr.
Carlisle showed up at the meeting with the water, it would be satisfactory.
J.H. Hadfield noted that it had been two weeks since the last meeting and it was not completed.
John Dester noted that they talked about the water being conveyed at the time of the recordation
of the plats.
Rod Despain did not understand it that way. He added that he was prepared and based on the
discussions they were close enough that it could be pursued, but that was a judgment call that
needed to be made by the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hansen expressed that phasing was talked about before and the same plan was back
before them. He asked if they were prepared to build everything called out in phase one.
John Dester stated that they wanted to talk about phasing. He suggested that they should come
back in two weeks with all the ducks in a row and when there was not a negatively charged
atmosphere. He was not asking for any exceptions.
Bob Carlisle asked what the concern was.
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J.H. Hadfield did not have anything for the packets on Phase I and he called David Petersen to get
a copy. If it was not the right one, he apologized.
John Dester asked for a motion to continue so they could be placed first on the next agenda.

Ken Baldwin moved to table until the annexation was complete.
Rod Despain explained that this was an expansion of the concept plan.

John Woffinden seconded the motion. All were in favor.
Rod Despain noted that the water was required to be turned in at the time of annexation.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WOODS
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF .99 ACRES AT 1145 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE PLACED
IN THE PO-l, PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
Chairman Hansen explained that the Commission had been awaiting the concept plan and now
they had it.
Rod Despain recounted that the outstanding matter had to do with the overall site plan. It
actually included the Gasser Annexation in the center with the Guth Annexation to the east and
the Woods Annexation property to the west. A skilled nursing facility was proposed on the south
and on the east an independent living facility was envisioned. They had some water for the Gasser
Annexation. He did not know what water was proposed for this annexation and Section 7 of the
agreement included some blanks as a result. The only action remaining were those two items.
Rod Despain explained that the road right-of-way that was needed was on the Guth Annexation
property.
Ken Baldwin asked where 50 North Street would go .
J.H. Hadfield responded that if they took a corner of the Guth property and turned it north, it
would come into the roadway by the IHC office buildings on the north.
Rod Despain felt it needed to be a condition of the annexation. He added that initially it was to be
an east-west road, but Pleasant Grove approved a subdivision that did not allow that road to
continue.
Chairman Hansen did not feel that the concept plan would be affected very much.
Rod Despain expressed that a motion to approve should include a modification to include an
accommodation of the roadway.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the Woods Annexation agreement consisting of .99 acres
subject to conveyance of water as determined by staff and that the roadway be resolved
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such that the concept plan will provide the fundamental basis for the development to occur.
Keith Richan seconded the motion.
John W offinden asked that when the water rights were transferred from agricultural to municipal
if there was a reduction.
Rod Despain responded that with wells, the State Engineer did not adjust downward.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the water right requirements in annexation agreements were in terms
of acre-feet, not shares.
All were in favor.
Chairman Hansen asked about the zoning.
Rod Despain noted that it was to be R-4 . He noted that it was originally noticed to be in the POl zone. A zone change hearing would have to be held.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE GUTH
ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.50 ACRES AT 1195 EAST 50 SOUTH TO BE PLACED
IN THE PO-l, PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
Ken Baldwin moved to approve the annexation agreement for Guth Annexation consisting
of 1.50 acres subject to the zoning being R-4 and the water conveyance be provided, and
that an accommodation for the road connections be modified to meet the requirements of
the Engineering Department. Keith Richan seconded the motion.
Alan Christensen asked how the resident would be able to access their property.
Rod Despain explained that it would be able to be accessed from its own driveway and would be
part of the overall project.
All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE SENIOR HOUSING
ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE PLACEMENT OF GROUP HOUSING STRUCTURES
IN SENIOR HOUSING PROJECTS
Chairman Hansen observed that this was discussed last meeting, but no action was taken.
Rod Despain explained that the Ordinance was not for a particular piece of ground, it was
Citywide. They needed to divorce themselves from the specific property noting that it would be
applied Citywide.
Alan Christensen expressed that the State Law indicated that once it was group housing, it needed
to stay with the group that it was approved for and asked if that needed to be in the ordinance.
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Mr. Despain responded that it was in the planning section of the State Law and had to do with
ambulatory unrelated individuals. It was not for elderly people. He thought that if it was
approved as part of a senior housing facility that the State Law would not apply. He suspected
that if it started out and when changed to another permitted use was okay, but to convert it to a
drug rehabilitation facility should be clarified. He would make the change from the language out
of the State Law. They have defined four forms of senior housing and any one of the four could
be conducted within the project.

Keith Richan noted on Page 2, Section G, there was a 6,000 square foot limitation. He felt that
8, 000 square feet was better and asked why they stuck with 6, 000.
Rod Despain responded that it was 6, 000 square feet as he was not instructed to make a change.
There were no changes from when the Commission last saw it.
John Woffinden felt that an 8,000 square foot building would overpower single-family homes too
much.
Chairman Hansen felt that there were those on the Commission that felt that 8, 000 square feet
was too big. They had to remember that the Commission was not there to insure that someone
could make a profit.
Alan Christensen felt that 6,000 square feet was plenty in an area they termed as single-family.
Ken Baldwin noted that 8, 000 was overpowering only if there was commensurate height.
Beehive Homes have been allowed to go to 16 residents.
Rod Despain explained that the City's Ordinance was changed to reflect changes to the State Law.
Keith Richan tried to visualize the difference between 6, 000 and 8, 000 square feet. He was
struggling with the idea that the additional 2, 000 square feet was a big thing.
Chairman Hansen suggested that there be a scale of 125% of the surrounding structures but with
no more than 8,000 square feet.
Ken Baldwin noted that buildings looked huge because of the types of roofs that were used.
John Woffinden noted that the ones in Tooele City, if they were 8,000 square feet, would not fit
in the R1-9000 zone next to his house.
A gentleman noted that the ones in Tooele City were 10,000 square feet.
Chairman Hansen observed that in residential settings, there may be a lot of square footage in a
home but most likely it would be on multiple levels.
Ken Baldwin asked about using a scaling factor. The concern was not to overpower a
neighborhood.
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John W o:ffinden felt that made good sense.
Rod Despain explained that he arrived at the 6,000 square feet noting that in the PR-9000 zone
they could have 4 units per building and would be 1000 to 1200 square feet. That was not
unreasonable. That was why he went to 6,000 square feet.
Rod Despain continued that there was an initial request for a PO-l , Professional Office zone. The
answer was that it was not likely to get a PO-l zone in that location. They came back and tried to
go to a residential zone. Philosophically they were back to where they were at with the initial
request. The City had apparently come to the conclusion that assisted living facilities were an
appropriate use in any residential zone. Mr. Pulsipher has requested 8,000 square foot buildings.
Why was there a spacing requirement for the Beehive Homes, when with this requirement six
could be built right next to each other?
Ken Baldwin suggested that some kind of scaling was necessary.
Mr. W o:ffinden felt that it would still be overpowering.

Keith Richan noted that on Page 3, item I, there was a parking requirement of 4 spaces per 12
units. He asked if that was enough.
Mr. Despain answered that if it was for an assisted living center it would be.

J.H. Hadfield noted that when Mira Vista came in the City did not have a standard or feel for
parking. They relied on others. An analysis had worked. They did not have a strong feeling .
Keth Richan felt that the parking was more for visitors.
Rod Despain was not uncomfortable with that. It did raise the question, and while they were
focused on assisted living, some more parking may be necessary for ambulatory people.
Keith Richan discussed phasing and the requirement of not more than 20% group housing allowed
in each phase.
Rod Despain explained that it was so that group housing was not stacked on the front end and
then not having the rest of the project built.
Alan Christensen had a hard time with other group homes having a 3/4-mile spacing limit. He
asked how it was fair.
J.H . Hadfield explained that Beehive Homes fell under group homes. The Council Chambers
were filled with neighbors concerned about an impact to their neighborhood.
Steve Sowby commented that the Beehive Homes, as he understood, was a small-scale
Development under Section 2.5. He hoped that they did not include a distance thing. It was a
different type of facility. 6,000 square feet was not too huge. In his neighborhood, 6,000 square
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feet was not too out of line. He hoped that the Planning Commission had considered it long
enough and encouraged them to press forward to a solution and to a public hearing.
Architect Curtis Miner talked about scale noting some of the issues could be addressed.
Maximum height and width could be regulated. The 8,000 square feet could be made to fit by
providing some guidance to designers including the breaking up of facades.
Wade Mitchell, Vice President of Project Development for Senior Living Communities Inc.,
explained that he was asked to provide some information on their historical management
experience with their projects as well as Marriott Cottages. He distributed some information.
Based on the cost analysis shown the operation costs for a 6, 000 square foot building were
greater because of the lack of ability to spread it out more. The staffing costs were the same for
an 8, 000 square foot building. Part of the building was constant, with a common area, eating
area, kitchen area, etc.
Keith Richan expressed the need to accommodate older citizens.
John W offinden felt that the units in Tooele City were very large and they could each be cut down
a little especially on the corner units.
Chairman Hansen asked for the pleasure of the Commission.
Tom Hunter felt that it had come to a point in American Fork that more places were needed
where the elderly could stay close to home. It needed to be reviewed real hard and American
Fork needed to catch up . He did not think that the Planning Commission knew what was best and
they needed to take some suggestions in doing this. He did not think personally that the
development proposed up by the LDS Temple would end up in very much of American Fork.
The Planning Commission needed to look at the future of the aging. If it was 8, 000 square feet
that was what it took to make it work, then that was it. This had been kicked around for quite a
while. They needed to come to an agreetnent and push forward . He did not know what that
motion would be, however.
Alan Christensen agreed. This project would be great in the right zone. The concern was
because it could go in residential zones. He did not know the answer either.
Chainnan Hansen asked if there was a motion.
KetfBaldwin stated that Rod Despain had done a "Yeoman' s Job" putting it together with
minimal input. He felt that because it was a citywide thing they needed to control the scaling in
the area that it would be put in. In a PO-l zone there would be no problem. In a residential zone
there was concern. He asked if Mr. Despain could come up with a scaling technique.
Rod Despain repeated some of the suggestions including a factor or kicker that would keep it in
relationship to other structures in the area, height limitations, design criteria, coordinated design,
modification of facades, and parking increased for more ambulatory clients.
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Ken Baldwin moved to recast the Ordinance with the guidance Rod Despain has received
and bring it back to the Planning Commission. Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
Rod Despain asked for clarification regarding the square footage .
Ken Baldwin responded that it should go to a maximum of 8, 000 square feet with a scaling factor.
Mr. Despain assumed that 12 suites per structure was the maximum with the scaling factor. He
asked about the number of 6 in a cluster including center structure. He discussed the number of
bedrooms and suites to be deemed equal to a dwelling unit. The Commission felt it should be
three.

All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACITON ON THE PLACEMENT OF AN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE AT
361 EAST 300 NORTH
Tom Hunter explained that this was his mother's residence and he would abstain from the
discussion. He would answer questions.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the building would be set back 10-feet from the property line. The
engineering detail had been provided and was satisfactory.
Tom Hunter explained that it would have walls on the north and west.
Rod Despain reported that the Ordinance required Planning Commission approval when the
structure was proposed to be over 750 square feet. The building could not cover more than 25%
of the rear yard area and the Planning Commission must find that it was incidental to the primary
use, and that the height, size, and location would not provide an undue negative impact upon
adjacent properties.
Tom Hunter explained that the American Fork River cut across the northwest corner.
Mr. Despain felt it qualified under the criteria as set forth in the Ordinance.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the placement of an accessory structure at 361 East 300
North with a finding that it meets the criteria of the Ordinance. John W offinden seconded
the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Ken Baldwin, John Woffinden, Keith Richan,
Alan Christensen, and James Hansen. Abstain, Councilman Tom Hunter. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR RIVERBIRCH
PROFESSIONAL OFFICE PARK AT 24 NORTH 1100 EAST
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 108 SOUTH
700 EAST
Steve Sowby explained that the project architect Greg Packer was also present. Mr. Sowby
explained that the site was west of the bowling alley on 700 East and was the site of the old
highway department house. The Bank of American Fork was proposing a 12,000 square foot,
two-story office building. It was currently in an I -1 zone. Later they would consider a zone
change and subdivide the parcel in the General Commercial zone. It included frontage
improvements, landscaping, and 65 parking spaces. A portion of the building, 2000 square feet,
would not have fixed walls and the parking was increased to accommodate that. It was their
intent to landscape with a good buffer around the site and provide cross easements to northerly
parcels if and when that was developed.
Chairman Hansen asked about the house.
Steve Sowby asked for a slight change in the site plan to allow parking to the rear temporarily to
allow the house to stay temporarily.
J.H . Hadfield asked for the drainage calculations. There were some improvements along 700 East
Street shown, but this was currently all one lot and asked about the remaining improvements. It
was his recommendation to include the improvements.
Rod Despain announced that the property being purchased by the Gunther's was the property of
his brother and he declared that it may be considered a possible conflict of interest.
Mr. Despain continued that with regard to the plan, an office was a permitted use in the I-1 zone.
The only design issue that he saw was the need to make some provision for an extension of a road
into the area. The most likely was the extension ofPacific Avenue. It would fit along the south
boundary of this property.

Ken Baldwin asked about the extension of Bamberger Drive.
Rod Despain noted that it was possible, but not as compatible as Pacific Avenue. The City had no
major street plan for the area and so it would be a minor street needed only to provide access.
J.H. Hadfield commented that the extension of Pacific Avenue had the potential to make its way
to 600 East and 50 South.
Rod Despain felt that the site plan conformed to the Ordinance. The general plan indicated that it
could be rezoned to commercial. The placement of the parking to the rear was okay.
Chairman Hansen asked about the road improvements and road width on 700 East.
Mr. Despain felt that the road width was sufficient.
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Steve Sowby commented that there was sufficient width. In their discussion with the Technical
Review Committee there was not a feeling of a need to extend improvements north at this time.
Forty-two feet of asphalt was possible.
Rod Despain added that at some point in time there would be a need for a center lane. 700 East
was a minor collector class road.
Steve Sowby pointed out that there was a combo curb on the east side of the road.
Rod Despain felt it was important to anticipate a center turn lane. The City has considered a
traffic circle at the intersection of 700 East and 50 South. On the issue of improvements, this was
not a subdivision. There would be subsequent development to the north and that might be the
time to require the other improvements and to acquire any additional right-of-way that might be
needed.
John W offinden commented this was one of the best site plans that they had seen in terms of
completeness. He wished they all looked that good.
J.H. Hadfield noted that during technical review the keeping of the existing office temporarily and
the relocation of the parking was not discussed. If that was going to stay, he asked that curb and
gutter at least be extended across the front of it as well. Presently there was only an old wire
fence and Chinese Elms.
Steve Sowby explained that the building was being rented but he did not feel it would be very
long.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the site plan for an office building at 108 South 700 East,
subject to: 1) Drainage and percolation calculations be provided to the City Engineer; 2)
700 East Street improvements to go just north of the existing house; 3) The drawing be
revised to indicate the house as part of the plan; 4) That the parking be adjusted to show
the proposed number of parking spaces to the west; and 5) That there be a review of the
City property for adequate right-of-way on 700 East. Alan Christensen seconded the
motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen, James Hansen, John
Woffinden, and Tom Hunter. Abstain, Keith Richan. The motion carried.
Keith Richan explained his abstention was due to a small investment in the Bank of American
Fork.
Steve Sowby explained that the building was to be an Operations and Call Center.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT I
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 1299 NORTH 500 WEST
Rod Despain explained that everything had been turned in for the annexation.
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J.H. Hadfield noted that there was a concern by some Planning Commissioners of the amount of
fill material being placed. It was about where the PUE line was. The footings of the homes
would be on undisturbed soil. There was a nuclear compaction test done at two levels.
Ken Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plat of Virginia Ridge Plat I subject to the
off site improvements on 500 West Street being completed. Tom Hunter seconded the
motion. All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT FOR VIRGINIA RIDGE PLAT I
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 1299 NORTH 500 WEST
Chairman Hansen asked if there were any corrections needed for the final plat. There were none.
Tom Hunter moved to approve the final plat of Virginia Ridge Plat I. Ken Baldwin
seconded the motion. All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE HOLMSTEAD CENTER
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 672 SOUTH 500 EAST
Brian Green spoke to the project and noted that it contained about 41;2 acres and would have 4
separate lots off a private road along the west boundary. The owner of the property to the west,
Mark Wilson, was in agreement with the shared access off of 620 South as shown on the plat.
The private roadway would be maintained by agreement of the four lot owners. There was
currently an access onto 500 East and they were working with UDOT to move that to the north.
Richard Watts who owned the property to the south has signed a contract with Mr. Hal
Holmstead to purchase what was shown on the preliminary plat as Lot 4. Curb and gutter was
already in place on 500 East Street. They would be installing a sidewalk.
Chairman Hansen encouraged the inclusion of all of Mr. Watts' property in the subdivision.
Brian Green stated that they were working with Mr. Watts' .
Richard Colborn asked that the access into the storage units from this roadway be looked at for
sight distance.
J.H. Hadfield reported that there presently was a water line down to the storage units. The
development would be taking it to the south and looping it out to 500 East Street. The storm
drainage would be handled through the state owned storm system that the City had participated
in. Any approval should be subject to UDOT's agreement to allow the relocation of the limited
access.
Rod Despain believed that the subdivision died if there was not some link to the property to the
south. Lot 4 could not be developed independently. There needed to be a cross easement
arrangement for the roadway. This had some elements of a PUD. He would like to see the
easement documents.
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Brian Green commented that at the technical review meeting, Mr. Despain indicated that there
could be a use restriction.
Rod Despain stated that Mr. Watts' needed to become a player, one way or the other. He would
have to acknowledge the restriction. Also there needed to be a cross easement arrangement with
Mark Wilson and there needed to be a PUE over the entire roadway. The easements would need
to be recorded with each lot.
Mr. Green suggested that all of the cross easement language would be on the final plat and they
could record a notice of that easement with each lot.

Rod Despain asked about the treatment of the west side of the road next to the storage building.
Brian Capt explained that there would be a curb next to the building.
Alan Christensen asked about some landscaping next to the building and also if it would be a
straight sidewalk on 500 East.
Rod Despain responded that it was on the UDOT right-of-way and would be done in accordance
with the City' s Beautification plan.
J.H . Hadfield noted that they would look at the need to go around existing obstacles.
John W o:ffinden reported that Note 3 stated there were wetlands. That issue needed to be
resolved. He observed that there were roads on three sides of some of the lots.
J.H. Hadfield explained that the one side was a limited access situation. He added that Mr. Watts'
access to 500 East went away when the access was moved to the north for the roadway.

Ken Baldwin moved approval of the preliminary plat of Holmstead Center Subdivision Plat
A, subject to: 1) Sign off on the roadway by all private entities that have rights to the
roadway; 2) 620 South improvements be completed; 3) Access to storage units be provided
to engineering to their satisfaction; 4) PUE be shown; 5) UDOT approval for access cut to
500 East be obtained; 6) Richard Watts signs on for the use restrictions on Lot 4; 7) A cross
easement agreement be provided; 8) Curb adjacent to the storage units be shown and
acceptable to City Engineering; and 9) Note 3 be resolved. John W offinden seconded the
motion.
Rod Despain stated that he would expect to see a revised preliminary plan reflecting the changes
to be provided and acted on at the same time as the final plat.
Ken Baldwin felt that the subject to items needed to be taken care of before the final.
Brian Green stated that they would try to submit the changes next week.
Alan Christensen stated that he still had a problem with no buffer between the road and the
building.
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It was thought they could put some landscaping in.

All were in favor.
Chairman Hansen encouraged them to get it worked out with Mr. Watts.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
J.H. Hadfield reported that the Site Plan Committee was still active. There was a work session on
October 30, 2002, to discuss the Southside Planning Area. There would be pizza and pop.
OTHER BUSINESS
Keith Richan reported that he had talked with Earthtec concerning the public's need to be
protected so that the public could buy a lot and know that they could build on it. The City needed
to be protected. He has looked into and also talked to a builder who knows that area. He asked
that he be able to discuss this first at the meeting on October 30, 2002.
Chairman Hansen agreed.
J.H. Hadfield asked if all the Commissioners had a chance to complete their training that was
sponsored by Utah Local Governments Trust. All reported that they had.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 2, 2002, MINUTES
James Hansen requested on page 6, a new paragraph inserted prior to line 16 that read,
"Chairman Hansen asked about the status of the annexation. Rod Despain reported that it was
not complete." Also line 16 be changed to read, "Chairman Hansen mentioned that this item
would be postponed to a later meeting after the annexation had been completed."
Ken Baldwin asked that on page 7, line 31, that the word "bases" be changed to "basis." On page
9, line 19, change "reposition" to "repositioned," and line 40 be changed from, " ... contingent at
( 1) relooking intersections and adding handicap ... " to "contingent on ( 1) relooking at the 13 0
North 700 West intersection and the adding of handicap .. . "
Ken Baldwin asked that on page 10, line 18, that the word, "that" be changed to "the," and on
line 26, change "is" to "was claimed to be," and on line 28 delete the second sentence, and on line
33, add "which" after the word "living," and on line 34, replace, "this" with "assisted living."
Richard Colborn reported that was Heidi Mitchell's first time at taking minutes.
The Commission expressed that she had done a good job.
Tom Hunter moved to approve the October 2, 2002, minutes with the corrections as
requested. Keith Richan seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Tom Hunter, Keith
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Richan, James Hansen, John Woffinden, and Alan Christensen. Abstain, Ken Baldwin.
The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Ken Baldwin moved adjournment at 10:14 p.m. John Woffinden seconded the motion. All

wer~av~. u
Richard M . Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 30, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a work
session on October 30, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 6:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows :
WORK SESSION
1. Discussion of the Southside Planning Area and proposed amendments to the
Development Code relating thereto.
2. Other business.
3. Adjournment.
Dated this 22 day of October, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 30, 2002
ATTACHMENTS (2)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on October 30, 2002, in
the City Hall, commencing at 6:00p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Councilman
Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Keith Richan, Alan Christensen, and *John
W offinden. Others present included J.H.Hadfield, Rod Despain, Melanie Marsh, Paul
Washburn, Steve Sowby, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hansen stated that Mr. W offinden would be arriving late because he was coming from
work.
DISCUSSION OF THE SOUTHSIDE PLANNING AREA AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATING THERETO
Keith Richan said he appreciates that this meeting is being held. He said the subject that they are
talking about tonight, which is in regards to the south side planning area is one of the most
important things that he has been involved with because so many people will be impacted by the
decisions that the Planning Commission and City make.
Mr. Richan said he has not been pleased with the fact that the only time the Planning
Commission gets to discuss the south side planning area is between 11:00 p.m. and 12:00
midnight when the Planning Commission is tired. He said the Planning Commission should
have held a work session meeting like is being held tonight a long time ago.
Mr. Richan said, "I think at times we have the cart before the horse because there is so much
down there (referring to the amount of land south of I-15) that just planning for it is one issue,
but the big issue is what we end up with." Mr. Richan read a prepared statement, which is
attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. After Mr. Richan read his statement, he said
the decisions that are made by the Planning Commission in regards to the south side planning
area will impact American Fork for the next 100 years. Mr. Richan said the Planning
Commission should have at the very beginning met with the potential developers and told them
what the Planning Commission expects for the south side and should have gotten their feedback
on what can be done on the property instead of fighting with the developers all of the time. He
said the Planning Commission members only serve for a short time, but what is developed in the
south side planning area will be there for a long time.
Mr. Despain expressed his appreciation for the opportunity to discuss the south side planning
area. He pointed out that he has provided each member of the Planning Commission a copy of
the General Plan relative to the south side planning area, which is dated December 27, 2001 that
was adopted by the Planning Commission.
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Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has limitations under Utah State Law in regards to
the General Plan. Mr. Despain read the Utah State Law in regards to general plans.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission still agrees with the General Plan that it adopted
on December 27, 2001. He said it is important that the General Plan not say one thing and the
ordinances another because it will make it difficult to implement them both and the City could be
subject to lawsuits.
Mr. Despain discussed some things that will need to be included in the ordinances to effectively
implement the plan for the south side planning area. Following is a list of things that should be
included in the ordinances:
1.

The adoption and enforcement of a sensitive lands ordinance which provides a
a suitable regulatory framework for the design, approval and construction of projects in a
manner consistent with the unique physical limitations to development present in the
area.

2.

Adoption or amendment of existing development code regulations to the effect
that all development projects will be designed, approved and constructed using planned
development procedures and guidelines. "Uses-by-right" in the area should be limited to
agricultural and livestock raising.

3.

The attachment of conditions at time of annexation which facilitate
implementation of the Land Use, Transportation, and other elements of the plan,
including such conditions as the deeding of lands for new streets and widening of
existing streets (including provisions for the possibility of a new overpass structure at
Center Street), the preservation of wetland areas and similar resource preservation areas,
historic drains (to be utilized for storm water removal purposes) and spring sources.

4.

Adoption of a growth management policy which encourages or requires development of
the area to follow a logical sequence, and not be subject to leap frog development
requiring lengthy extensions to utility and road systems. This would also include the
adoption of policies and ordinances requiring concurrence in the construction of utility
extensions.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Saratoga Springs is having some difficulty with the extension of its
utilities because development is not taking place in successive order and there are leap frog
developments occurring.
Mr. Christensen asked how the above four items in regards to what should be included in the
ordinances were arrived at.
In response to Mr. Christensen's question, Mr. Despain said he came up with the four items
based on discussions that the Planning Commission has had.
Mr. Christensen asked why Item #2 is being abandoned.
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In response to Mr. Christensen's question, Mr. Despain said "that is part of the question that he is
asking. I do not know."
Mr. Despain stated that the General Plan that the Planning Commission adopted on December
27, 2001, was predicated upon the notion that there are many physical constraints to the land,
which cause limitations when it comes to development so there should be flexibility in the
development process. One way of having some flexibility is by utilizing the PUD alternatives
more than the straight subdivision alternatives. Mr. Despain pointed out that the City is not sure
if the physical limitations are as extensive as they once thought they were.
Mr. Christensen stated that the PUD alternative may also be a good way of having trails that
connect to one another.
Chairman Hansen expressed concern about the wording in the General Plan in regards to lowdensity residential areas because of the clustering concept there might be more than 2 dwelling
units per acre under a PUD alternative, but the net area is still at 2 units per acre. He said he is
just concerned that if people develop under the PUD alternative and develop 8 or 10 units per
acre that people may come back to the City and question whether the General Plan really allows
that kind of density in a low residential area.
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission "buys off on a gross density or an overall
density number" as it applies to a specific plan and so sometimes there is a higher density in a
certain area of the land and no density on another part of the land.
Mr. Ric han asked if anyone has a concept of how many units can be developed on the land south
of I-15. He asked if there have been enough surveys done on the land to determine how much
density the land will support. He said he does now know how much density the land will
support.
Mr. Despain said the developers feel that the density identified in the proposed General Plan is
low and that the land could support a higher density.
Mr. Richan said the developers who believe that the land south ofi-15 will support a higher
density than is proposed should prove that the land will support a higher density.
Mr. Despain stated that he is of the opinion that some tall building could be built on some of the
land south ofi-15.
Chairman Hansen said he recently visited with a mission president who recently returned from
serving in Holland and he asked him how the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints was
able to build a temple in Holland since Holland sits on water. He explained that the mission
president explained to him that piles were driven in the land to build the temple. He said he
believes that the land south of I -15 can be developed if the developers are willing to spend the
money to develop it. He said homes that are built south ofi-15 could be built on stilts.
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Mr. Richan pointed out that when Stouffer Foods Corporation was built they spent 2 million
dollars just driving the piles in the ground in order to build the building.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about trying to judge and determine what can be built on the land
south ofl-15 without having adequate knowledge. He said he would like to put the
responsibility on the developers to have them come to the City and show what they believe can
be developed on the land south ofl-15.
Chairman Hansen stated that there have been soine developers who have brought a plan to the
City to develop some of the land south ofl-15 .
Mr. Richan again expressed a great deal of concern about what can be built on the land south of
I-15.
There was some discussion about whether certain tests should be done on the land south ofl-15,
i.e. soils tests at the time of annexation or whether the tests could be done at the preliminary and
final plat stages.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Richan does not think that the ordinances that are currently in
place are sufficient to adequately protect the consumer. He said that he is also not sure if the
ordinances that are in place are sufficient to protect the consumer. He said that Mr. Richan has
been constant in raising the idea that there needs to be a greater level of preliminary work done
to prove that certain types of development can take place on the land south of I-15.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that the ordinance relative to PUDs talks about mapping natural
conditions. He said maybe in addition to requiring that the natural conditions be mapped there
should be a requirement that geo technical reports be provided to the City.
Mr. Richan said if the land will support 10 units to the acre, then he is not opposed to there being
10 units on acre. He said he is all for utilizing the ground, but he just wants to make sure that
when the building permits are issued that everything is OK.
Chairman Hansen said it is not the Planning Commission's responsibility to issue building
permits.
Mr. Richan stated that building permits are issued based upon what the Planning Commission
passes.
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission has to have enough knowledge to have a
reasonable sense that the plan or plans that they are approving can be developed and that
building permits can be issued.
Mr. Christensen pointed out that he was involved with the development of a project in Scofield
and the project was all but approved and then one member on the Planning Commission decided
she wanted more evidence in regards to the stability of the hillside. He said after the planning
commissioner requested that she wanted more information, they hired a geo technical firm to do
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a geo technical report and they found out that there had been a landslide on the hill so they
dropped their proposed project. He said there would have been a lot of problems had they
developed the project, but because they were required to provide a geo technical report it saved a
lot of trouble. Mr. Christensen said that Mr. Richan makes a good point when he suggests that
some geo technical information should be provided to the City.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the engineering techniques used are different for different sites. He
talked about some of the sites in the Utah Valley Business Park where different engineering
techniques were used.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the two lots that were just approved in Virginia Ridge are located
in the basin and before the City would approve the annexation he had the property surveyed in
order to show that homes could be built on the property. He further explained that after the
property was annexed, he provided the City with detailed engineering in order to get the final
plat approved and then once the final plat was approved he applied for a building permit. The
point of Mr. Washburn's example was to show that there are various stages that have to be gone
through and certain detail that has to be provided at each stage before approval can be granted at
each stage.
Mr. Washburn stated that the Engineering Department has a great deal of expertise and that the
Planning Commission does not need to take over the function of the Engineering Department.
Mr. Hadfield stated that at some point in time every piece of ground south of I-15 that is annexed
into the City should have some background on it to determine the wetlands delineation.
Mr. Despain stated that he is now more sensitive to Mr. Richan's concern about requiring that
adequate data be provided to the City in order for the City to make good decisions, but the
question is at what stage should certain data be required. He said there should be enough data
provided at annexation time so that the annexation concept plan is a legitimate effort.
Mr. Despain explained that Kevin Bennett, American Fork City's Civil Attorney, is concerned
about the concept of vesting and he is fearful that the City may be vesting a particular project
when it approves the annexation concept plan. He said the annexation agreement may need to
be modified to say that the annexation concept plan only represents an approximation of what
could be developed on the property and that no vesting is granted.
Mr. Despain said that he takes exception to Mr. Richan's earlier comment regarding that if the
land south of I-15 will handle 10 units to the acre, then 10 units should be allowed to be
developed. He said in addition to the physical limitation issues there are also policy issues that
need to be addressed. He said Mayor Barratt has expressed a desire to have larger units.
Mr. Richan clarified his position. He said he is a great believer in "the devil' s advocate." He
said he may tear the heck out of what people say, but it does not reflect any on his opinion of the
individual person. In fact, he said there may be times when he agrees with the person; but he
may tear into them "tooth and toenail" in order to make a point. He said when he plays the
devil' s advocate he is not trying to attack anyone personally.
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Mr. Hadfield said he does not know how one can legislate integrity or look at someone and
decide if they have integrity. He said he does not know how to prevent deceptive things from
happening.
Councilman Hunter asked if they could incorporate some type of indemnification to the City in
the ordinance if the City chooses to develop on the south side.
Chairman Hansen said the indemnification concept can be incorporated into the ordinances, but
it will not prevent lawsuits from occurring. He said the developer will come and go and the City
will still be here.
Mr. Despain explained that the City has governmental immunity under certain circumstances.
He said there have been cases where cities have approved projects and have been held liable
upon a finding that the City knew or should have known that the condition of the land would not
support a particular development. He pointed out how Spanish Fork City had some problems
with a development because the City did not ask for the right studies.
Mr. Sowby stated that some indemnification language can be put in the ordinance, but the right
to due process cannot be taken away. He said one always has the option of making a lawsuit so
it may not do any good to put indemnification language in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain stated that one usually cannot escape liability by saying that he or she does not have
any.
Mr. Ric han said when he looks at the land being developed south of I-15 he sees lots of red flags.
Mr. Sowby said there may be red flags, but that does not mean the land south ofi-15 cannot be
developed. He said one needs to be aware of the hazards and then build accordingly.
Mr. Richan stated that Doug Warren originally presented a plan that showed homes with no
basements then all of a sudden he presented another plan with semi basements. He asked how
does the City control for things like what Mr. Warren did in regards to homes without basements
and then homes with semi basements.
Mr. Sowby stated that in Mr. Warren's case it was determined that the ground water could be
lowered, which allowed for half basements in many areas.
Mr. Richan explained that when he developed Sunset Hills he contacted several water experts
and he kept records of the water table level for a full year. He said after keeping records of the
water table level for one full year the recommendation was made to put the drains 11 feet down
and there would never be a problem. He said the drains only lasted for two years at 11 feet.
Mr. W offinden stated that when you get to subsurface things can change one foot vertically or
horizontally. He said when you go subsurface you do not know what you will get.
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Mr. Richan asked for an explanation regarding transfer of developments rights (TDRs ).
Mr. Despain explained that the reason a community may want to utilize development rights is
because it may have an area that it does not want developed and so to keep that particular area
from being developed it transfers the development rights to another area in the community so
that the city's policies do not "have the practical effect of confiscating the value of the land."
Mr. Richan questioned whether the land really has value if it is not developable to begin with.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that only one dwelling unit per acres is what is allowed in the County,
but when one annexes his or her property into the City he or she has the ability to get more units.
He said the value of the property changes when it is annexed into the city.
Mr. Despain said if the land is unbuildable to begin with, the development rights may be limited.
He said the use of TDRs is a technique employed in a number of places in order to get past the
confiscation issues and the practical effect of condemning the property.
Mr. Richan said if nothing can be done on the property to begin with, then how can the property
be condemned.
Mr. Despain said there is the assumption that if one owns land that there is some development
potential.
There was some discussion about how the use of TDRs helps to create perpetual open space.
After some discussion about TDRs, Mr. Baldwin said the question of water rights needs to be
addressed in the ordinance. He said there is underground water flow in the area south ofl-15.
He said when the piping is put in and the backfill is put in then the underground water flow is
going to be effected and water rights will be impacted.
Mr. Baldwin said the natural features are still an element of concern.
Mr. Despain said the City has actually been more sensitive to the water rights than it appears on
the surface. He pointed out that when Mr. Warren came in with his proposed project they told
him that he would have to get approval from all the downstream water users.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that when the LDS Temple was built there were a lot of underground
water flow problems and it cost a lot to correct the problems.
Mr. Baldwin said the issues in regards to underground water flow and water rights need to be
addressed in the ordinances.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the City needs to be careful because there are State agencies that
watch water rights issue very closely. He expressed concern about what the City's liability
might be if the City passes ordinances that control water rights.
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Mr. Baldwin said he is not saying that he wants the City to control the water rights, but he is just
saying that they should be addressed.
Mr. W offinden stated that one thing that needs to be remembered is that Utah Valley is closed to
new appropriations of water rights. He said the only way one can get water rights is if they sell
or trade with other people.
There was quite a bit of discussion about the importance of having water rights adequately
addressed in the ordinances.
There was some discussion about the use of piling. Mr. Baldwin talked about a community north
of New Orleans that was built on piles. He said in the community north of New Orleans a pile
would be put down and they hardly knew when to stop because the pile kept going. He said 24
hours after they came back the pile could not be budged. He said the piles in the community
north ofNew Orleans were fine for about six years, but as they drained the ground there was
oxidization and the homes were about 18 inches above their lawn. He said the piles held, but the
underground connections broke off.
It was discussed that that State Division of Water Rights is the one that regulates the

groundwater. Mr. Washburn stated that the City should just let the State Division of Water
Rights deal with the issues relative to water rights.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed ordinance relative to the different zones. He stated that the
City does not have a zone that is close to the 2 units per acre criteria so that is why there is an
R1-20,000 and an R1-12,000 listed in the proposed ordinance. He said the proposed ordinances
has also included some planned residential zones to meet the 2 units per acre requirement, which
are the following: PR-2.0, PR-2.3, PR-3.0, and PR-3.6. He stated that the PR-2.0 is roughly
equal to the R1-20,000 in terms of density. He said the PR-2.3 is equal to the R1-15,000, the
PR-3.0 is equal to the R1-12,000, and the PR-3.6 is equal to the R1-9000 in terms of density.
Chairman Hansen asked if there is a need to have the R1 type zones if they are looking at the
property south ofl-15 in terms of the PR Zones.
Mr. Despain said the issue in regards to whether to use the R1 type zones of the PR Zones south
of I-15 is a policy call that needs to be addressed. He said initially it was thought that only PR
Zones would be used south of I-15.
Mr. Hadfield said if a person only owns about 5 acres and wants to develop a couple of lots then
it would be foolish to require them to do a PUD. He said there needs to be the option of doing a
straight subdivision.
Mr. Despain discussed the different characteristics of a subdivision verses a PUD. Attached to
the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2 is list of the different characteristics that Mr. Despain
discussed.
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There was some discussion about trails south of I-15. Councilman Hunter asked if it would be
prudent to require a trail system throughout the whole south side.
Mr. Despain stated that the City's General Plan does show a major trail system throughout the
whole south side.
Mr. Christensen stated that trails are better accommodated through the PUD system than the
straight subdivision method.
Councilman Hunter stated that there are a lot of citizens that continually complain about there
not being a park in the Hillcrest area. He said he thinks that it would be a travesty if the City
does not have an ordinance in place that requires a developer to incorporate a park into his or her
development. He said the ordinance needs to require the developer to incorporate a useable park
into his or her development.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that the City already has an impact fee that it charges people so that
so much money goes towards parks in the City. He said under the current ordinance developers
can only build parks in a PUD. He said under the current ordinance a developer is not allowed to
develop a park in lieu of paying the impact fees when doing a straight subdivision. He said
developers can develop nice parks and would like to be able to develop their own parks in
straight subdivisions, but they are not allowed to.
Mr. Christensen stated that he thinks PUDs are the best way to build parks. He said it is better to
have the parks maintained by the PUDs. He said the City can still require that the public be
allowed to access a park that is located in a PUD.
Mr. Despain and Mr. Washburn stated that the City cannot require that the public have access to
a park that is located in PUD. It was discussed that a park located in a PUD is for the residents
who live in the PUD.
Mr. Washburn said he thinks that if the City were to waive the impact fees developers would
rather build their own park with their project because it would help make their project look more
attractive. He said the City has taken the view that if it is going to end up maintaining the parks,
then it wants to plan and build the park the way it wants to.
Councilman Hunter said that he worries that the south side will end up with no parks.
Mr. Hadfield pointed out that the City has had some bad experiences with developers not
developing parks when they were supposed to.
Mr. Despain said that the City had some problems with its impact fees awhile ago and so Mr.
Wanlass said that everything had to be a clear cash deal relative to parks.
Mr. Sowby said the PR Zones require open space.
Councilman Hunter asked if open space translated into a park.
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In response to Councilman Hunter's above question, Mr. Despain said "I do not know."
Mr. Despain said open space can or it can't be translated to a park.
Mr. Christensen asked if it would help if the City had the bond for the improvements. He asked
if having the bond for the improvements would help to make certain that the developer installed
the park.
Mr. Despain said the bond is one way to ensure the park is developed.
Mr. Despain discussed the flexibility developers can have when doing a PUD. He talked about
how clustering can be done in a PUD.
Chairman Hansen asked if a developer can put together a successful PUD on five to ten acres.
Mr. Washburn stated that a successful PUD can be done on five to ten acres. In fact, he said a
successful PUD can be done on 1 Y2 acres. He said attached houses really help make a
successful PUD. He said it is somewhat problematic to do a PRD well with private roads and
detached houses. He said some PUDs can be done with public roads.
After some discussion regarding PUDS, Mr. Despain then discussed the R1-20,000 Zone. He
discussed some of the permitted uses and some of the conditional uses
Chairman Hansen asked if schools could be listed as a conditional use rather than a permitted
use.
Mr. Despain said schools could be listed as a conditional use rather than a permitted use.
Chairman Hansen pointed out that schools are a conditional uses in most cities in north Utah
County.
Mr. Despain said a lot of cities create a PF Zone (Public Facilities Zone), which requires that
"virtually all major public facilities be placed in the PF Zone and so there is a zone change that is
required for all public facilities.
Mr. Washburn raised some concerns relative to density transfers. He said if people want to
transfer density that is fine, but the zone ought to be able to accommodate what it is actually
saying. He pointed out that the proposed ordinance does not accommodate for comer lots
because of the minimum widths that are required. He suggested that the R1-20,000 be reduced
to 18,000 so that one can get two lots per acre. He said the way the ordinance is currently
proposed does not allow one to get two units per acre.
Mr. Despain said there are a number of ways to address how a developer can get two units per
acre. He said allowing the lots to be narrower is one way of addressing the issue of one not
being able to get two units to the acre.
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Mr. Despain said he will be happy to look at the proposed ordinance again to help make sure that
it allows one to get two units per acre where the General Plan does allow for two units per ace.
It was discussed that the R1-12,000 zone also needs to go back down to 100 feet for the lot
depth.

Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain why he proposed the 110 -foot lot depth for the R1-12,000
Zone.
Mr. Despain said he proposed the 110-foot lot depth so that bigger lots could be developed. He
said there actually has been some difficulty with the 100-foot depths with the newer buildings.
It was discussed that the R1-12,000 and R1-20,000 Zones allow a property owner with 5 acres to
do something with his or her property.

Mr. Christensen expressed concern about whether the City will get the open space that it wants
with the R1 Zones.
Mr. Despain said that the City will probably not get the open space that it wants with the R1
Zones because R1 Zones allow for "slam dunk" subdivisions.
Mr. Despain said the proposed zones are applicable in other areas in the City and are not just
applicable to the south side area. The Planning Commissioners agreed that the proposed zones
are applicable in many areas of the City.
There was some discussion about whether Section Bin the PR-2.0, the PR-2.3, the PR-3.0, and
the PR-3.6 that talks about permitted uses should be included in those zones. Mr. Despain said if
they are really convinced that some sort of flexibility is to be insisted upon, then he does not
believe the provision that state "Any use permitted within the R1-20,000 Residential Zone,
subject to the applicable requirements for such use as set forth therein" should be included in the
above mentioned zones. Mr. Christensen said if the PR Zones lets one go with anything in the
R1 Zones, then they are right back to straight subdivisions again.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain if he was suggesting that there be no permitted uses listed
in the PR Zones.
Mr. Despain explained that there would be permitted uses listed in the PR Zones, but that they
would be non-residential permitted uses, i.e., growing crops, raising cattle, etc. He said he is
saying that a permitted use should not be a one family dwelling on a 20,000 square foot lot.
There was some discussion that it would be good to know the physical constraints of the property
south of I-15 before the zone for the property is set at the time of annexation.
Mr. Despain asked if the R1-15,000 Zone will still be needed if the City is going to go with the
R1-20,000 Zone or a somewhat cut down version of the R1-20,000 Zone.
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In response to Mr. Despain's above question, the Planning Commission stated that an R1-15,000
Zone would not still be needed
Mr. Despain asked if the R1-9000 Zone should be eliminated since the proposed ordinance
proposes an R1-11 ,000 Zone.
Chairman Hansen said the R1-9,000 Zone should not be eliminated.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain to think about making schools a conditional use instead of
a permitted use.
Mr. Despain asked Chairman Hansen what he thought about a Public Facilities Zone.
Chairman Hansen said he did not know if it was necessary to have a Public Facilities Zone.
Chairman Hansen said it bothers him that when the plans for Forbes were submitted none of the
recommendations made by staff were implemented.
Mr. Despain then discussed the ordinance relative to Planned Unit Developments.
Councilman Hunter asked if it has been considered to change the setback requirements to 25 feet.
Mr. Despain said on Page 14, Paragraph D, it states that the front setback would need to be a
minimum of 25 feet as measure from the right-of-way or outside edge of the walkway. He
pointed that the side setback for a comer lot should be a minimum of 20 feet as measured from
the right-of-way or outside edge of the sidewalk. He pointed out that the proposed ordinance
also allows the City Council to approve a setback that is less than the minimum, if it so desires.
Chairman Hansen suggested that the ordinance should include something that states no garages
are allowed in the setback area. He said the problem that he sees is that when one drives down
the street all a person can see is garages.
Mr. Washburn said the ordinance should say that the garage setback has to be a minimum of 25
feet and that the front of the home could have a minimum setback of 20 feet.
It was discussed that it would be good to have a provision in the ordinance that states that no
more than two adjacent homes can have the same setback. Mr. Despain stated that a "lotting
plan" could be required to be submitted instead of having standard setbacks. Mr. Washburn said
the footprint could be shown on each lot.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that Quail Hollow is a nice project, but the main focus is the garage and
not the home. He said the concept of staggering the setbacks may help bring some character to a
project.
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There was some discussion about how many acres was needed to do a planned unit development
successfully. Mr. Baldwin said the question that should be asked is how many units are needed
to make a PUD effective.
Mr. Washburn said the PUD that he lives in has 12 units. He said typically for a PUD project to
work well with attached units there needs to be between 25 to 50 units. He said 30 units is
typically a good number to go with. He said if the units are "stacked" like the old Penneylane
Project there needs to be 60 to 70 units to make it effective.
Mr. Hadfield said there has to be enough units to make a homeowner's association economically
feasible.
Mr. Baldwin said the issue is really the number of units and not so much what the acreage is.
He said he would not be opposed to requiring a minimum number of units rather than requiring a
certain amount of acreage.
Councilman Hunter asked what the magic number of units would be.
It was discussed that requiring a minimum of 30 units would be a good number.
Mr. Despain said he will change the ordinance to make the requirement be relative to a minimum
number of units rather than having the requirement being based on acreage.
There was some discussion about the open space requirements. It was discussed that the
ordinance states that not less than 25% of the net project area of the development shall be
retained as useable common open space, parks, playgrounds, and recreational facilities for the
benefit of the residents.
Chairman Hansen asked if the net project area means that the roads are taken out.
In response to Chairman Hansen's question, Mr. Sowby said the existing roads are taken out.

Mr. Despain said he did not know if all the roads were taken out or if just the existing roads are
taken out. He said the net project area is used to calculate density. He said he would have to
check to see if the roads are taken out when calculating the open space.
Mr. Despain stated that the distinction between open space and parks needs to be kept separate.
He pointed out that the "parks people' are not anxious to get a small parcel of land for a park
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Despain if they are close to completing the ordinances and if they
can start working on the language for the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said he thinks they are pretty close to finishing the ordinances and he does not see
any problems with getting ready to work on the language for the annexation agreement
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Mr. Hadfield cautioned the Planning Commission to not commit to being finished with the
proposed ordinances because the City Council may not like the proposed ordinances. He said the
City Council leans different ways depending upon who is present at the City Council Meeting.
He said the City Council may have good intentions to approve the proposed ordinances, but if
neighbors who live south of I-15 do not like the proposed ordinances and state that they would
like to see the 5 acre-minimum maintained, then the City Council may not approve the proposed
ordinances. He said he does not think any promises should be made until all the public hearings
have been held. He stated that the Vacher Annexation is a good example of how public clamor
can influence the City Council's decision.
OTHER BUSINESS
It was discussed that Dan Richards thought the commercial site plan for property at 135 North
West State Road was approved with the zone change. It was discussed that the site plan was not
approved with the zone change request. It was discussed that the commercial site plan still
needed to be approved. Mr. Hadfield stated that the November 6, 2002, Planning Commission
Agenda could be amended to include review and action on the commercial sites plan for property
at 135 North West State Road. Ms. Marsh was asked to work with Richard Colborn to get the
November 6, 2002, Planning Commission Agenda amended so that it includes review and action
on the commercial site plan at 135 North West State Road.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. All were in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 9:03 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
Deputy Recorder
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE 10-30-02 WORK SESSION MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

Because of the position and questions I have raised, in the past, I feel I need to clarify my
position on a number of issues. First:. I am not against developement ofthis area and
recognize that it will develop. What I am against is development that will pass on to
furture buyers problems that should be solved at this time
Because of the nature and make up of the ground and the high water table, I feel there
should be requirements, put in the law, that protects the interest and investments of those
who buy a home or a lot. By identifying up front, what is expected , it also makes it much
easier for land owners, developers and builders to do what they need to do.
I have reviewed the report Mr. Sowby presented, done by Earthtec Engineers. Its a very
good report and raised questions in my mind . I have contacted 2 engineers and 2
builders and asked them their opinion about the area. At the time I talked with them I did
not have in mind, specifically what I was going to do with the information they gave me
and I did not ask for their permission to quote them. If there are any of you, who would
like to talk with them, I would be happy to contact them and give you their name if they
agree to do so.
One builder who has built in this area, after reviewing the report, said he would not build
in the area.
The second one said he would only build small homes and would require very specific
details on land mass and water table.
Both engineers have done work in the area and are aquainted with conditions. The first one
said he had real concerns about the area and there should be strict regulations imposed
before issuing any building permit.
)'he second engineer was much more detailed in his recommendations and suggested that
there is land that may have to have land fill hauled in to provide adequate base along with
special requirements for footings and foundations . He felt that tests should be made on
every lot, because conditions vary so much that that would be the only way you could be
sure if the ground should be built upon at all. Each were of the opinion that the area will
stand some developement but with very strict conditions.
It is my belief that this area will be used basically as a starter home area.
I FEEL VERY STRONLY THAT IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
APPLICANT DEVELOPER TO PROVIDE THE CITY WITH ADEQUATE AND
CREDIBLE EVIDENCE THAT THE LAND CAN BE DEVELOPED SAFELY . I
FEEL EQUALLY AS STRONG THAT IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CITY
TO PROVIDE THE DEVELOPER WITH CONCISE AND CLEAR INSTRUCTIONS
AS TO WHAT WILL BE NEEDED TO MEET THE ABOVE REQUIREMENTS
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ATTACHMENT #2 TO THE 10-30-02 WORK SESSION MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1

SUBDIVISION VS. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)
Characteristics of a Subdivision Project
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Lot size, width of lots and other standards determind by
minimum zone requirements.
All roads are public streets -must conform to City Public
Road standards for width, curves. etc (current City Standard
requires 60 ft. ROW - 36 ft of pavement)
Water and sewer system owned by City.
No common open space, trails or other common amenities
required of provided.
Approval process largely administrative in character ability to require design changes limited.
No home owners association or association fees to
residents - All urban services provided through taxes and
fees.

Characteristics of PUD Projects
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

More flexible design - allows clustering of lots, variety in
lot size, perhaps variety in building style (attached
dwellings, multi-family buildings).
Allows use of private streets -usually a lesser design
standard - (Current private standard 2
Allows use of gated communi~ies
Water and sewer lines typically still owned and maintained
by City, but located on easements rather than public
streets.
Projects typically include common areas and amenities (for
benefit of project residents)
Home owners association required responsible for common
features - Association fees assessed to cover the costs of
common amenities.
Approval process legislative in character- greater
discretion on part of City to influence design.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 6, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on November 6,. 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a preliminary plat of the Carlisle PUD/Subdivision consisting of 37
individual lots and 111 senior housing units at 1260 North 1100 East.
2. Review and action on Stone Hollow PUD Plat A 2nd Amended at 380 North 1100 East.
3. Review and action on a site plan for Home Depot on Lot 6 American Fork Commercial
Center Plat Bat 885 West Grassland Drive.
4. Review and action on a commercial site plan for property at 135 North West State Road.
*5. Review and action on a commercial site plan for property at 140 North 100 East.
6. Review and action on a proposed amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance relating to
the placement of Group Housing Structures in Senior Housing Projects.
7. Review and action on proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the
South Side Planning Area.
8. Site Plan Committee Report.
9. Other business.
10. Review and action on the October 16, 2002, minutes.
11 . Adjournment.
Dated this 31 day of October, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVE:NIBER 6, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on November 6, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a preliminary plat of the Carlisle PUD/Subdivision consisting of37

individual lots and 111 senior housing units at 1260 North 1100 East.
2. Review and action on Stone Hollow PUD Plat A 2nd Amended at 3 80 North 1100 East.
3. Review and action on a site plan for Home Depot on Lot 6 American Fork Commercial
Center Plat Bat 885 West Grassland Drive.
4. Review and action on a commercial site plan for property at 135 North West State Road.
5. Review and action on a proposed amendment to the Senior Housing Ordinance relating to
the placement of Group Housing Structures in Senior Housing Projects.
6. Review and action on proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the
South Side Planning Area.
7. Site Plan Committee Report.
8. Other business.
9. Review and action on the October 16, 2002, minutes.
10. Adjournment.
Dated this 29 day of October, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 6, 2002
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on November 6,
2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included James Hansen,
Tom Hunter, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, John Woffinden*, and Ken Baldwin**.
Steve Nielsen was excused. Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod Despain, Terilyn
Lurker, John Dester, Mr. and Mrs. Robert Carlisle, Dave Peterson, Paul Washburn, Lynn
Woodbury, Ned Stephenson, Shaun Ferron, David Whinny, Dan Richards, James Cates,
Barbara Christiansen, and 6 citizens. Members from Scout Troop 934 were also present.
Chairman Hansen excused Steve Nielsen and stated Ken Baldwin would be late. He
welcomed those from Troop 934 and asked them to introduce themselves. Those present
were Aubrey Hatch, Ammon Orchard, Sean Wilkinson, Derek Paulson, and Scoutmaster
F. David Paulson.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE CARLISLE
PUD/SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 37 INDIVIDUAL LOTS AND 111 SENIOR HOUSING
UNITS AT 1260 NORTH 1100 EAST.
Chairman Hansen stated the outstanding annexation items have been taken care of and
the city just needs to record the annexation.
Mr. Dester was present to introduce this item. He stated this plan was discussed a great
deal during the annexation process and that he would address questions he had received
concerning this project. Mr. Dester indicated the biggest change from the plan they had
seen during the annexation process is that the club house and tennis court have been
moved to phase 3 as they had determined it is impractical to phase them at the start.
Mr. Dester commented they have called the project as Plat A, B, C, etc. and not as
phases. He stated they would start on the south side and the north west side
simultaneously and as sales progress, they would finish the rest of the north and east
road. Phase 2 includes the north east section of the cottages; Phase 3 is the remainder of
the project and would include the club house. They have also added a pavilion to the
southeast corner of the cottage area as well as creating a common area for gardens. Mr.
Dester stated the design of the homes have not changed. He indicated the only lots to be
under an association are the cottages.
*John Woffinden arrived.
There was a discussion on age restrictions within Senior Housing developments and the
problems with regulating those requirements. It was indicated there are no guarantees
with maintaining the minimum age, but that a strong homeowner's association would
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help regulate it. Mr. Dester commented there would be documentation with the
subdivision indicating age requirements.
Mr. Hadfield began discussing the engineering concerns. He stated the utilities issues
have been addressed. He commented the Carlisle home has improvements in place in
front of the property but the other two homes to the west do not have improvements and
asked that improvements be required. He indicated the ditch along the east of the
property has a diversion box but suggested they put access boxes closer together for
maintenance purposes.
Mr. Despain stated that the phasing of this project will meet the open space
requirements. He commented that the only other issue is the spacing between
structures; there are different requirements between single story and two story units.
The spacing is met with most of the buildings, but in the north east area they do not
meet the spacing if they are two story units. Mr. Despain continued that on 900 East the
right-of-way requirement has been met as well as the water right requirements. He
stated this is a preliminary plan and that phasing is required. He asked that the Planning
Commission members keep in mind that items could come up that would prevent
completion of the project.
Mr. Dester stated this could be done as a conventional subdivision if the need arises.
They have planned the phasing so that the lower section could be changed to a standard
subdivision if the project does not go as planned.
Chairman Hansen asked if they could tweak the walking path so it connects in the first
phase; Mr. Dester stated that it could be done.
Mr. Despain commented that the first phase of the housing project and the second phase
of the subdivision would require something to be noted that the road has to be built
concurrently with Phase 1; this had been discussed previously with the developer.
Mr. Richan voiced his concerns that the project could possibly turn into a conventional
subdivision if the project did not work out. He asked whether the amenities would be
put in if the rest did not go as planned. Mr. Dester indicated the documents for the
project would state that if the project did not proceed as planned then the amenities
would not be there. Mr. Christensen also voiced his concern about the amenities.

Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the preliminary plat of the Carlisle
PUD/Subdivision consisting of 37 individual lots and 111 senior housing
units at 1260 North 1100 East subject to (1) the improvements are placed
at the two existing homes, (2) adding two more access boxes to irrigation
ditches to the east, (3) obtaining 30 feet of space between buildings for
two story buildings, (4) indicating the 1280 North road must be built with
2

Phase 1, and (5) noting the amenities need to be in place with each phase.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hunter, Chairman Hansen, and Mr.
Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON STONE HOLLOW PUD PLAT A 2ND AMENDED AT 380
NORTH 1100 EAST.
Mr. Hadfield stated he found an insignificant shift on the homes of 4 inches. He
commented this is a minor change and all existing owners have signed the plat, and
some common wall lot lines had changed.
Mr. Washburn explained that the project owners have had several requests for single
story residences. He stated they would like to accommodate those requests and have
changed approximately 1/3 of the units to ramblers; the exteriors would remain the
same as well as the roof lines.
Mr. Despain stated he had no concerns but reminded the members to recognize this as a
minor change.

Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the Stone Hollow PUD Plat A 2nd
Amended at 380 North 1100 East recognizing, this is a minor change.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr.
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and Mr.
Woffinden. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR HOME DEPOT ON LOT 6 AMERICAN
FORK COMMERCIAL CENTER PLAT BAT 885 WEST GRASSLAND DRIVE.
Mr. Woodbury stated that he and Mr. Stephenson were there to answer any questions
the Planning Commission might have. He commented they are trying to maintain the
same concept with Wal-mart and Home Depot in terms of building materials. He
indicated there will be some decorative paving along the front. Home Depot's walls will
be tilt-up panels but will look like a split face block. Mr. Stephenson stated he feels this
is a superior building than the rest of the stores in Utah; it will be pleasing to the eye.
Mr. Hadfield stated he has reviewed the site plan and finds everything in compliance.
· The building is smaller than what was initially approved but they will need to look at the
portion on the map that indicates "future."
Mr. Woodbury stated they are committing to complete all improvements, including
improvements outside of the home depot site. There is a future building but they are not
asking for any approvals for that at this time.
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There was a discussion on the parking for the project; the parking requirements are met.
Mr. Despain indicated that the parking space requirements will be met even if seasonal
sales take away 25 spaces.
Mr. Despain commented that there will need to be off-site improvements in order for
truck circulation; this plan alone would not meet access requirements which requires the
off-site improvements. He wants a copy of the operation and easement agreement
documentation and will get that from Mr. Stephenson. He observed that the overall
project did not show a future building where it is shown on the site plan; any placement
of buildings on this parcel showing future buildings will require a modification of the
overall plan before any approvals are given. He reminded them that this is only for the
Home Depot building. Mr. Woodbury stated the roads/access will be put in and
understands that the future building is excluded from any action.
Mr. Despain stated the rear of the building is to the freeway; as a matter of practice,
Home Depot does not utilize containers and that is not an issue for this project. It was
pointed out that there is a fenced-in area which will store the pallets. Mr. Shaun Ferron,
the Home Depot representative, stated the pallets are removed within 24 hours which is
a requirement of Home Depot.
Mr. Despain indicated there is open space next to that store and they want it to look
nice.
Mr. Christensen asked if they could put some evergreen trees in the rear. He commented
that the elevation drawing looked nice with the trees; he had noticed the trees were not
included in the landscape plan. He stated he would like to see trees along the front of
the building as shown on the elevation drawings; Mr. Woodbury stated it is intended
that there will be trees but it was missed on the landscape plan.
There was a discussion on the colors that will be used for the buildings in this project.

Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the site plan for Home Depot on Lot
6 American Fork Commercial Center Plat B at 885 West Grassland Drive
subject to (1) the addition of evergreen trees to the rear of the building
and (2) adding trees to the tree grids as shown on the site plan. Mr.
Woffinden seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr.
Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, and Chairman Hansen. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 135 NORTH
WEST STATE ROAD.
This item was removed from the agenda at the request of the petitioner.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR PROPERTY AT 140 NORTH
100 EAST.
Mr. Richards stated he was under the impression the site plan had been approved with
the zone change but apparently it was not. He was there to answer any questions.
Mr. Hadfield stated he had several concerns on the site plan. The plan shows the curb
on 100 East turning into the middle of the first car; he is proposing the curb be extended
further south. He would like to see the first parking stalls be relocated to the rear of the
property to avoid conflict between cars pulling into the project and the cars backing out
of the stall. Other changes he would like to see are: the sidewalk on the south of the
building needs to be widened; the north property line should have a three foot space
between the curb and the property line; the proposed dumpster should be moved to a
different location, possibly next to the storage building; the entry way needs to be 24
feet and so the parking might need to be re-designed; nose-to-nose parking stalls need to
be 20 feet; the north arrow and scale need to be moved to the margin and not in the
middle of the plan; the parking requirements need to be met; would like the dimensions
of undeveloped parcel; and would like the planter strip and sidewalk to be restored on
100 East. Mr. Hadfield stated the sewer line is okay as long as the footings are not above
the sewer line; the water meter will be relocated. He also indicated that there is no sign
plan and assumed the signs will be on the building.
Mr. Despain questioned how they would access the building if they parked in the rear;
Mr. Richards stated there is an entrance to the rear but the clients would enter from the
front. He explained that Jerry Edwards would like to have three parking stalls to the
front but might accept two stalls. It was pointed out that if the clients enter from the
front then the sidewalk would need to be to the south and west side of the building.
Chairman Hansen asked if the site plan would stop there. Mr. Despain stated it would
unless there is an appeal.
**Ken Baldwin arrived.
Mr. Christensen asked if there would be site obstruction with the shrubs to the north of
the project next to 100 East. Mr. Hadfield answered it would depend on the shrub; Mr.
Richards stated it would be a low-lying shrub.

Mr. Christensen motioned to approve the commercial site plan for the
property located at 140 North 100 East subject to (1) a sidewalk be
provided from the rear parking to the front, (2) moving the curb on the
north parking in the rear 3 feet south, (3) moving the dumpster from its
current location to the location next to the existing storage building, (4)
the shrubs on the north west being no taller than 3 feet at maturity, (5)
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redesign of the center parking spaces in the rear for 20 feet in length
instead of 18 feet, (6) establishing landscaping along the sidewalk next to
the parking, (7) the curb being changed in front so it aligns with the
access to the rear parking, (8) the sidewalk being reestablished along the
entire frontage with a park strip, and (9) changing the two stalls closest
to the road to landscaping due to safety hazzards. Councilman Hunter
seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain stated they will want to add to the motion that city staff see the revised site
plan.

Mr. Christensen added to the motion that city staff see a revised site plan
to verify changes have been made. Councilman Hunter agreed with the
addition to the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Councilman
Hunter, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Woffinden. Mr. Baldwin
abstained. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE SENIOR HOUSING
ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE PLACEMENT OF GROUP HOUSING STRUCTURES IN
SENIOR HOUSING PROJECTS.
Chairman Hansen stated that Kevin Bennett, the city attorney, had a few questions
concerning this amendment; he asked Mr. Despain to lead the discussion.
Mr. Despain provided a memo to the Planning Commission identifying the changes. He
went over the changes; there were changes to paragraphs "D", "H", and "I" and an
addition of paragraph "L." Mr. Despain stated that section "D" addressed the size of
structure which is linked with the largest housing structure in housing project; section
"H" deals with architectural design so the design will be compatible with other structures
in the project; section "I" deals with parking requirements; and section "L" is occupancy
restrictions.

Councilman Hunter motioned to approve the proposed amendment to the
Senior Housing Ordinance relating to the placement of Group Housing
Structures in Senior Housing Projects. Mr. Woffinden seconded the
motion. Those voting aye: Councilman Hunter, Mr. Woffinden, Mr.
Christensen, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Baldwin. The motion
carried.
Mr. Christensen commented that there were 111 senior housing units approved tonight;
he is concerned with the future and not seeing the second phase of plans completed or
selling to the younger people. Mr. Baldwin agreed with Mr. Christensen.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
RELATING TO THE SOUTH SIDE PLANNING AREA.
Mr. Despain handed out a flyer on road widths/cross section standards. He stated an
important part of development is roads and what amount of land will be committed to
roads. The Planning Commission members discussed at great length cross sections and
planter strips. Some of the items discussed concerning this topic were the current road
widths within the city, the opinions of Planning Commission members on the different
widths of the roads, whether or not they should alter the road width/ cross section
requirements and how they would be utilized, and planter strip requirements. Also
included in the discussion was the problem of parking on the street and the possibility of
"no parking" on the streets. Mr. Baldwin commented that speed limit signs are posted
but are not followed; the narrower street with a slight curve seems to give the perception
of a slower speed. Mr. Christensen commented that smaller roads seem to be congested.
Mr. Hadfield commented a consideration might be that the road width depend upon the
proximity to a collector class road. Chairman Hansen stated he would hate to see
narrow roads as a collector type road.
There was a discussion on the Post Office requirements on mailboxes and locations for
mailboxes; currently, gang mailboxes are being installed.
There was a short discussion on the purpose of a park strip area.
Mr. Despain asked what the Planning Commission is trying to accomplish. Are they
prepared to change the road width requirements? Are there alternatives for private
situations? Are they prepared to adopt a standard that is smaller than what has been
done in the past or possibly doing away with the planter strip? Those were some issues
they needed to discuss.
There was a discussion on ADA requirements; the exact standards are not known at this
time. Mr. Despain stated he was not sure whether ADA standards required sidewalk on
both sides. Mr. Washburn stated there are other options available; he indicated that in
his opinion ADA standards do not require sidewalks in front of homes but if you do have
sidewalks then they must meet the ADA requirements. Mr. Despain stated that ADA
requirements takes away the flexibility of the subdivision designs. Mr. Washburn stated
there are different agencies the city could contact concerning the exact requirements on
ADA standards.
Mr. Baldwin commented he did not think that cross sections should be a means of
increasing the number of lots.
There was another discussion on the commissioners opinions on the planter area. Mr.
Hadfield commented the Vision Statement of the General Plan read "tree lined streets
7

and wide open vistas" which is the reason for the park strip.
It was noted that there has been much discussion on this item but not much conclusion.
Mr. Hadfield suggested having Lee Cabel make a presentation for recommendations on
the roads. Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Hadfield to schedule Mr. Cabel for a
presentation.
Mr. Despain stated he has concluded that the Planning Commission is not prepared to
scuttle the 60 foot cross section. Also, they do not seem to care for adopting a 50 foot
integrated curb, gutter, and sidewalk alternative by doing away with the planter strip.
Mr. Despain stated he felt they are interested in using different cross section standards
but are not sure what circumstances they want to use for the different cross sections.
Mr. Despain moved the discussion from the roads to the proposed draft ordinance
relating to flexible lot subdivisions. He asked them to turn to page 18 for a discussion on
the special provisions for flexible lot subdivisions. Mr. Despain talked about the size of
the lots relative to the road widths and the Planned Unit Development verses standard
subdivision. There was a short discussion on the PUD's in American Fork and how they
have turned out.
Mr. James Cates commented that he has some interest in the south side and does not
want the area to become second class; he felt that somewhere decisions must be made so
they can move forward. He stated there needs to be flexibility.
Mr. Despain continued on concerning the draft ordinance. On Page 19 some changes
need to be made to the PR-2 zone requirements. On page 20, it deals with two family
dwellings which should be stricken unless they want to allow them in the R1-20,000
zone.
Mr. Richan again stated his concern on whether or not anything could be built in the
south side area. He felt they were wasting time trying to plan something that might not
happen.
Chairman Hansen stated they needed to schedule another work session to discuss this
issue.

Mr. Baldwin moved table this item until issues can be resolved. Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Christensen, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hansen, and Mr.
Woffinden. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN
Mr. Hadfield stated they have five commercial structures on the technical review
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schedule. He commented the city is in the commercial boom.
OTHER
Chairman Hansen stated he had received a letter from the mayor and asked Mr. Hadfield
to address the issue. Mr. Hadfield stated the letter concerned the pressurized irrigation
system for the city. He asked that the Planning Commission add to the November 20,
2002, agenda Richard Noble to discuss this item as the Planning Commission needs to
make this part of the General Plan.
Mr. Despain stated that at the end of the year property can not be annexed unless there
is an overall annexation plan; they will need to get the south side planning district
decided upon.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 16. 2002. MINUTES.
There was a discussion on corrections to be made to the motion.

Mr. Christensen motioned to approved the October 16, 2002, minutes with
the noted changes. Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, Councilman Hunter, Mr. Richan,
Chairman Hansen, and Mr. Baldwin. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hunter motioned to adjourn the meeting at 10:45 p.m. Mr.
Christensen seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Terilyn L rker
Building Inspections/Public Works
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 20, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on November 20, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Presentation of concept plan for a secondary irrigation system in American Fork City for
inclusion in the General Plan as directed by the City Council.
2. Review and action on placement of an ancillary structure and site improvements at 685
East State Road .
3. Review and action on the preliminary plan for Benchwood Estates Plat D Subdivision
consisting oftwo lots at 32 East 1400 North Street.
4. Review and action on the final plat ofBenchwood Estates Plat D Subdivision consisting
of two lots at 32 East 1400 North Street.
5. Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Holm stead Center Subdivision Plat
A consisting of 4 lots at 700 South 500 East.
6. Review and action on the final plat of the Holmstead Center Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 4 lots at 700 South 500 East.
7. Review and action on a commercial site plan for Sonic Burger on Parcel3 of the GFI
American Fork Investments Ltd. Subdivision Plat A at 147 North West State Road.
8. Continued discussion on proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the
South Side Planning Area.
9. Site Plan Committee Report.
10. Other business.
11. Review and action on the November 6, 2002, minutes.
12. Adjournment.
Dated this 11 day ofNovember, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERJCAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 20, 2002

I

I

ATTACHMENTS (1)

The American Fork City Planning Conmlission met in regular session on November 20, 2002, in the City Hall,
conm1encing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman Hansen, Conmlissioners Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen,
Keith Richan, Alan Christensen, and *John Woffinden. Others present included J.H.Hadfield, Rod Despain,
Melatlie Marsh, Richard Noble, Steve Sowby, Francis Eikbush, Brian Greene, Anthony Bates, Amy Bates, Tom
Nagle, Steve Farr, Tanuny Fan, Danny 0. Hutchinson, Katie Ruth, Devin Ruth, David Peterson, Jeremy Fly, Mark
Simonsen, Roger Dudley, James Cates, Lamar Cox, and Barbara Clu·istiansen, a member of the press.
PRESENTATION OF CONCEPT PLAN FOR A SECONDARY IRRJGATION SYSTEM IN AMERJCAN FORK
CITY FOR INCLUSION IN THE GENERAL PLAN AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
Richard Noble of Franson & Noble gave the Plamling Conmlission a brief overview of the concept plan for a
secondary irrigation system in American Fork City for inclusion in the General Plan. He explained that at build out
the total demand for water within the City would be about 29,000 acre feet. He said the secondary water system
plan that was developed would deliver approximately 10,000 acre feet of water for outdoor use to satisfy the
demand. Mr. Noble explained that the available sources of water for the secondary water system would include
grmmd water, which would be wells and springs; the American Fork River, primarily shares in the American Fork
Irrigation Company owned by the City, Cenh·al Utah Project Water that has been petitioned for by the Meh·opolitan
Water Dish·ict, Murdock Canal Water, and another potential source that was evaluated includes recycled waste
water.
Mr. Noble stated that the plan they developed is a citywide system for everything nmth of the freeway. He said they
evaluated several alternatives for serving the south side and determined that the most cost-effective method is to not
have a secondary water system on the south side. The primary reason for not having the secondary water system on
the south is because there are not enough sources of surface water to serve the main part of the city and the south
side too. He said rather than pumping additional ground water into the secondary system they deternlined that it
was more cost effective to just use the culinary water system on the south side.
Mr. Noble explained that the plan proposes that there will be a reservoir near the mouth of the canyon and a
h·ansnlission pipeline that would go down through Highland past Lone Peak High School and bring the water to a
location just east of the Tri-City Golf Course and from there it would cmmect to a dish·ibution system that would
deliver the water tlu-ough the City. He said there would be two hydraulically independent systems in that one of the
ponds in the Tri-City Golf Course would also be used to provide regulating storage for the secondary water system
to serve the southern portion of the City.
Mr. Noble said to serve the proposed secondary water system about V. of the water would come from the American
Fork River, which would be about 7, 400 acre feet. He said the Murdock Canal would provide about 865 acre feet,
which would be about 9 percent. Mr. Noble said the proposed plan assumed that the City would accept a grant from
the Cenh·al Utah Water Conservancy District to help fund the project and in exchange for that the City would have
to ttm1 back 1,000 acre feet of water. He said the City Council opted not to take the grant from the Cenh·al Utah
Water Conservancy Dish·ict. He said there would actually be almost 2,100 acre feet of CUP Water available for the
system, which would take care of the rest of the demand. In an average year no ground water would need to be
used. In a drought year, the flow of the river would be a lot less and so it would only provide a little over half of the
water supply. The CUP water and Murdock Canal would always be able to provide a "pretty firm" amount of water.
He said wells would have to be used to make up the shortage during a drought year.
Mr. Noble said it would cost about 17 nlillion dollars to build the citywide system, which includes the cost for
asphalt repair, h·affic conh·ol and all the various facilities to operate the system. He said he assumes that the City
Council did not want to go with the full citywide system because of what it would cost. He said the direction that he
received from the City Council was to not proceed with the full citywide system, but to do a linlited system. He said
the linlited system or the backbone system would consist of conshucting the major pipelines for the system and they
would be sized based on the full development of the system.
*Mr. W offinden arrived.

Mr. Noble explained that initially the system would serve the large water users in town, i.e. the golf course, the
parks, etc. He sa id they have assumed that any sh·eets where these pipelines are located that the residents on those
streets could hook onto the system, which would provide about 1,000 connections to the system. He said the cost of
the limited system would be around 6 million dollars. He said the challenge with the limited system is where will
the funding come from. He said there will not be enough cmmections to repay the costs because they will be putting
in the big, expensive pipelines first.
Mr. Noble said in order to implement a secondary water system the following things are required to in1plement the
system:
1.

2.

3.
4.
5.

If the City chooses to use a General Obligation Bond (G.O Bond), then there would need to be a bond
election.
The General Plan would need to be updated to include a seconda1y water system. The culinary water
system in the General Plan would also need to be updated because the secondary water system would take
demand off the culinary system and not as many improvements in the future would be needed.
There would need to be an agreement with the American Fork Inigation Company.
There would also need to be a City ordinance adopted, which would require developers to provide shares of
American Fork Irrigation water to the City as opposed to shares from other sources like wells.
There would need to be a utility to operate and maintain the secondary water system.

Mr. Noble stated that he and City staff have met with the American Fork Irrigation and have talked about concepts
for a potential agreement with the American Fork Inigation Company. He said it has been discussed that the City
would assume responsibility for all liTigation water delivery facilities, i.e. all the canals and ditches, etc.
Mr. Richan asked why the City would assume responsibility for the all liTigation water facilities.
Mr. Noble said the concept is to basically allow the City the flexibility to be able to deliver the water to where and
when it is needed including being able to deliver the water to the share holders in the American Fork Irrigation
Company, which is similar to the agreement that was developed in Alpine when its secondary irrigation system was
developed.
Mr. Noble stated that the Irrigation Company would il1itially retain title to all the water rights. He said at some point
when the City owns all of the shares then the water right could just go to the City, but in the meantime there would
be shareholders besides the City. He said in hun the Irrigation Company would dedicate use of the water to existing
shareholders and the secondary water system. He said the Irrigation Company would also agree not to issue any
new shares of stock in the company. He said they would also agree not to approve any change applications that
h·ansfer American Fork Irrigation water outside the City. He said the shareholders would also pay a lower fee to
have the water delivered through the secondary system than a non-shareholder. He said the City would establish a
standing offer for purchase of irrigation company shares so that they can make sure that the water does come il1to
the City.
Mr. Noble said the plan that they prepared for the City focused on a citywide system, but then the City Council
dil·ected them to create a plan that will initially just serve the large users and just puts in the backbone system.
Mr. Richan asked how Alpine and Highland's secondary liTigation systems are working.
In response to Mr. Richan 's question, Mr. Noble said generally both cities are happy with then· systems. He said the
secondary liTigation system went a little more smoothly in Alpine than it did il1 Highland because Alpine let people
keep then· inigation shares. He said the approach they are proposing for American Fork City is being patterned after
the approach that was used in Alpine.
It was discussed that the water will come down east of the Tri-City Golf Course.

Mr. Richan asked if Tri-City Golf Course pays for any of its water.
In response to Mr. Richan 's above conm1ent, Mr. Noble said, "I can't answer that question. I know that is a bone of
contention that the Irrigation Company has had with the (Tri-City) Golf Course il1 terms of the quantity of water."
He said he believes that the City owns some of the shares that go to the Golf Course.
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Mr. Despain said that the City does own some of the water shares that go to Tri-City Golf Course. He said the
City's conh·act with Tri-City Golf Course specifies that the City has a duty to provide water to the golf course, but
he did not know if the conh·act stated that the City must provide the water free of charge.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about whether Tri-City Golf Course pays for its water.
Mr. Noble said he is having h·ouble adequately addressing Mr. Richan's question about whether Tri-City Golf
Course pays for its water. He said the important thing that is vital to the City is to ensure that there is a water supply
available for the secondary irrigation system. He said an important element of the agreement with the Irrigation
Company is having the Irrigation Company agree to not allow any water to be h·ansferred outside of the City.
Mr. Clu·istensen asked what incentives the citizens will have to vote to approve a bond to build the secondary
irrigation system if it will initially be just for the major water users .
In response to Mr. Clu·istensen's above question, Mr. Noble said, "the hope of a fuhu·e secondary irrigation system."
Mr. Clu·istensen said he can't see the citizens wanting to pay a bunch of money for getting nothing.
Mr. Woffmden asked how the proposed limited secondary irrigation system is going to save the residents money.
He said in Pleasant Grove the citizens have to pay for the secondary inigation system plus culinary water plus every
road in town has "bumps" in it because the roads had to be tore up to put in the secondary irrigation system. He said
the citizens in Pleasant Grove are not very happy with their secondary inigation system.
Mr. Noble said when they were working on the plan for American Fork City they realized that in order for a
secondary water system to be attractive it needs to be more economical than the alternative, which is to just use
culinary water. He said their feeling and City staff agreed that one way to make the secondary irrigation system
more attractive was to reduce the cost of the system by getting a grant. He said they were actually approved for a 5
million dollar grant from CUP, but the City Council opted not to take the grant. It was discussed that in order to get
the 5 million dollar grant from CUP the City would have had to hm1 back to the CUP a 1,000 acre feet of water. He
said if the City would have taken the grant it would have helped make the secondary irrigation system look attractive
in terms of cost. He said the secondary irrigation system is going to cost more without the grant.
Mr. Baldwin said the plan is obviously impacted by what happens to the culinary water system and that was not
addressed in Mr. Noble's presentation.
Mr. Noble said the plan is impacted by what happens to the culinary water system. He said their study does address
how the culinary water system will impact the secondary i.nigation water system, but he did not address that in the
presentation because he was just h·ying to give the Plam1ing Commission a brief overview of the plan.
Mr. Baldwin said when everything south of the fi:eeway is going to be on the culinary system, then that becomes a
critical point.
Mr. Nobel said the way the culinary system is master platmed now is based on no secondary water. He said the
facilities on the south side of town would need to be sized big enough to deliver both indoor and outdoor water.
Mr. Noble said ifthere were a citywide secondary irrigation system the culinary demand would be "pretty much
level" year around, but because of the outdoor use of water on the south side it would peak in the smlll11er just like it
does now.
Mr. Baldwin said that peak would be used only 1/3
to be significantly impacted

to ~

of the year so the cost of the culinary water system is going

Mr. Noble said when they did their sh1dy they looked at the culinary system and the secondary inigation system
together. He said they looked at how much the costs for the culinary system would be reduced if a citywide
secondary water system were done . He said by implementing the pattial system there will still need to be
improvements made in the fuh1re for the culinary water system
There was some more discussion about the CUP Grant that the City could have accepted . Mr. Noble pointed out
that the CUP Grant is no longer available to American Fork City because it has now been given to Spanish Fork
City.
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Mr. Nielsen said if the City does not have the money to do the full secondary irrigation system then it should install
the backbone system in the north part of the City with it being stubbed into the land south of the freeway because
most of the growth in American Fork City is going to be south of the freeway . He said by stubbing the system to the
land south of the freeway, then the City can pass the cost of installing the secondary water system to the developers
instead of the City paying the money to put all the pipes in.
In response to Mr. Nielsen 's above suggestion, Mr. Noble said that suggestion makes sense to him; but they have
not evaluated that scenario. It was discussed that Mr. Nielsen's suggestion of doing the backbone system and
stubbing it to the land south of the fi"eeway is something that could be evaluated.
Mr. Hadfield said the direction that the Plamling Conmlission has received fi·om the City Council is to amend the
General Plan to include a secondary irrigation system under the services element of the General Plan. He said as
they work on including a secondary irrigation system he is sure that they will see what needs to be done and will
make recommendations to the City Council because he does not believe that the City Council feels like it has all the
answers at this point in time.
Mr. Hadfield said the reason it was proposed to work on installing the secondary irrigation system north of the
freeway is because that is the area where the American Fork Inigation Company has requirements at this point in
time . He said he thinks that the City Council is looking for the Planning Commission to give it some
reconnnendations as they go forward with the secondary irrigation system.
Mr. Nielsen said his recommendation is to put in a backbone system in the north part of the City and stub it to an
area that is cenh·ally located in the south part of the City.
There was some discussion about how Governor Leavitt's proposal to remove tax subsidies of water will impact the
proposed secondary inigation system. Mr. Noble explained that Governor Leavitt's proposal to remove tax
subsidies of water takes away the mechmlism to plan for the future. He said he thinks Governor Leavitt's proposal
is a mess .
Mr. Baldwin said that putting in a dual system on the south would be much less dish·ibutive than it would be on the
north because it is not developed on the south side.
Mr. Noble explained that there are a number of shareholders in the American Fork Inigation Company throughout
the City and one objective was to tt·y to elinlinate the system of open ditches throughout the City and the proposal of
putting in a dual system would not accomplish that.
Mr. Cln·istensen again raised the question about how the citizens will be encouraged to vote for the bond to do the
secondary irrigation system when they will see no return.
Mr. Nielsen said he tllinks the reason the bond for the secondary irrigation system failed the first time was because
no one understood how the system would affect the City in the long term.
Mr. Cln·istensen said he agrees that the secondary liTigation system is needed and that it will do a lot of good for the
City in the future, but the residents who have to vote on the bond will not see any return.
Mr. Nielsen said the residents will not see the rehu·n today, but five or ten years down the road the residents will get
a rehtrn on theli· invesh11ent.
Mr. Christensen said all he is saying is that the bond is going to be hard to get passed.
Mr. Noble said par~ of the issue that needs to be figured out relative to the bond is to figure out how the debt will be
retired . He said if there is a mechatlism tln·ough impact fees and connection fees that new developers can pay for
the bond without the existing residents having to pay for it that may be an easier sale.
Mr. Despain stated that the issue has been raised regardli1g how the City is going to use 6,300 acre feet of surface
water if the City does not have a secondary irrigation system. He said the reality is that if the City does not figure
out how to use the 6,300 acre feet of water it will be lost. He said the secondary liTigation system will help the City
use its 6,300 acre feet of water that it has acquired. Mr. Despain said illitially it was thought that some of the water
would be put il1 a tt·eatment plant at the mouth of the American Fork Canyon so it can be used il1 the City. He said it
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appears that the City has a pretty good supply of underground water and if the City goes to a secondary inigation
system the City may have all the underground water that it needs. He said the City may be looking at a water rights
acquisition policy that is focused solely on surface water. He said part of the reason for not having a secondary
irrigation system on the south side is because the waters that the City will get off the south side are waters that
originate there or are well water. He said there is no surface water that they are able to put tmder pressure to service
that area.
Mr. Despain said there are still a lot of things that need to be worked out before a secondary irrigation system is
implemented in the City. He said the basic notion of a secondary system verses a combined system is really at the
heart of where we are.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON PLACEMENT OF AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS
AT 685 EAST STATE ROAD
Devin Ruth, the petitioner, said he has run into some complications with the Health Department. He said that the
Health Department is requiring that there be water and sewer on site so he has to bring the water and sewer to the
lot.
Mr. Ruth discussed the proposed plan for the ancillary structure.
Chairman Hansen asked if the proposed structure would still be an ancillary structure if water and sewer were
brought to the structure.
Mr. Despain explained that ancillary structures are allowed to have water and sewer com1ections. He said his
concern is that the proposed shuchu·e is looking more and more like a "regular business activity" because of the
driveways, the parking lots, and so forth. He asked at what point does an ancillary stn1cture quit being an ancillary
structure. He said if water and sewer is needed to operate the business, then why does the resh·oom need to be in
the host struch1re.
Mr. Despain explained that ancillary structures are supposed to be incidental. He said the proposed struch1re looks
like it will be a standard business activity as opposed to an ancillary sh·uchJre.
It was discussed that the proposed building will be used to sell bagels, coffee, and sandwiches. It was discussed that
the building will be 12' x 12' with a patio.
It was also discussed that the petitioner will be leasing the property from the owner of the property. It was pointed
out that the owner of the property will be putting in the water and sewer to the lot that is proposed to place the
ancillary shl.Jchu·e on.

Ms. Ruth stated that if their business does not work then they can take their building and move it somewhere else
and the owner of the property will still have her property. She said the proposed shl.!Chu·e still is an ancillary
sh1.1chu·e.
Chairman Hansen stated that the proposed shuch1re will not be ancillary to Recreation Outlet. He said if the
su·uchu·e was ancillary to Recreation Outlet, then it would be located in the existing parking lot. He said the
proposal shows a whole new driveway, a new parking lot, new concrete pads, etc. He said the proposed struchu·e is
not like a Sno Shack sitting in the parking lot of Recreational Outlet. Chairman Hansen said that he does not feel
that the proposed st11.1chu·e is an ancillary sh·uchu·e.
Mr. Ruth said the proposed shl.Jchu·e is an ancillary st11.1Ch1re.
Mr. Despain stated that when the proposed shucture was first presented to the City staff it had a lot of characteristics
of an ancillary st11.1Cture. He said now the Health Deparhnent is requiring that there be water and sewer on the site.
He said the proposed sh·uchu·e now looks more like a primary use rather than an incidental use. He said City staff
did not know that the Health Department was going to require water and sewer on the site.
There was a lot of discussion about whether the proposed structure is an ancillary structure.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he thinks the Plamling Commission needs to get the City Attorney's opinion regarding
whether the proposed st11.1Ch1re is really an ancillary sh·uchJre or not.
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Mr. Nielsen raised the question about why the proposed structure is being called an ancillary sh1.1cture.
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In response to Mr. Nielsen ' s question, Mr. Ruth said the proposed sh·ucture started out as a coffee house and kiosk,
but he decided that he should sell more than just coffee.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not care what is sold. He then asked Mr. Ruth why he does not just submit a site plan to
build the building.
Mr. Ruth said that he is taking the angle that he is taking because he does not know how long his proposed business
will last in American Fork. He said if his business takes offreally good, then he will build a pennanent building.
He said that he is just proposing to do slab on grade for right now.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about why the term ancillary shuch1re is being used to describe the proposed
sh1.1ch1re. He said whether it is a building or an ancillary sh·uchue it ought to have a resh·oom.
Mr. Despain said one of the characteristics of an ancillary sh1.1ch1re is that it does not have on-site resh·oom facilities .
He said typically ancillary sh·uctures have been Sno Shacks where there is not a sanitary need for water and sewer
generally. He said usually the Sno Shacks rely on the host structure for water and sewer.
Mr. Nielsen stated that a Sno Shack is one thing, but when food is being served then water and sewer are needed on
the site.
Mr. Despain said from the very beginning they have told the petitioner that he would have to get approval from the
Utah County Health Department.
Mr. Nielsen again said he does not care if the facility is called an ancillary sh1.1cture or a permanent sh·uchlre, but it
needs to have water and sewer.
It was discussed that an ancillary shuchlre cmmot be larger than 150 square feet. It was discussed that the proposed
shucture is larger than 150 square feet, which does not meet the requirements of the ordinance for an ancillary
shuch1re.
Chairman Hansen again stated that he does not believe that the proposed sh1.1cture is an ancillary sh·uchlre.
Mr. Ruth again stated that the proposed shuch1re is an ancillary shucture.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until the Planning Commission can get an opinion from the City
Attorney.
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. R.ichan asked where the restroom will be placed in the proposed structure.
It was discussed that the proposed plan does not show a restroom being placed in the building.
Mr. Ruth stated that Recreation Outlet's resh·oom will be used, but he could put in a resh·oom if that is what the
Planning Conunission would like.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, and Mr.
Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR BENCHWOOD ESTATES PLAT D
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 32 EAST 1400 NORTH STREET
Mr. Hadfield stated that he met with Mr. Eikbush, the surveyor for the proposed project, and reviewed the
improvements to the sh·eet, the extension of the sewer and water, and the drainage element. He said the only issue
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that the Engineering Department has with the proposed preliminary plan is that the approval from the American
Fork Inigation Company has not been provided to the City.
Mr. Despain stated that the terms of annexation have been complied with.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plan for Bench wood Estates Plat D Subdivision consisting of 2
lots at 32 East 1400 North Street subject to approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concem about whether 1400 North Street is a stubbed street and whether the City can
approve the proposed plan if it is a stubbed street.
Chairman Hansen stated that 1400 North Street is cunently a stubbed street and that it will only be extended two
more lots with the proposed subdivision. He said that he does not see the street as a real stubbed street.
Mr. Baldwin said a month ago they had someone come in with a stub street and the Planning Conmlission made
them put in a tum around. He expressed concem about whether the Planning Conmtission will be arbitrary and
capricious if it allows this proposal to be approved with a sh1bbed street. Mr. Baldwin asked what the criteria are for
needing a turn around.
Mr. Eikbush pointed out that there is only one house after the cul-de-sac.
Mr. Despain said the City ' s practice has been that if it goes beyond two houses, then a hm1 around would be needed.
Mr. Baldwin said he just wants to make sme that the Planning Connnission is being consistent in regards to when it
will require a hm1 around.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about how the garbage collection will be taken care of on the sh1b street.
Mr. Baldwin said it looks like the Planning Co111111ission is depending on staff to make sure that the stub street does
not become a problem, if the Plamling Conmlission approves the proposed plan. He then asked if staff feels
comfortable accepting that responsibility.
Mr. Despain asked what staff is being responsible for.
Mr. Baldwin said staff would be responsible to make sure that if the Planning Conmlission approves the proposed
plan that it is within the guidelines.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan is witllin the guidelines.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF BENCHWOOD ESTATES PLAT D SUBDIVISION
CONSISTING OF TWO LOTS AT 32 EAST 1400 NORTH STREET
Chairman Hansen asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there are no engineering concems on the final plat.
Chairman Hansen asked if Mr. Despain had any concems.
Mr. Despain said the only subject to item should be that the approval should be subject to delivery of the liTigation
shares by the Irrigation Company into American Fork City 's name.
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Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Bench wood Estates Plat D Subdivision consisting of two lots at
32 East 1400 North Street subject to the Irrigation Company delivery the water certificates into the City's
name.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan said if the fire marshal were here and the garbage collectors were here and asked how do they get in and
out of the cul-de-sac, what would be the answer?
Mr. Hansen said "I imagine that the garbage collector would say that they will have to roll it (the garbage tote) down
to the corner, (which is) one house a way. The fire marshal will say that we will back out after we pull our
apparatus in to fight the fire."
In response to Mr. Hansen's above conm1ents, Mr. Richan said, "they have never said that before." Mr. Richan
asked Mr. Hadfield if staff thought about how the frre trucks and garbage trucks would be able to access the stub
stt·eet.
Mr. Hadfield said, "It is one of those things . Here is a two-lot subdivision. What requirements are you going to put
on them? Are you going to make it so difficult that it does not develop? This was all decided when the City Council
looked at tllis (the mmexation) and said yes we will take this property from Highland and put it in American Fork so
that Mr. Preston can develop. If it could not have been serviced, then what was the value of the City Council
making the boundary line agreement with Highland City."
Mr. Richan asked what the width of the road is.
Mr. Hadfield stated that the width of the road is 60 feet.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR HOLMSTEAD CENTER
SUBDIVIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 700 SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hansen asked why the Plamling Conmlission is seeing a revised prelinlinary plan.
Brian Greene said that there was quite a long list of subject to items so they just wanted to address all the subject to
items and incorporate them into the proposed plan. He discussed the proposed revised prelinlinary plan.
Chairman Hansen asked what has been done to address Lot #4.
Mr. Greene said there is a general note on the proposed plan that says Lot #4 is a restt·icted use and can only be used
in conjunction with the parcel to the south. He said that if Mr. Watts wants to make use of Lot #4 he would have to
bring a revised site plan to the City that incorporates Lot #4 into his cmTent use.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Greene if they have a signed agreement with Mr. Watts to move the driveway.
In response to Chairman Hansen's above question, Mr. Greene said that they do have a signed agreement with Mr.
Watts to move the driveway. He said UDOT has already approved the driveway location.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Greene if he has the signed approval fi'om UDOT.
Mr. Greene said he does not have the signed agreement with UDOT with !lim tmlight, but he does have it.
He said that Jim Baird ofUDOT indicated that UDOT would get the agreement recorded, but Mr. Hadfield said iliat
he did not think UDOT would be the one to record the agreement. He said they are following up with UDOT to find
out what the status is with the agreement.
Chairman Hansen said if Mr. Watts never takes Lot #4 how will he get access to Ius existing property since the
driveway is going to be relocated.
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Mr. Greene said that Mr. Watts is under contract to take Lot #4. He said Mr. Watts needs to close on the transaction
in order to ensure that he does have access to his property in the future. He said if Mr. Watts does not take Lot #4
then he assumes that there could be an easement so he could access his existing parcel.
Mr. Baldwin said if Mr. Watts does not take Lot #4 then it will become a derelict lot. He said the last time the
Pla1ming Commission discussed this item it recommended that there be an agreement with Mr. Watts to take Lot #4
and incorporate into his existing property.
Mr. Greene said the plan is still to have Mr. Watts take Lot #4.
Mr. Baldwin again said if Mr. Watts does not take Lot #4 then there will be a derelict lot. He said the Planning
Conmussion can' t approve a plan that has a derelict lot.
There was a lot of discussion regarding Lot #4. It was discussed that if Mr. Watts does not take Lot #4 then it will
be a derelict lot and that the Plamung Conmussion cannot approve a plan with a derelict lot.
Mr. Greene stated that Mr. Watts bas indicated to them that he will be taking Lot #4. He said that Mr. Watts was
going to come in and talk to both Mr. Despain and Mr. Hadfield. He said Lot #4 would be a benefit to Mr. Watts,
but whether he obtains Lot #4 is inelevant to lum. He said that he is just working on finding the mecha11ism so that
the proposed project can go forward.
Mr. Despain said if Mr. Watts is not going to take Lot #4 then the proposed projects needs to be redesigned to
elinunate Lot #4 and leave the access where it currently is and treat the project as a self-contained project.
He said the questions relative to Lot #4 still need to be resolved.
Mr. Nielsen asked why the road is going down where it is proposed. He asked why the road cam1ot be moved to the
north. He asked ifUDOT is only allowing one access.
Mr. Greene said that UDOT will only allow one access.
It was discussed that there can only be the cunent access or the proposed access.

Mr. Nielsen said that if Mr. Watts does not want Lot #4, then the road should be moved down to where the existing
access is.
Chairman Hansen said the road would have to be shared with Mr. Watts or the road would just be a 16-foot wide
road.
Mr. Despain stated that there is a design that could be worked out that would elinunate Lot #4 and still uses the
current access, but nobody wants that.
It was again discussed that Mr. Watts has agreed to purchase Lot #4 from Mr. Holmstead.

Mr. Baldwin again explained that the Planning Cmm11ission's problem with the proposed plan is that it will leave a
derelict parcel unless Mr. Watts agrees to take Lot #4. He expressed concem about how binding the contract with
Mr. Watts is on the subdivision process.
There was a lot of discussion about how to address the problems associated with Lot #4.
Mr. Baldwin stated that he has no problem with the conceptual plan. He said that he is just concerned about what the
Planning Comnussion's legal requirement is relative to the proposed subdivision.
Mr. Despain said that if they can conclude that Lot #4 is a readily developable parcel whether or not purchased by
Mr. Watts, then he would have no problem going forward with the proposed plan. He said the real problem is that
the access is going to be moved and Mr. Watts will lose Ius access
Mr. Greene said the way the plan is proposed requires Mr. Watts to sign the plat. He said the proposed plan ca1mot
be recorded until Mr. Watts signs the plat.
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Chairman Hansen asked why Mr. Watts would have to sign the proposed plat.
Mr. Greene said Mr. Watts would have to sign the proposed plat because he has a contractual interest in the
property.

After much discussion about Lot #4 and the access issues, Mr. Christensen moved to table this item until the
issues of access and the derelict parcel are resolved.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked if the access road that comes off 500 East has to be at the location that is proposed.
Mr. Greene said the access could have been anywhere, but that is where it was proposed to be and that is where
UDOT approved it.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed access is locked in.
Mr. Greene said the proposed access is locked in now because it was approved by UDOT. He said they could go
back to UDOT and ask for a different access, but the process takes about six weeks.
Mr. Greene asked if he could get approval on the revised preliminary and make the final plat subject to the issues
relative to Lot #4 and the access being resolved
Chairman Hansen stated that one of the conditions of the preliminary approval at the last Planning Commission
Meeting was that the problems associated with Lot #4 needed to be resolved.
Mr. Greene said it just seems like they are tabling the preliminary again when the preliminary plan was already
approved at a previous meeting.
Mr. Baldwin said if the Planning Conmlission approved the prelinlinary, then it is approving an illegal subdivision.
Mr. Despain stated that the prelinlinary plan was approved subject to several conditions. One of the conditions was
that the petitioner needed to bring a revised prelinlinary back to the Plamling Conunission that resolved the issues
relative to Lot #4. He said the revised prelinlinary that addresses Lot #4 properly still needs to be brought back to
the Plam1ing Conmlission. He said in other words, the motion from the meeting that was held two weeks ago in
regards to this item still stands .
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, and Mr.
Christensen.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE HOLMSTEAD CENTER SUBDIVISION PLAT A
CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 700 SOUTH 500 EAST
This item was automatically tabled due to the action taken on the previous item. There was no discussion on this
item and no action taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR SONIC BURGER ON PARCEL 3 OF THE
GFI AMERICAN FORK INVESTMENTS LTD . PLAT A AT 147 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Tom Nagle stated that Sotlic is celebrating its 50 1h birthday starting in January. He said there are over 3,000 Smlic
Stores. He said there are cmTently 21 Sonic Stores in Utah.
Mr. Nagle briefly discussed the proposed site plan. He said that there will be an indoor seating area at tllis proposed
site, which is unique to Sonic. He said there will be indoor seating for about 23 people.
Mr. Hadfield stated that he still does not have the storm drain calculations.
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Mr. Despain said the curb system that they have around tllis out parcel puts part of the site on the Kmart site. He
said he would have thought that the curb and gutter would correspond to the property line, but it does not appear to
do so. He said the one area that he is wonied about is the parking on the north where a portion of each of those lots
are teclmically outside of the proposed site.
Mr. Nagle said there are parallel parking spaces so all they did was be consistent with the herringbone parking that
already existed. He said they could easily move the parking so it is within their entire property.
Mr. Hadfield stated that there is an existing curb around the entire parcel at the present time.
just being lined up to where the existing curb remains.

He said the curb is

It was discussed that there is a cross easement agreement that helps address the parking situation where the parking
overlaps outside Smlic 's property.

Mr. Baldwin asked if West State Street is US-89.
Mr. Hadfield said West State Street is called North West State Road.
Mr. Baldwin asked why the vicinity map shows West State Street as US -91.
Mr. Hadfield said that West State Street used to be called US-89-91.
There was some discussion about whether US-91 still exists. Mr. Baldwin said he has never seen a road sign that
says anything other than US-89.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Despain if he has the cross easements for the parking.
Mr. Despain stated that he has the CC&Rs for the whole development, which states that there are cross easements.
Mr. Woffmden stated that llis full size tt·uck barely fits under the canopy at the Sonic's in Pleasant Grove. He
expressed concern about whether the proposed parking spaces will be big enough to acconunodate full size tt·ucks.
Mr. Nagle said the canopy will not be over the first two parking stalls on the southeast corner. He said RVs,
campers, etc. will be able to use the first two parking stalls on the southeast corner. He said the first two stalls will
be wider to acconm1odate the larger or full-size vehicles.
Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Woffmden suggested that it might be a good idea to have more than two parking stalls that
acconm10date larger or full-size vellicles .
Mr. Nagle stated that they nlight be able to have the first four parking stalls on the southeast corner be wider than the
regular parking stalls and not have the canopy over them.
Mr. Woffmden said in the notes on the plan it states that there will be back flow devices, but it does not specify the
type of back flow devices that will be used.
Roger Dudley said the back flow devices will be whatever American Fork City specifies.
Mr. Hadfield said, "the meter setters that we (the City) use have the back flow preventor built in them so we (the
City) do not make a big deal of it."
Mr. Christensen said a couple of weeks ago Mr. Hadfield renlinded the Plarming Conmlission of one of the goals in
the General Plan, which is to have tt·ee-lined stt·eets. He asked why there are no tt·ees proposed along 130 North
Stt·eet.
Mr. Nagle stated that the Target Development is basically taking care of the landscaping for the whole development.
Mr. Christensen asked if Target is putting in the stt·eet trees on 130 North Stt·eet.
Mr. Despain stated that the City will be putting in the sh·eet tt·ees on 130 North Stt·eet as part of the SID.
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Mr. Christensen requested that there be trees placed on 130 North Street on Sonic' s side of the property.
Mr. Christensen asked where the dumpster will be located.
Mr. Nagle stated that the dumpster will be located on the northwest comer.
Mr. Christensen suggested that the back of the building be landscaped with some grass and shrubbery.
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the commercial site plan for Sonic Burger on Parcel3 of GFI American Fork
Investments Ltd. Subdivision Plat A at 147 North West State Road subject to: (1) provision of the storm
drain calculations to City Engineering and (2) that the landscaping show the addition of shrubs and trees as
discussed.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Nagle said if he could get a letter from the Plamling Conunission it would make it easier for him to get four
larger parking stalls to acconunodate the larger vehicles.
Mr. W offmden suggested that the motion be amended to include the requirement that four wider parking spaces
need to be included on the site plan.
Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that there be a minimum of four wide parking spaces are needed
to accommodate larger vehicles.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Christensen, and Chairman
Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF AN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE AT 283 NORTH 600
EAST
Mr. Hadfield said the reason the agenda was amended to include this item is because there was a nlisunderstanding
on the size of the stt·ucture that Mr. Cox was proposing to build. He said Mr. Cox had already made anangements to
have his contt·actors begin working on constt·ucting the building this conling weekend and he was not able to get his
building pernlit because the proposed shuchire has two floors, which requires that it be approved by the Plamling
Conmlission. He said that Mr. Cox had been led to believe that there would be no problem getting a building
pernlit, but once Mr. Cox subnlitted his plans he was told that he would need to go to the Plmming Comnlission for
approval.
Mr. Cox said he is proposing to build a new two-car garage with a second story so that he can have a place to do
wood carving and taxidermy.
Mr. Hadfield stated that he has no concems with the proposed garage. He noted that Mr. Cox has obtained letter
from the tlu-ee adjacent neighbors (1) the one on the north (2) the one on the south and (3) the one to the rear and
they all concur with the proposed garage.
Mr. Despain stated that the Plamling Conmlission needs to make two findings ( 1) that the accessory building will be
incidental to the primary use of the parcel and (2) that the height, size, and location of the building will not result in
an undue negative impact upon adjacent properties.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the placement of an accessory structure at 283 North 600 East with the
following findings: (1) the proposed structure is incidental to the primary use of the parcel and (2) that the
height, size, and location of the building will not result in an undue negative impact upon the adjacent
properties.
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Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr.
Christensen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATING
TO THE SOUTH SIDE PLANNING AREA
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the south side plamung area.
He discussed flexible lot projects and combined flexible lot and nlixed density projects. He gave one example of
what the lot size distribution nlight be for a flexible lot development. He also gave one example of what the lot size
distribution nlight be for a combined flexible lot and nuxed density project. The two examples are attached to the
minutes as ATTACHMENT #1.
There was some discussion about large lots. Mr. Christensen said that a 14,000 square foot lot is not a large lot, but
is more of a medium size lot. He said in Highland there are areas where the lot sizes have to be at least a Yz an acre.
He said there ought to be some ways to encourage large lots in the City.
Mr. Nielsen said he agrees that 14,000 square feet is not a large lot. He said maybe 15,000 square foot lots would
make more sense.
Mr. Baldwin stated that one concem that has been expressed by several members of the Plamling Comnlission is that
the character of the soil may not allow development to a ce11ain extent. He raised the question of how they
accommodate or provide for the fact that the soil may not handle a certain amount of density. He said for example a
14,000 square foot lot may have a section that can be built upon and may have a section that cam1ot be built upon.
He asked if there is any mecha1usm that can be used to take into account the character of the land that is developed.
Mr. Despain said there will have to be some analysis done prior to development that deternlines what the capacity of
the soils are and where the natural resources areas are . He said there may be some circumstances where flexible lot
development is not the appropriate kind of development that should be taking place because of the character of the
land and the more conventional PUD approach should be used in order to better accommodate the land. He said he
assumes that the land must be looked at up front before any type of development occurs in order to deternline if and
how the land should be developed.
Mr. Baldwin said that if a developer looks at the City's zmung map, his or her assumption will be that the land can
be developed for whatever amount of units the zone designates. He raised the question regarding how much
protection the City will have if it tells the developer that he or she may not be able to get the amount of units that the
zone designates if it does not have information about the character of the land before the property is zoned.
In response to Mr. Baldwin's above question, Mr. Despain said, "I guess it is built into the process." He said the
assumption of the General Plan is that the City knows enough that it believes that within the areas that are shown
that there is enough flexibility within the densities that are provided that they can acconm1odate those areas that
would be tmdevelopable. He said the project still has to define the undevelopable areas.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Richan ' s primary criticism of the proposed ordinances is that they do not provide
sufficient evidence that the property will be able to be built upon.
Mr. Baldwin said the problem with the data that the City does have is that almost all of the information is derived
from some other report that was done thirty or forty years ago .
Mr. Woffmden said that he believes that the geo teclmical reports are going to require more than one test hole for 50
acres. He said there is going to have to be a lot more subsurface investigation and a lot more soils investigation up
front so the developers know what they have to deal with.
Mr. Christensen asked if the ordinances could state that the allowable dwelling units are based upon the buildability
of the developable area .
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Chairman Hansen asked who will define what the buildable area is.
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In response to Chai.J.man Hansen's above question, Mr. Christensen said that is the issue that needs to be addressed.
Chai.J.·man Hansen said that he read an article where there is a lot that is 52' x 90' that sits on the ocean in Coronado.
He said the one of the resh·ictions of the lot was that the home could not be greater than 11 feet high. He said the
owner decided he wanted a large home so the developer dug down and built 4 stories below the ground. He said
water was hit at five feet and they overcame it all. He said he knows that the land south of I-15 is not the same
situation as in Coronado, but he is just h·ying to point out that anything is really buildable.
Mr. Richan said if they hit water at five feet they are going to have h·ouble within the next five years .
Chairman Hansen stated that the developer knew that they had to overcome the tide. He said they have built many
homes underground and have had very little water problems. He said he is just raising the question regarding what
is buildable. He said the people who have built their homes on the ocean wanted certain things and they were able
to overcome the water problems to build their homes. Chairman Hansen said one person may not see a cetiain area
of land as being buildable, but another person may see the land as buildable and may find a way to develop it.
Mr. Baldwin said his concern is that they do not want to end up grouping thi.J.1gs into such small lots that they loose
the concept of an integrated conununity development. He said that means they have to have some kind of protection
so that they do not build just starter homes or that they do not start out building something that is bound to be a
slum. He raised the question of whether there is any way they can word the ordinance so that the concept of a
balanced conununity is maintained. He said that he knows that the conununity has to have affordable housi.J.1g and
he knows that some upscale housing is wanted. He asked ifthere is a way to not encourage substandard
development and not put the City at risk for liability cases.
Mr. Despain raised the question of whether the proposed ordinances will accomplish the objectives that the City
wants. He said they have had several discussions regardi.J.1g lot sizes . He said it has been discussed that lot sizes do
not always determine what the size of the homes will be. He pointed out that in the river bottoms in Provo there are
large homes on small lots. He said lot sizes are not everything. He said there can be expensive homes on small lots.
Mr. Despain raised the question of how many of the 7,500 square foot lots south ofl-15 will have large homes and
how many will have starter homes built on them because the price of the lot is right.
Mr. Baldwin said the two examples that Mr. Despain provided do not show developments that are much different
than what the City currently has on the north side ofl-15 .
Mr. Nielsen said he does not know if there is any problem with having the south side developed sinlllar to how the
nmih side has been developed.
Mr. Baldwin said he also does not know if there is a problem with having the south side developed very similar to
how the north side has been developed. He said he is just raising the issue.
Mr. Despain stated that it has been discussed that it would be good to have something other than a standard
subdivision developed on the south side. He stated that at tluee dwelling tmits per acre there are not very many
ways to design a system that does not let some standard subdivisions be developed, which is a dilemma .
Mr. Baldwin stated that part of the mission statement of the General Plan is to have a mixed conmmnity. He said a
mixed conmmnity is what is wanted.
Mr. Despain said that there may be a vision to have large lots south ofl-15, but they cam10t do anything very far
apart from what the General Plan says .
Mr. Nielsen said if the General Plan says that three units per acre are allowed, then there will not be a bunch of big
lots.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that every 100-acre piece that is developed should be required to designate 8 acres of it for
open space. He said that ifthere are 12 acres that are wetlands or are undevelopable, then eight of those acres could
go towards the open space. Two of the acres would not be counted as developable land area, but they could still
have the h·ansfer of development rights option. The remaining land would be the basis for detemlining the density.
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Mr. Despain said that ifthere is a territory that is so fractured with undevelopable property, then anything that is
really lot area based is an inappropriate design alternative and "that is where you get the honest PUD and begin to
truly cluster."
Mr. Sowby thanked the Planning Conmlission for putting discussion of the proposed amendments to the General
Plan on the agenda again. He said that Mel Frandsen, who is one of the major property owners of the land south of
1-15, has been working for 11months to n·y to be able to create a plan that the City will accept so that he can
develop his property. He encouraged the Planning Co111111ission to keep working on the proposed amendments to the
General Plan so that it can finish the General Plan update. He asked the Planning Conmlission to make a decision
on how it would like to see the south side developed and get the General Plan completed. He said this "languislling
in never, never land and endless discussions is hard to deal with." He again thanked the Planning Conmlission for
considering the proposed amendments to the General Plan, but pleaded with the Planning Conmlission to n·y to
complete the General Plan.
Mr. Sowby said he thinks the flexible lot subdivision is a "neat idea." He said the flexible lot idea gives engineers
the chance to design subdivisions with curvilinear, nlixed types of housings. He said he thinks the Planning
Conmlission is moving in the right direction with the flexible lot subdivision idea.
Mr. Sowby said three units per acre is really low density. He said that he is working on a project in Pleasant Grove
right now that allows 18 units per acre and they are doing 16 wlits per acre. He discussed some other projects that
he is working on in other cities where the density that is allowed is higher than three mlits per acre. He said that
three mlits per acre is the right "target" to shoot for in regards to the density south ofl-15. He said it is also good to
have the 2.0 Zone so that there can be some half-acre lots.
Mr. Sowby said "Mr. Despain's numbers work where there is flat land and where there is not a collector or an
arterial road going through it and where the subdivision can be divided up into square standard lots. He said if you
want to n·y to get a little bit of curvilinear design in, the road percentage always goes more than 25% unless the road
is narrowed. He said the more small lots that are made, the larger the road percentage goes. He said that he has a
little bit of a problem Jutting the 25 % requirement for roads. He said it is usually closer to 30% for roads.
Mr. Sowby said the half acre lots can be in the PR-2 Zone.
Mr. Sowby suggested that some numbers in the proposed ordinance need to be "toned down". For example, the
20% large lots. He said that he does not care if the lot size is raised to 15,000 square feet, but the 20% requirement
for large lots ought to be lowered to 15%. He said the number of twin homes required may be too high. He said
twins homes may not be what people want. He suggested that the required number of twin homes be lowered to
10%.
Mr. Sowby said that Mr. Despain 's numbers show the average lot size to be 9,800 square feet, which nlight be ideal
but that nlight not work. He suggested that the average lot size should be lowered to 9,200 square feet.
Mr. Sowby said as far as buildable areas go there are three cities in the north part of Utah Cotmty that do deduct for
such things as slopes that are greater than 30%. He said that Mr. Nielsen had a good idea in regards to how to deal
with areas that are unbuildable. Mr. Sowby said that if there are wetlands or areas that are totally unbuildable
maybe you could consider not giving the full density credit.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the requirement for large lots be set at 20% with a plus or nlinus 5%.
In response to Mr. Nielsen' s above suggestion, Mr. Cln·istensen said the nlinus will always be what is used.
Mr. Nielsen said there is still the maximum density of three units . He said the developers are going to go after the
maximum number of lots meeting the criteria.
Mr. Christensen said he thinks the vision is to get some larger lots on the south side.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed ordinance states that at least 20% of the lots have to be large lots and that
at least 15 % of the lots will be twin homes, but not more than 25%. He said the proposed ordinance states that at
least 10% of the lots should be small lots. He said the remainder of the lots would have to be 9,500 square feet lots .
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Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see the 14,000 square foot lots in the proposed ordinance changed to 15,000
square feet lots.
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Mr. Despain said changing the lot size from15,000 square feet to 14,000 square feet will have its impact.
Mr. Sowby said 15 ,000 square feet lots are fine, but it might be good to say that not less than 15% of the lots can be
large lots so there is more flexibility .
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed ordinance does require an open space component, but it does not address
who is going to own the open space.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed ordinance does not address who will maintain the streets.
Mr. Despain explained that the theory behind the PUD ordinance is to create connnunities. He said if all the City is
interested in is flexible lot subdivisions, then they should not be called PUDs. Instead, it should be made a flexible
lot subdivision and not require open space and the City assumes that it will take the streets. He said if one is going
to develop a legitimate PUD, then they need to make sure that it has the open space component and the street
component; but the only thing that the City takes are the through streets. He said that the other streets would be
maintained by the PUD.
Mr. Nielsen said that he has not envisioned private streets in the PUDs. He said he feels that all the streets should be
public streets that are dedicated to the City.
Mr. Christensen said he would like to have open space that the City does not have to "take on," or in other words
that the City does not have to maintain.
Mr. Nielsen said that some open space is going to be turned into parks and the City will want to maintain those
parks . He said that some open space will just be wetlands.
Mr. Cln·istensen raised the question of whether any PUDs will be developed south ofl-15.
Mr. Sowby stated that the proposed ordinance allows PUDs.
Mr. Cln·istensen asked when do people develop PUDs in the City.
Mr. Cln·istensen stated usually the open space in PUDs is maintained by the homeowners associations.
Mr. Despain said if they do not want legitimate PUDs, then why do they want to call them PUD's. He said if they
are not going to have a PUD approach, then he feels that the streets should be required to be wider and they do away
with the derelict parcels that they get as parks.
Mr. Nielsen said that he does not understand why the streets have to be wider just because the City maintains them.
He said if people want a private park, then they develop under a PUD, but if they want the park to be public then
they develop under a flexible subdivision approach. Mr. Nielsen said some developers want a private park and
some do not.
Mr. Clu·istensen asked why a developer would invest money in a park himself when the City will develop the parks.
In response to Mr. Cln·istensen's above question, Mr. Nielsen said, "they do it all over."
Mr. Cln·istensen said developers do not develop their own parks. He said only in PUDs are the parks paid for by the
developer.
Mr. Baldwin said he thinks they need to provide a little flexibility in the numbers because of the packing fi·action.
He said when you start looking at curvilinear streets and natural featmes that you want to avoid it is pretty hard to
acconnnodate those things unless there is some flexibility. He said there is a strong need for flexibility. He said he
thinks some of Mr. Sowby's suggestions that were made tonight are reasonable.
Mr. Hadfield said on half-acre lots he does not think that a 50-foot road width is nearly as important as it is on a
7,500-square foot lot.
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Mr. Cates suggested that developers be compensated for bringing in a really nice design with things like curvilinear
streets by combining the open space and road percentages and if a greater portion needs to be for the roads, then take
it from the open space and they may be able to get what they are looking for. He said when the requirements are too
rigid, then the developer has to do things a certain way and it takes a way the developer' s initiative to do something
different.
Mr. Hadfield said they have h·ied to give initiatives in the past on a number of things and as soon as developers are
given a little flexibility, then it becomes staffs responsibility to prove why a developer caru1ot have certain things .
He said the intent of the ordinance is to write it in such a way so that anyone can understand it and comply with it.
He pointed out that there used to be an incentive for playground equipment and one developer came in and put in
playground equipment that only cost $79 and for the playgratmd equipment the developer got four extra units and
the City could not argue with the developer because he did provided playground equipment, but it was not quality
playground equipment that the City had envisioned.
Mr. Cates said he is saying that developers should be rewarded for doing something that the City wants done .
There was a lot of discussion regarding whether the PUD approach is really what is wanted or whether the issue is
that design flexibility is needed.
Mr. Christensen stated that the PUD approach is the only way that the City will be able to get the trails and open
space areas to connect to each other. He said if the PUD approach is not used, then the south side will look just like
the north side of the City.
Mr. Nielsen said he thinks the PUD approach should be used, but he thinks the roads should be public.
Chairman Hansen asked why the roads in PUDs should not be private.
Mr. Nielsen said he would rather see the City maintain the sh·eets.
Mr. Sowby said the ordinance as written has both a flexible lot approach and a PUD approach.

Chairman Hansen stated that the ordinance was originally written as a PUD approach with a flexible lot subdivision
approach under a PUD .
Mr. Sowby said the proposed ordinance allows for a public street option verses a private sh·eet option. He said the
proposed ordinance also allows for City standard sh·eets. The proposed ordinance also allows for public or private
open space.
Mr. Sowby suggested that the streets be public sh·eets and require the open space dedication.
Mr. Christensen expressed concern about how the parks will be developed, if the open space is just dedicated to the
City.
There was a tremendous amount of discussion regarding open space and what would be the best method to use to get
open space in the City.
Mr. Richan said he has taken some notes tonight regarding the discussion on the proposed ordinances. He said that

he is glad for the discussion that has taken place tonight. He said he wished that a discussion like has taken place
tonight would have taken place two years ago. He said as he looks at the land south ofl-15 he sees it like an artist
would see a blank canvas. He said the Planning Conunission has a tremendous responsibility because it has an
opportunity to design something that will impact the City 10 or 15 years from now.
Mr. Richan said he feels that PUDs only fit two categories of people ( 1) the elderly or (2) the wealthy because
anyone who is in the middle or lower income cannot afford to support the PUD and it will not be maintained. He
said he does not think PUDs will work for people who do not fall into the category or wealthy or elderly.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about engineers using information that was collected in 1972 to make decisions on
property that is proposed for development today. He said he hopes that they will require some further sh1dies in
order to gain some assurance that the property on the south side can be built upon.
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Referring to the proposed land use map, Mr. Richan asked Mr. Despain how the yellow line was arrived at.
Mr. Despain said the yellow line was arrived at by basically paralleling the shoreline and the roads that were
proposed to that. He said the yellow line was arrived at because of the old sewer outfall line. He said the yellow
line was arrived at by a combination of things.
Mr. Richan said the reason he is asking how the yellow line was anived at is because he wonders if they have
enough information to draw a line.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about whether developers can be required to put parks in a PUD and also be charged
the park impact fees to because that would be double taxation.
Mr. Despain explained that parks in PUDs are an obligation of the approval of a PUD . He said the current position
is that the developers have the duty to develop the park for the benefit of the residents of the PUD. He said if the
homeowners or the developers of the PUD can convince the City to take over the maintenance of the park, then it is
a willingness by the City to take over something that has to be there because the PUD is there.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
It was discussed that the City is having its Christmas Party on December 18th so the 2"ct Plamling Comnlission

Meeting will be held on Thursday, December 19th.
It was also discussed that the January 1st Plamling Comnlission will be canceled because it is a holiday. It was
discussed that there will only be one regular Planning Commission Meeting held in January on January 15tl1. It was

discussed that there will be a work session meeting on January 29th to discuss the proposed ordinances relative to the
General Plan.
Mr. Clu·istensen said he has been working on giving some cost estimates for some large parks that are a nlillion
dollars in PUD that has starter homes in it. He said the developer that he has been working with to give the cost
estimates to is developing and paying for the park himself. He said the PUD that he is talking about is a recently
developed PUD and it is working and it is not for the elderly or the wealthy.
Mr. Richan said that developers never pay for parks.
Mr. Richan said he thinks a lot of each of the Platming Conmlissioners and appreciates each member. He said that
the current Plamling Conmlission is a "very productive organization." He said for the past two years he has thought
the Plam1ing Conmlission is just a review conmlittee, but for the last two hours the Platming Commission has talked
about platming concepts.
Mr. Richan said in January his term will expire. He said that he will be sub nutting his resignation as of December
31 , 2002. He said that he has served in various civic orgatlizations for 53 years.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NOVEMBER 6, 2002, MINUTES
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the November 6, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes subject to the following
corrections:
On Page 2, Line 17 "that they" should be changed to "that the." On Page 4, Line 21 "space is next" should be
change to space next."
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, and Mr. Woffinden. Mr.
Nielsen abstained from the vote because he was not present at the November 6, 2002, Planning Commission
Meeting. The motion carried.
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ADJOURNMENT

(

Mr. Christensen moved to adjourn. Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion. All voted in favor. The motion
carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11:09 p.m.

~~'1~

Melanie Marsh
Deputy Recorder
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE NOVEMBER 20, 2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 2

(
PUD SUMMARY
COMBINED

FLEXIBLE LOT AND MIXED DENSITY PROJECT

Gross Project Area -

100 acres

Allowed Dwelling units - 300

Attached Housing Portion

Gross Area - 6 acres
Dwelling Units
structures)
Gross Density - 6.6 DU/ac

40

(10 4 unit

Flexible Lot Portion

Gross Area - 94 ac.Allowable Dwelling Units - 260
Less Roads 22.5 ac.
less Open space 8.5 ac.
Buildable area -

63 ac.

(Ave lot size - 10,550 Sq.ft . )

Distribution of lots - minimum small lots
Class
large lot
twin-home
small lots
residual

~
0

20
15
10
54
100

# of lots
52
40 ( 2 0)
26
142
260

Size
14,000
12,000
7,500
9,000

Acres
16.7
5.5
4.5
29.3
56.0

ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE NOVEMBER 20,2002 PC MINUTES- PAGE 2 OF 2

{

PUD SUMMARY

FLEXIBLE LOT PROJECT

100 acres

Gross Area -

Allowed Dwelling units - 300

24 . 0 acres
Less: Streets Open space 8 . 5 acres
Buildable area -

67.5 acres

(Ave lot size

-

9,801 Sq.ft.)

Distribution of lots - maximum small lots
Class
large lot
twin-home
small lots
residual

%

20
25
40
15
100

# of lots

60
76 ( 3 8)
120
44
300

Size
14,000
12,000
7,500
9,000

Acres
19.3
10.5
20.1
9.0
58.9

Distribution of lots - minimum small lots
Class
large lot
twin-home
small lots
residual

%

20
15
10
55
100

# of lots

60
46 ( 2 3)
30
164
300

Size
14,000
12,000
7,500
9,000

Acres
19.3
6.3
5.1
34.1
64.8

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 4, 2002
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on December 4, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m.
The agenda shall be as follows:
1. Review and action on a modified site plan for the addition of a sign at 763 East Utah
Valley Drive.
2. Review and action on a modified site plan for the addition of a driveway at Timpanogos
Valley Professional Plaza at 1100 East 50 South.
3. Review and action on a commercial site plan for a structure and site improvements at 685
East State Road.
4. Review and action on a revised final plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A consisting of 5
lots at 250West 300 North.
5. Review and action on a zone change request at 100 South 700 East from the existing I-1
to the GC-2, General Commercial zone.
6. Review and action on the preliminary plat ofDBD Partners Plat A Subdivision consisting
of one lot at 108 South 700 East.
7. Review and action on the final plat ofDBD Partners Plat A Subdivision consisting of one
lot at 108 South 700 East.
'
8. Review and action on a modified site plan for Bank of American Fork at 108 S<:mth 700
East.
9. Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Cody Olsen Annexation
consisting of 1.85 acres at 750 North 900 West.
10. Discussion on an annexation agreement for the American Heritage Annexation Plat B at
approximately 875 North 1200 East.
11. Continued discussion on proposed amendments to the Development Code relating to the
South Side Planning Area.
12. Site Plan Committee Report.
13. Other business.
14. Review and action on the October 30, 2002, work session minutes.
15. Review and action on the November 20, 2002, minutes.
16. Adjournment.
Dated this 25 day ofNovember, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 4, 2002

ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 4,
2002, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman
Hansen, Councilman Tom Hunter, Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Alan Christensen,
*John Woffinden, and *Keith Richan. Others present included J.H. Hadfield, Rod
Despain, Heidi Mitchell, JeffBettinson, Jolm Lundin, Devin Ruth, Hayden Dain, Steve
Sowby, Paul W ashbum, Jim Cates, Colene Spurgen, three other citizens, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR THE ADDITION OF A
SIGN AT 763 EAST UTAH VALLEY DRIVE.
Chaitman Hansen made a correction on the address. It should be 796 East Utah Valley
Drive.
JeffBettinson commented that the tenants have requested a monument sign be put up at
the Symantec building.
J.H. Hadfield said that he could not scale the site plan to make sure it met the 45 feet safe
site distance.
Rod Despain mentioned that this is a minor amendment and any action before the City
Council will not require a hearing.
J.H Hadfield reminded the Commission that they approve location, not size of a sign.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the modified site plan for the addition of a sign at
796 East Utah Valley Drive subject to verification ofthe 45 foot safe site distance
and that the sign meets the city sign ordinance with the finding that this is a minor
amendment to the site plan.
Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Tom Hunter, Alan Christensen, and Ken
Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR THE ADDITION OF A
DRIVEWAY AT TIMP ANOGOS VALLEY PROFESSIONAL PLAZA AT 1100 EAST
50 SOUTH.
John Lundin said that they need an extra exit on the south end for delivery tmcks.

Currently, delivery trucks have to back up the full length of the driveway because there is
no room for them to tum around. They would be willing to make the new exit a right
tum only as to not interfere with the intersection. There will be a right tum only sign.
J.H. Hadfield commented that maybe this is not an appropriate location and a second
option should be considered. He feels that 20 feet is excessive if it is a right tum out
only. Engineering would suggest that a 12 feet wide drive approach is wide enough.

*John Woffinden arrived.
John Lundin mentioned that the curbing is already jogged out in the original planned area
so it will not affect any parking.
Rod Despain shared the same concerns as Mr. Hadfield. In previous conversations it was
emphatic that there would be no access to the south. A right hand tum would not disturb
traffic pattems. There were concems that people would try to exit by tuming left or try to
enter from that exit. He felt that there were two options : (1) to put another access on
1100 East which would be closer than the existing one (2) develop some kind of tum
around at the south end.
Chainnan Hansen confirmed with Mr. Lundin that the parking lot is 60 feet across.
Rod Despain cmmnented that one concem is people wanting to tum east out of the
parking lot. The road needs to be narrowed and have the road more pronounced to the
west almost to the point of an acceleration lane.
Ken Baldwin asked if there has been any input from the police department.
Chairman Hansen answered that there has not been any input from the police department.
Rod Despain mentioned that 11 00 East would be an arterial class road. This is a
professional office zone.

Ken Baldwin moved approval on a modified site plan for the addition of a driveway
at Timpanogos Valley Professional Plaza at 1100 East 50 South subject to narrowing
the driveway and increasing the angle of it to a right turn only with the finding that
this is a minor change.
Councilman Hunter seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Tom Hunter, Alan Christensen. Abstained:
John Woffinden. The motion carried.
*Keith Richan arrived.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR A STRUCTURE
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AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS AT 685 EAST STATE ROAD.

Hayden Dain commented that he is the architect for Devin Ruth. The Health Department
has required that sewer and water be ran to the building. This would make the building
permanent not an ancillary stmcture. They are willing to do the necessary improvements
to have it be a permanent stmcture.
Chairman Hansen said that the City Attorney had been contacted for his opinion. The
Attorney said that it is not an ancillary stmcture because (1) it cmmot exceed 150 square
feet, this stmcture does exceed 150 square feet (2) it did not meet the criteria of an
ancillary stmcture and a host. This site plan is not on the site of Recreation Outlet.
Hayden Dain mentioned that they are willing to provide their own restroom facilities and
asked if a unisex restroom would be adequate.
J.H. Hadfield said that would be determined by the Building Department. If the stmcture
is not an ancillary stmcture then the limit of 150 square feet no longer applies.
Hayden Dain assumed that they would need to make the stmcture larger to accommodate
for restrooms.
J.H. Hadfield commented that at that time the only concern would be parking. He also
suggested that they put the white fence along the rear lot line.
Rod Despain noticed the intent to asphalt or concrete the parking lot and commented that
there would be a tremendous cost to do that.
Devin Ruth mentioned that they are planning to pave just a drive-thru area, which is
approximately 16 feet wide.
Rod Despain reminded Mr. Ruth that he would be held to what his site plan says. He
suggested that they change those plans on the revised site plan.
Hayden Dain requested to withdraw the item until they are able to revise the site plan.
There was no action taken on this item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL PLAT OF LITTLE HILL
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 5 LOTS AT 250 WEST 300 NORTH.
It was mentioned that they are putting in a dividing line. This will be a twin home
development, not duplexes.

J.H. Hadfield asked that they be given some kind of verification of an easement going
across the Runolfson property, which allows the extension of a turn around.
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Rod Despain commented that the only issue is the dividing line. There was a change on
lots 201 and 202 . There is a large building envelope on lot 202, which approaches the
temporary cul-de-sac. He suggested that it be brought back into the size the building is
going to be. The common wall line has been fixed . He also suggested that it be approved
with condition upon the completion of all the items set in the resolution.
Keith Richan asked for clarification that there would be no fence.
He was assured that was correct.

Ken Baldwin moved approval on a revised final plat of Little Hill Subdivision Plat A
consisting of 5 lots at 250 West 300 North subject to the provision of the easement on
Runolfson's property on turn around bubble and that the lot 202 be revised with
setbacks and the completion of all of the subdivision conditions on previous
approvals be met.
John Woffinden seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 100 SOUTH 700
EAST FROM THE EXISTING I-1 TO THE GC-2, GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE.
J.H. Hadfield mentioned that the Bank of American Fork has requested the allowance of
an operations center at 700 East and 108 South. There was a site plan approved based
upon that condition. The entire parcel is now under the name ofDBD Partners.
Rod Despain commented that the plan is in accordance with the general plan.
It was mentioned that this item would require a hearing from the City Council.

Ken Baldwin moved approval.
Keith Richan seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF DBD PARTNERS
PLAT A SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF ONE LOT AT 108 SOUTH 700 EAST.
Steve Sowby commented that the site plan was revised because the boundary line had to
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be shifted approximately 10 feet to the south and a comer of the northeast side was
shortened to avoid the white building. The plat conforms to the modified site plan.
Savage Industries owns the property to the south and west where a potential access may
be. Savage submitted a letter, which stated that they do not want a roadway there at this
time. It might be appropriate to plat a portion of the property as a future right of way.
Chainnan Hansen read the letter from Savage Industries, which is attaclunent #1.
J.H. Hadfield said the utilities are already in the road. The preliminary and the final
should be looked at as two separate actions.
Rod Despain commented that the preliminary and final plats show no dedications.
Nothing is required.
Chairman Hansen asked ifthere are any specifications, which need to be noted for a GC2
zone. Does it not generally require a site plan for the whole piece of property?
Rod Despain answered that the GC2 zone is a designed commercial zone and typically
there will need to be an overall development plan. The development of the rest of the
property has not yet been determined. If this lot is approved, what affect does it have on
the flexibility of design for the future properties? He did not feel that it was fatal to the
future design. In the future there will be a need for some kind of access to the rear of the
Savage property and/or the rear of the Gunther property, whether it be a private road or a
public road. It is felt that this decision is not fatal.

Ken Baldwin moved approval on the preliminary plat of DBD Partners plat A
subdivision consisting of one lot at 108 South 700 East.
Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF DBD PARTNERS PLAT A
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF ONE LOT AT 108 SOUTH 700 EAST.
Rod Despain cmmnented that the water rights would need to be resolved.

Ken Baldwin moved approval on the final plat of DBD Partners plat A subdivision
consisting of one lot at 108 South 700 East subject to the resolution of water rights
satisfactory to the City.
John Woffinden seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
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Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A MODIFIED SITE PLAN FOR BANK OF AMERICAN
FORK AT 108 SOUTH 700 EAST.
Chairman Hansen read the motion from the Planning Commission October 16 minutes,
which approved the original site plan. The revised site plan takes the house out of the site
plan.
J.H. Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby to point out the fireplug. He also asked if the building
would be sprinkled. The answer was yes. The cunent location may need to be fixed to
meet the fire code needs. Storm drain calculations seem to be right.
Rod Despain made the observation that prior to any other development to this location
they will be looking at a overall site plan. On the center and western edge of the property
there has been talk of future cross easements. It was suggested that there is a similar
outlet to the south to provide a future cross easement to the prope1iy.
Ken Baldwin expressed concerns about detennining now what the future outcome of the
property will be.
Rod Despain disputed that plans for the future need to be made now.

Ken Baldwin moved approval on a modified site plan for Bank of American Fork at
108 South 700 East subject to the OS&Y being identified and access to it is required
and that a note is attached indicating access to the south.
John Woffinden seconded the motion.
Alan Christensen noticed that there are no trees shown in the planters on the north side.
Steve Sowby commented that the planter may become larger, so they did not want to put
trees in until they can identify the center of the planter.

All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
Rod Despain added that the revised site plan does not need to go to the City Council, but
the final plan will. The water rights will be a required condition for the building pem1it.
The subdivision plat will not go to City Council, but the zone change will. He suggested
that they modify the approval of the site plan that the water rights will be required.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CODY
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OLSEN ANNEXATION CONSISTING OF 1.85 ACRES AT 750 NORTH 900 WEST.
Rod Despain commented that the Cody Olsen annexation has a statement to the effect
that an additional right of way will be required at 700 Nmih and 900 West. Right now
the road is quite nanow in that intersection. The home on the Olsen property is older,
small :framed, and cunently occupied by Mr. Olsen. A study showed that because of the
added requirements for the curb on the road the amount of right of way required is
significantly greater than what was initially required. The original annexation agreement
dealing with the additional right of way for the road is not appropriate and needs to be
revisited. The difference is significant and the City needs to compensate Mr. Olsen for
the right of way needed. If a new road is constructed, it would limit the availability of
development on the Olson property.
Colene Spurgen said that she is the actual owner of the prope1iy. She asked for a
clarification of the amount of money to be expected.
Rod Despain mentioned that it would take a couple of months to clarify the amount. A
meeting needs to be set up with Carl Wanlass and possibly the Mayor to detennine the
amount.
J.H. Hadfield commented that because of the class of road that had been designed, the
radius is in excess of 500 feet. Where the road bends and makes a sharper point it has
less impact on the home. The Olsen's will be losing property on the east, but gaining it
on the west. In all faimess there needs to be some compensation. What used to be three
lots will now be two larger lots.
Chainnan Hansen recommended a rewrite of the annexation agreement and to enter into
negotiations with the prope1iy owner to outline the compensation for the mmexation.
J.H. Hadfield reminded Ms. Spurgen that there are other ways to compensate the owner
beside cash money.

Ken Baldwin moved to table the annexation agreement for the Cody Olsen
Annexation consisting of 1.85 acres at 750 North 900 West pending rewrite
incorporating the items discussed.
John Woffinden seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE ANNEXATION PLAT BAT APPROXIMATELY 875 NORTH 1200
EAST.
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Chairman Hansen read a memo from Mr. Despain from November 10, 2000 addressed to
the American Fork City Council requesting reconsideration of the American Heritage
Annexation agreement. The original annexation agreement was approved by City
Council in the February 9, 1999 meeting. At that point in time subject to an attached
addendum dated October 6, 1998 that was signed by the owner of the parcel, Mr.
Patterson stated that they want these items cleared up before the annexation would be
brought forward. He asked Mr. Sowby if the items placed as part of the annexation
agreement in the letter dated October 6, 1998 have been cleared up to the satisfaction of
Mr. Patterson.
Steve Sowby said that he does not know about these items. If they can come forward
with an annexation agreement these items will not matter. They have talked with an
attomey and a new settlement agreement will be written up which will clear up those
matters.
J.H. Hadfield read a letter, which explained all the conditions.
Jolm W offinden commented that they could not move ahead without a signed letter from
Mr. Patterson.
Steve Sowby claimed that Mr. Patterson would sign a new agreement.
Chainnan Hansen explained that until Mr. Patterson comes to the meeting and has his
agreement on record, they would not discuss the am1exation.
Rod Despain commented that the plans being proposed for this area is different than what
was proposed in the annexation agreement. His understanding of the agreement for this
area, regardless of the zone, would be 31 units.
Steve Sowby mentioned that the new concept plan would dictate that. With the senior
housing overlay it tumed out that it is slightly more. The underlined zone would be less
than 31; with the overlay there is a little bonus.
Rod Despain commented that as it applies to this property, 31 units were set down as a
negotiated number. The zone classifications agreed to was a PR9000 zone, which would
have allowed 36 units . By vi1iue of the agreement, that was reduced to 31. There may be
a different zone classification applied to tllis piece of property. Is the Plamling
Commission still committed to the 31 units as opposed to what the ordinance PR9000
will allow?
Chai1man Hansen mentioned that this is what Mr. Patterson needs to clarify.
Steve Sowby said he understood. A couple of other issues he has were, there are 34 units
on that parcel, which, with the 20% kicker for the senior housing, is below the 31.
Secondly, they would like the zone changes on the other parcels to go through
simultaneously.
8

Chainnan Hansen commented that if this is approved, he sees no problem with all zone
changes to go through together.
Rod Despain commented that when they get to the atmexation of this prope1iy, there
would be a zone designation applied. He does not see a problem with the two zone
hearings being the same.
Chairman Hansen mentioned that this is all dependent on the approval of the City
Council.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATING TO THE SOUTH SIDE PLANNING AREA.
Rod Despain had an additional concept for the Planning Commission to consider. He
gave two extra handouts, which are attachments #2 and #3, which explained what they
were doing. The Envision Utah project has looked at the concept of a mixed density
PUD. This would create flexibility in multiple family developments and multiple
housing styles. They have also looked at flexible lot developments, which are standard
subdivisions with variety in the lot size and the scattering of duplexes and/or twin homes
throughout the project. This concept is sometimes referred to as conservation
developments or conservation subdivisions. The essential feature of conservation
subdivisions is that the primary emphasis is on the open space. The lots will be small
because of the conservation nature. This is in essence a 2 unit per acre density. There are
36 acres divided by 20,000 square feet or 72 lots. The development area comprises of
12.3 acres consisting of the 72 lots at 5000 square feet plus the amount for the streets.
Does the Plam1ing Commission have any interest in pursuing this as an additional option?
Another issue that would come into play with this option would be how to use the open
space and who would take care of it.
Alan Christensen read a handout, which was given to the Cmmnission earlier today. He
said that not all of the open property needed to be green grass for recreational use. It can
be left as the natural habitat.
Rod Despain feels that this is an altemative that the Planning Commission should
explore.
John Woffinden agreed that this is a good altemative.
Ken Baldwin commented that dealing with natural features would avoid many problems.
Keith Richan agreed that all aspects should be looked at. He congratulated Mr. Despain
for coming up with new ideas.
Paul Washbum mentioned that he agrees as well, but they need to look at the
consequences, and reminded them to look at the distance between intersections and the
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length of cul-de-sacs.
Steve Sowby cmmnented that open spaces need to have some kind of ownership and who
will maintain it.
Rod Despain mentioned that a decision needed to be made on whether or not the City will
own the property. If the City owns it, will it be used as recreational space? If the open
space is alfalfa the kids cmmot play in it. Do they want open space that cannot be used
by everyone? Is the City willing to look at lot sizes smaller than 7500 square feet? The
homes in this area should not be just entry-level homes.
There was further discussion about how the open spaces should be handled and about
what size the lot should be.
This item will be on the agenda for the next Planning Commission meeting for further
discussion.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT.
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
J.H. Hadfield mentioned that the December 18th Planning Commission Meeting has been
moved to Thursday, December 19th. The meeting on January 1st has been cancelled due
to the Holiday. There will be a work session on January 29, 2003.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 30, 2002, PLANNING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION MINUTES.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the October 30, 2002, Planning Commission Work
Session Minutes subject to the following corrections:
On Page 8, line 16 "only 18" should be changed to "about 18." On Page 11, line 5
"go back to down to" should be changed to "go back down to." On Page 13, line 40
"completely" should be changed to "competing."
Alan Christensen seconded the motion.

All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Councilman Hunter, Alan Christensen,
Keith Richan, Ken Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NOVEMBER 20, 2002, PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES.

Ken Baldwin moved to approve the November 20, 2002 Planning Commission
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Meeting minutes subject to the following corrections:
On Page 2, line 45 "system is" should be changed to "systems are." On Page 3, line
7 "troubling" should be "trouble." On Page 9, line 56 "loose" should be changed to
"lose." On Page 12, line 10 "provision of the storm drain" should be changed to
"providing the storm line." On Page 12, line 29 "Mr. Christensen seconded the
motion," is not there. On Page 14, line 19 "loose" should be changed to "lose." On
Page 14, line 37 "does know" should be changed to "does not know." On Page 14,
line 50 "a part" should be changed to "apart." On Page 16, line 40 "get in parks"
should be changed to "get as parks." On Page 17, line 11 "use to be" should be
changed to "used to be."
Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
All those voting aye: Chairman Hansen, Alan Christensen, Keith Richan, Ken
Baldwin, and John Woffinden. Councilman Hunter abstained. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Ken Baldwin motioned to adjourn.
Alan Christensen seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:45p.m.

Heidi L. Mitchell
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE DECEMBER 4, 2002, PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES - PAGE 1 OF 1

(

The Savage Companies
Equ ipment & Procurement
6340 South 3000 East #600
Salt Lake City, UT 84121
(801) 944-6600
(801) 944-6532 Fax

December 4, 2002

Planning Commission
City of American Fork
American Fork, UT

Savage Industries Inc., formerly known as Savage Brothers Inc., is the record owner of
parcel no. 13:051 :0034 which is bordered by Seventh East and Fifty South Street.
At the present time, Savage is not in favor of granting any easements or conveying rights
of way in favor of the public through Savage parcel. Savage' s position on this is matters
could change in the future.
Sincer ly,

. Savage
Sr. Vice President

Creative So lutions for Materials Management and Transportation Systems and Facilities
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Appendix A

Site C: ADJACENT TO A SHALLOW BAY
AND TWO TIDAL CREEKS
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 19, 2002
*AMENDED- NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in a regular
session on Thursday, December 19, 2002, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :

(

1. Review and action on a commercial site plan for Mountain Mocha Espresso at 685 East
State Road.
2. Review and action on the preliminary plat of the JP Miller Subdivision Plat A consisting
of2lots at 216 East 500 North.
3. Review and action on the final plat of the JP Miller Subdivision Plat A consisting of 2
lots at 216 East 500 North.
4. Review and action on the revised preliminary plat ofHolmstead Center Subdivision
consisting of 4 lots at 670 South 500 East.
5. Review and action on the final plat ofHolmstead Center Subdivision Plat A consisting of
3 lots at 670 South 500 East.
6. Review and action on the final plat ofHolmstead Center Subdivision Plat B consisting of
1lot at 716 South 500 East.
7. Discussion on a revised annexation agreement for the American Heritage Annexation
Plat B at approximately 875 North 1200 East.
8. Review and action on a zone change request from the R1-15 ,000 and R1-9000 zones to
the PR-9000 Planned Residential zone at approximately 850 North 1180 East.
*9. Review and action on an Annexation Policy Plan.
10. Site Plan Committee Report.
11 . Other business.
12. Review and action on the December 4, 2002, minutes.
13 . Adjournment.
Dated this 12 day ofDecember, 2002.

James S. Hansen, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 19, 2002

(

ATTACHMENTS (1)
The American Fork City Plmming Commission met in regular session on December 19, 2002, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chainnan Hansen,
Commissioners Ken Baldwin, Keith Ric han, *Alan Christensen, and J olm W offinden. Others
present included Rod Despain, Howard De1mey, Melanie Marsh, Kevin Bishop, Matt Smith,
Lonaine Sager, Doug Miller, Shirley Miller, Fred Houston, Brian Greene, H. Clark, Stephen
Sowby, Dan Van Woerkom, Vaughn Pulsipher, Devin Ruth, Randall Roper, Donald L. Roper,
Becky Nelson, and Leon Nelson.
Councilman Hunter was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERICAL SITE PLAN FOR MOUNTAIN MOCHA
ESPRESSO AT 685 EAST STATE ROAD
Mr. Denney expressed concem about the proposed plan for sewering the proposed project.
Mr. Denney said he needed to see the stonn drain calculations to make sure there was enough
capacity in the stonn drain.
Mr. Dem1ey said the miginal application for the proposed project showed the structure as an
ancillary structure. Now the proposed application shows the structure as a pennanent structure.
He said the requirements that should now be followed should be the requirements for pennanent
structures rather than the ancillary structure requirements. He said he does not believe that the
four parking spaces shown on the proposed plan will be adequate. He said the proposed plan
shows that there will be three employees, which will leave only one customer parking space. The
proposed plan shows nine seats. He said the parking needs to be increased to acc01m11odate a
permanent structure rather than an ancillary structure.
*Mr. Christensen anived.
Mr. Richan asked if the engineering concems just discussed where discussed with the applicant.
In response to Mr. Richan's question, Mr. Despain said no .
Mr. Richan asked why the engineering concems were not discussed with the applicant.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan was just delivered to the staff and there was not an
opportunity to review the proposed plan with the applicant. He said the applicant took the
instructions from the last Planning Commission Meeting and amended the plan based on those
instructions.
Mr. Baldwin stated that one of the instructions from the last Plmming Conm1ission Meeting was
that the applicant pick up the checklist for pennanent structures.
Mr. Despain said the applicant did pick up the checklist.
1

Mr. Baldwin said it does not sound like the applicant followed the checklist.
Mr. Denney said the applicant did not retum a completed checklist.
Mr. Richan said it seems like there are many times when conditions are not met and the applicant
is not aware of the conditions before the Planning Commission Meeting. He said he has often
wondered why the conditions are not discussed with the applicant before the Planning
Commission Meeting so all the time is not spent at the Planning Commission Meeting discussing
the conditions.
Mr. Denney stated that typically the conditions are discussed at the Teclmical Review Meeting,
but the proposed plan was not required to go to the Technical Review Meeting before it came to
the Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Baldwin said the applicant was instructed to get the checklist and to follow it. He said it
does not look like the applicant has followed the checklist; therefore, it does not look like the
applicant has complied with the instructions from the last Plmming Commission Meeting.
Mr. Richan stated that the parking issues should have been brought up a long time ago and not at
this time.
Mr. Denney stated that a permanent structure is a lot different than an ancillary struch1re.
Mr. Despain discussed the parking standards. He said the standard for parking is one parking
space for every three seats plus one for every two employees. He said five parking spaces are
needed for the proposed structure. He said there is some concem about the adequacy of the
parking proposed.
Mr. Despain said there are still some teclmical issues that need to be resolved in regards to how
the structure will be sewered.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed plan it should be
approved subject to: (1) verification of the ability to sewer the proposed structure and (2) two
additional parking spaces being provided.
Chainnan Hansen asked ifthere are any water share requirements.
Mr. Despain said in the event that more than one acre-foot of water is required, then the
applicant would need to provide some water shares.

It was discussed that there is some uncetiainty about the waterlines. Chainnan Hansen stated
that Mr. Hadfield expressed concem about the waterline starting at the meter base.
Mr. Despain stated that if the Planning Cmmnission decides to approve the proposed plan it
should be subject to : (1) verification of the ability to sewer the structure (2) verification of the
accuracy of the utility drawings (3) the pm·king being increased by two spaces so there is
adequate parking (4) verification of the water rights requirements and (5) the stonn calculations
being provided.
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Mr. Baldwin said he is still reluctant to approve the proposed plan because the checklist was not
completed with the application.

(
Mr. Woffinden expressed concern about the drawings presented because there are dimensions
missing. He said the drawings are very incomplete and poorly done so it is difficult for the
Planning Commission to make any decisions based on them.
Devin Ruth, the applicant, anived.
Mr. Hansen explained to the applicant some ofthe concerns that the Planning Commission just
discussed, which are (1) the incompleteness of the checklist that was provided with the
application (2) unsure whether the proposed sewer will work (3) sto1m drain calculations need to
be provided (4) two additional parking spaces need to be provided (5) the waterline will have to
be tied to the meter that is not being used by Recreation Outlet and (6) there is the possibility that
additional water shares will need to be provided depending upon what kind of water usage there
will be.
Mr. Despain said they do not have a very good model of how much water will be used.
Mr. Ruth said they will not be using a lot of water.
Mr. Dem1ey said there is some question on the landscape plan. He said there needs to be some
additional notes on the plan to indicate where the sod will be put and where trees will be planted.
Mr. Despain asked what kind of trees will be planted.
In response to Mr. Despain's question, Mr. Ruth said the same types of trees that are planted at
Recreation Outlet will be planted for their proposed project.
It was discussed that at least 2-inch caliper trees should be planted.

Mr. Ruth asked ifhe could close down one of the drive-tlu1.1lanes to put some additional parking
spaces m.
Mr. Despain said if one drive-tlull lane is going to be closed down then the plan would have to
be revised and brought back to the Plmming Commission.

It was discussed that the east and west elevations do not conespond to each other. Mr. Despain
stated that the plan needs to be corrected so that the elevations are consistent.

Mr. Clu·istensen said it looks like some of the proposed trees will have to be moved to different
locations so there is a clear sight view of the intersections so one can see the oncoming traffic.
Mr. Baldwin asked Mr. Ruth how he would be affected if the Plmming Cmmnission does not
approve the plan tonight and gives him more time to conect some of the problems.
Mr. Ruth said it sounds like his architect needs to conect the plans.
Mr. Woffinden and Mr. Baldwin told Mr. Ruth that his architect did not do a good job in
preparing the plans that were presented to the City.
3
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Chairman Hansen told Mr. Ruth that the next Planning Commission Meeting will be held on
January 15 , 2003.

Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item until January 15, 2003, with the provision that the
applicant get with staff to discuss the items that have been identified.
Mr. Woffinden seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain said the change fi·om an ancillary structure to a permanent structure is the right
change.
Mr. Baldwin told Mr. Ruth that the Planning Commission is really reluctant to table this item
because it would really like to help him so he can get going on his project.
Mr. Richan expressed concem about how large the proposed bathroom is.
Mr. Ruth explained that the proposed bathroom is the size that it is so that it meets the ADA
requirements.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hansen. Mr.
Christensen abstained from the vote because he was not present for the entire discussion.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE JP MILLER
SUBDIVISION PLAT A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 216 EAST 500 NORTH
Chai1man Hansen stated that there are some concems with setbacks if the lots are divided.
Doug Miller stated that their plan is to keep the duplexes as is. Mr. Miller showed Mr. Despain
and Mr. Denney the updated survey.
Chaim1an Hansen asked for the engineering concems.
Mr. De1mey said the American Fork liTigation Company needs to sign off on the proposed plan.
He said the reason that the American Fork liTigation Company needs to sign off on the proposed
plan is because there is an irrigation ditch that runs out in the street. He said nom1ally the City
requires ditches in a subdivision to be piped. He said the ditch will need to be piped.
Mrs. Miller stated that they do not use the ditch for irrigation any more.
Chainnan Hansen explained that the ditch has to remain and so the American Fork In·igation
Company will probably insist that it be piped.
Mrs. Miller asked why the inigation ditch will have to be piped. She said they will not be using
the irrigation ditch at all.
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Chairman Hansen explained that that water will have to go south on 200 East so the ditch will
have to be piped. He told Mrs. Miller that she will have to get approval from the Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Bishop ofEickbush and Associates said they have spoken with the liTigation Company
regarding the inigation ditch and they have not said that it has to be piped. He said a
representative from the Irrigation Company has been out to the property proposed for
development to make sure the ditch that goes through the property can be shut off and to make
sure that stmm water that runs on the property can be dumped into the ditch.
Mr. Denney explained that the City has an ordinance that requires ditches in new subdivisions to
be piped.
Mr. Bishop asked if the ditch will have to be piped all along 200 East.
It was discussed that the ditch will only have to be piped on 200 East for the length of the
project.

Mr. De1mey said the letter fi-om the American Fork liTigation must state that it is willing to
receive the stmm water into the inigation system.
Mr. De1mey stated that the comer should be finished with the sidewalks coming together and the
curb and gutters coming together. He said there also should be a handicap ADA ramp on the
cmner.
Mr. Dellliey said there might be some reimbursement for the waterline that was put in on 500
North Street down to Baker Estates.
Mr. De1mey expressed concem about the setbacks. He explained that there cmmot be any
structures in the setback area. He stated that the garage sits in the 30-foot setback area, which
cmmot be allowed.
There was quite a lot of discussion regarding the setbacks.
Mrs. Miller stated that Idona May's home, which is located on 300 Nmih and 100 West, has a 9foot setback from the prope1iy line to the existing building. She asked how Idona May's home
was approved with only a 9-foot setback.
Mrs. Miller asked if one has to have "the right last name" in order to get approval for a ce1iain
setback.
li1 response to Mrs. Miller's above cm1ID1ent, Mr. Richan said, "I resent that conunent very
much."
There was further discussion about setbacks and that the garage cam10t be located in the setback
area. Chairman Hansen explained that problems sometimes arise when one tries to divide a lot
because things have to be brought into confmmance with the cunent ordinances. He said when
things are existing, then they are grand fathered in.
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Mr. De1mey stated that the Board of Adjustment might be willing to grant a variance for the
setbacks.

(
Mr. Despain explained that by dividing the lot in the rear the existing legal front yard on the west
side has to be moved from 200 East Street to 500 Nmih Street so all the calculations for the rear
and side setbacks would now have to be made from 500 North Street, which is a problem.
Mr. Despain said the Board of Adjustment might be willing to view the situation as a preexisting
condition. He explained that the Board of Adjustment cannot grant variances for problems that
are self-imposed. He said the Board of Adjustment might see the problem as self-imposed
because the applicant wants to divide off the lot, but the Board may "wink" at the fact that
dividing the lot is a self-imposed condition and may allow the encroachment into the front
setback. He suggested that the petitioner should go to the Board of Adjustment to see if it is
willing to grant a variance.

Mr. Dem1ey stated that one-acre feet of water would be required with the new lot.
Mrs. Miller stated that she purchased the share of water today.
Mrs. Miller asked what would happen if they considered taking six or eight feet off of the shop
area. She said if they take the whole shop down then it will ruin the garage because it is attached
to the house.
Mr. Miller explained to Mrs. Miller that according to the City the whole shop would have to be
removed.

Mr. Despain again suggested that the petitioners should go to the Board of Adjustments to see if
it would be willing to grant a variance.
Mr. Denney also recommended that the petitioners should go to the Board of Adjustment.
Mr. Baldwin moved to table this item pending an appeal to the Board of Adjustment on the
setback of the garage.

Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Christensen, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE JP MILLER SUBDIVISION PLAT
A CONSISTING OF 2 LOTS AT 216 EAST 500 NORTH
There was no action taken on this item because of the action taken on the previous item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAT OF HOLMSTEAD
CENTER SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 4 LOTS AT 670 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Greene, the applicant, said at the last meeting there was some issue with regards to the
derelict lot. He explained that they were trying to create Lot #4 because Richard Watts wanted
6
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to buy it. He said that since the last Plam1ing Commission Meeting Mr. Watts has met with Mr.
Hadfield to resolve some of the issues. He said they are now proposing three lots instead of four
lots. He pointed out that half of the private road will be in Plat A and half will be in Plat B.
Mr. Dem1ey said the City needs to be guaranteed that the right-of-way and utilities will be
maintained. He said there needs to be cross easements for access and drainage. He said there
also has to be property easements with the Wilson Prope1iy in order to allow the utilities to be
shared.
Mr. Denney said that he talked UDOT today and they inf01med him that the new access location
has been recorded. He pointed out that the new access location will be 32 feet wide.
Mr. Dem1ey stated that the Irrigation Company has stated that it has an interest in the property
proposed for development; therefore, the Irrigation Company will have to sign off on the
proposed project in regards to the irrigation issues.
Mr. Denney said a letter from UDOT will also have to be provided to the City, which states that
UDOT gives pennission for the storm drainage to be piped into its box.
Mr. Greene stated that Mr. Hadfield infonned them that because the City pmiicipated in the cost
of the stonn drain lines, then it has the right to authorize the connection to them.
Mr. Denney said that the City did participate in some of the costs associated with the storm drain
lines with the agreement that it will require everyone that taps into the stonn drain lines to reduce
their flows to .2 CFS per acre and to have some sort of storage pond on site.
Mr. Denney said he needs the stom1 drain calculations and the topography to see how the storage
pond will be constructed.
Mr. Denney stated that UDOT will allow ce1iain locations in the storm drain line to be tapped
into. He said there cam1ot be indiscriminate access to UDOT's stom1 drain lines.
Mr. Denney said a letter from UDOT needs to be provided that shows that they agree with the
connections to the stonn drain lines and that shows that the applicant has taken care of the .2
CFS on site.

Mr. Dem1ey said because of the complexity of the issues associated with Plats A and Bit is
recommended that the approvals for Plat A and Plat B move "currently together." He said one
plat needs to be recorded right after the other so there are no problems with regards to getting the
right-of-way.
Mr. Greene said the drive is a private drive and is not a public right-of-way. He pointed out that
Plat A states that all of the improvements will be done on Plat A for the entire road.
Mr. De1mey said there should be a sign by the entrance to the drive that wams people that there
is no left tum.
Mr. Greene expressed concem that they are right back where they stmied a couple of weeks ago
ifthere is a requirement that they "some how dictate what Richard Watts does with his
property." He said they did away with Lot #4 so they would not have problems with Mr. Watts'
7
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property. He said it sounds like they are still facing the same roadblocks relative to Mr. Watts'
property. He said he was under the impression that they would not be facing the same
roadblocks in regards to Mr. Watts ' property with the proposed altemative.
Mr. Denney said the motion needs to include that all the water lines, sewer systems, sto1m drains
need to be put in and all the bonding requirements need to be in place for both parcels. He said
whichever petitioner develops his plat first will have to put in all the road and all the systems, i.e.
water lines, sewer systems, etc.
Mr. Dem1ey expressed some concem about how the two petitioners will share the cost of the half
street on each of their plats. He stated that the City does not have a method for reimbursing
anything above ground.
Mr. Greene said, "I think the issue of the road has been worked out in the purchase agreement."
He said his concem is relative to all the other improvements that have to be made on Plat B.
Chai1man Hansen explained that the problem with only recording Plat A and not Plat B is that
there would not be an easement on half of the road.
There was some discussion by the petitioners for Plat A that Richard Watts has a different
timetable in regards to developing his property than they do.
Chaim1an Hansen told the petitioners that if their timetable was different than Mr. Watts' then
they may be forced to put in all the improvements for both Plat A and Plat B, if their timetable
was important to adhere to.
Mr. Greene said they are trying to meet the City halfway and do what they can to get Richard
Watts involved because they know the City has an interest in getting the improvements down to
the on-ramp. He said they do not want to be shlck with the cost of putting in all the
improvements for both Plat A and Plat B.
Mr. Greene explained that Mr. Watts does not sense the urgency to put in the improvements at
this time. He said they are getting frustrated because they are not the owners of the prope1iy. He
said their interest is only in Lot #3.
Mr. Despain said he has seen neither Mr. Watts nor Mr. Holmstead being a player in the
proposed plans and it takes both of them to make the proposed plans work. He said it is unfair
that Mr. Holmstead unloads all of the problems associated with the prope1iy on the prospective
purchaser of Lot #3 because it will be Mr. Hohnstead that will have to make the commitments.
Mr. Despain said he assumes that Mr. Holmstead is agreeable to the proposed plans, but City
staff has never had a face-to-face meeting with him.
Mr. Despain said the issue at the final plat stage is that both Plats A and B will have to be
recorded concunently in order for the proposed plan to work.
Mr. Despain said another issue that needs to be resolved is where the stom1 water system can be
accessed and how many accesses there can be to it. It was discussed that the City needs to
receive a letter from UDOT explaining how many accesses can be made to the stom1 water
system and where they can be made.
8
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Mr. Despain said that Mr. Wilson has agreed to provide a portion of the right-of-way and
easement on the northwest comer. He said that before any final approval can be given there
needs an agreement or a separate description showing that Mr. Wilson has agreed to provide a
portion of the right-of-way. He said maintenance of the right-of-way also needs to be addressed
in the agreement or description or the language on the plat needs to be improved to make it clear
who will maintain the right-of-way.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the preliminary plan of the Holmstead Center Subdivision
consisting of 4 lots at 670 South 500 East subject to: (1) the clarification with UDOT
relative to the storm drainage in a formal letter.
Mr. Christensen asked about the drive access.
Mr. Greene said they have a letter from UDOT regarding the drive access and the change in the
access has been recorded
Mr. Despain stated that the new access has been recorded.
Chaim1an Hansen stated that there needs to be a right tum sign only shown on the plat.

Mr. Baldwin amended the motion to include that there be a right in and right out only
access sign on 500 East.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chainnan Hansen asked if the cross easements will be covered with the final plat.
In response to Chainnan Hansen's question, Mr. Despain said yes.
Chai1man Hansen asked for any fmiher questions.
There were no fmiher questions.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HOLMSTEAD CENTER SUBDIVISION
PLAT B CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 716 SOUTH 500 EAST
It was discussed that the language relative to who will be responsible for maintaining the cross
easements needs to be more clearly stated on the final plat.
It was discussed that the final plat excludes the Wilson Property so it would be best to have a
separate deed for the Wilson Prope1iy.
Chainnan Hansen stated that water shares need to be provided to the City.
Mr. Greene asked how many water shares will need to be provided.
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Mr. Despain stated that the "default (for water shares) is 3 acre feet per acre." He said each use
will have to be looked at to determine how many water shares will need to be provided.
Chaim1an Hansen said there is some concem about the cmmection to the brass caps. He said
there needs to be on subdivision monument, which could be located in 620 South. He explained
that the problem with connecting to the brass caps is that UDOT puts them in and they do not
always remain.
Mr. Despain stated that Plat A and Plat B need to be recorded concunently.
Mr. Denney said the proposed plan needs to be approved by the Irrigation Company. He said the
discharge of the on-site water needs to be reduced below .2 CFS per acre.
Mr. Christensen moved to approve the final plat of the Holmstead Center Subdivision Plat
A consisting of 3 lots at 670 South 500 East subject to: (1) obtaining cross easements for
each lot for access, drainage and utilities (2) easement for water line on Wilson's Property
(3) addressing issues regarding maintenance of right-away (4) letter from UDOT for
drainage access (5) showing the .2 CFS retainage of on-site water in the road area (6) Plats
A and B moving forward currently (7) there being a sign placed on the plat that shows that
access on 500 East as right in and right out only (8) water rights being deeded to the City
(9) adding a subdivision monument on 620 South and (10) a letter of approval from the
Irrigation Company.

Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HOLMSTEAD CENTER SUBDIVISION
PLAT B CONSISTING OF 1 LOT AT 716 SOUTH 500 EAST

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve Plat B subject to the same conditions that were stated
above for final Plat A, which are as follows: (1) obtaining cross easements for each lot for
access, drainage and utilities (2) easement for water line on Wilson's Property (3)
addressing issues regarding maintenance of right-away (4) letter from UDOT for drainage
access (5) showing the .2 CFS retainage of on-site water in the road area (6) Plats A and B
moving forward currently (7) there being a sign placed on the plat that shows that access
on 500 East as right in and right out only (8) water rights being deeded to the City (9)
adding a subdivision monument on 620 South and (10) a letter of approval from the
Irrigation Company.
Mr. Christensen seconded the motion.
Chai1man Hansen asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chainnan Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON A REVISED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE ANNEXATION PLAT BAT APPROXIMATELY 875 NORTH 1200 EAST
Chaim1an Hansen explained that the City Council did not approve the proposed amendments to
the Senior Housing Ordinance. He said the City Council would like to meet in a joint work
session on January 9, 2003, at 6:00p.m. to discuss the Senior Housing Ordinance. He explained
that the amendment regarding group housing was not approved by the City Council.
Chaitman Hansen said if the Planning Commission would like to discuss the annexation
agreement it could do that tonight, but it could not discuss the proposed plan. He stated that
there are still some outstanding issues with Mr. Patterson. He said that he had a conversation
with Mr. Patterson. He said Mr. Patterson said he could not be at the meeting tonight, but he
could possibly attend a future meeting. He said that he told Mr. Patterson that he could not visit
with him except in a public meeting where there is a public record being kept because that is
what the City Attomey has advised him on because of the current litigation that exists with Mr.
Patterson and the City.
Chaitman Hansen stated that the concems that Mr. Patterson raised in his attachment to the
proposed annexation agreement need to be addressed.
Mr. Sowby said he has some infmmation regarding Mr. Patterson's concems that he raised in his
attachment to the proposed annexation agreement. He said they are on the agenda tonight to talk
about several things.
Chainnan Hansen said until the amendments to the proposed Senior Housing Ordinance have
passed, he does not think that they can talk about a specific plan. He said they can discuss the
proposed mmexation agreement tonight.
Mr. Sowby stated that all the criteria that he was asked to respond to two weeks ago has been
met. He said the annexation agreement, the mmexation plat, and the concept plan have been
signed by all the property owners as was requested.
There was some discussion about the mmexation agreement. Chairman Hansen asked Mr.
Sowby if the mmexation agreement was put together with Patterson's terms.
Mr. Sowby said the proposed annexation agreement has everything that Mr. Despain put in the
mmexation agreement with the exception of the restriction of 31 units at1d there is a different
concept plan. He said they would like to have the annexation acted upon tonight.
Chaitman Hansen said "It looks like the PR-9000 Zone is being requested."
Mr. Sowby said that the previous plan also requested the PR-9000 Zone.
Chainnan Hansen stated that the previous armexation agreement had the PR-9000 Zone, but with
a limited number or units.
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Mr. Sowby said there has been no other annexation agreement that they know of with a
limitation on the number of units so Mr. Patterson has now asked that the restriction on the
number of units be eliminated from the annexation agreement. He said Mr. Patterson does not
want a limit on the number of units that can be allowed. He said Mr. Patterson wants the number
of units to be based on what the zone allows. He pointed out that the proposed plan does not
exceed 31 units.

{

There was some discussion regarding zoning. Mr. Sowby stated that most of the properties
sunounding the property proposed for annexation are in the PR-9000 Zone. He said Mr.
Patterson is only asking for the same zone that other people received for their propetiy that are
located near the property proposed for mmexation.
Mr. Christensen asked what zone the General Plan identifies the property proposed for
mmexation as being in.
Chaim1an Hansen explained that the General Plan calls for 3 units per acre for the property
proposed for am1exation.
Mr. Despain stated that the PR-9000 Zone is actually more dense than 3 units per acre.
Mr. Sowby said that the PR-9000 Zone allows 4.3 units per net acre, which works out to be
slightly more than 3 units per acre. He said the PR-9000 Zone allows twin homes and fourplexes similar to what has been constructed in Temple Meadows and similar to what is being
proposed by the Carlisle's.
Chainnan Hansen stated that he believes that the Carlisle Annexation has been pulled.
Mr. Despain said he was unaware that they were going to get a modified, executed agreement
tonight. He said that he prepared a discussion draft based on what he understood to be the
concerns from the last meeting. He said the proposed draft annexation agreement that he
prepared set the 31 units based on the R1-15,000 Zone. He said the reason the 31 units was set
as the limit was because it was discussed that the petitioner wanted the flexibility of the R19000, but did not need the density allowed in the R1-9000 Zone.
Mr. Sowby stated that the reason they are requesting the PR-9000 Zone is because the PR-15,000
Zone only allows duplexes and not four-plexes. He said they want to be able to build some fourplexes to mask a few of the buildings so that the assisted living facility will look more
compatible.
Mr. Despain said that some of the previous plans that they looked at did not have 4-unit
structures and the proposed plan now shows 4-unit structures.
Mr. Despain said he now has a copy of the proposed am1exation agreement by Pattersons, which
he would be happy to review. He said the proposed annexation concept plan is different fi:om
what has been proposed earlier. He pointed out that the proposed annexation area has now been
expanded.
(
l

Mr. Despain stated that there have been some em·lier discussions regarding the road system. He
said the proposed plan does not include the collector class road that was discussed in some of the
em·lier discussions. He said he is now seeing a new concept plan that ignores the collector class
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road, which is a critical item that was included as part of the earlier proposed concept plan. Mr.
Despain said if there is a proposal to amend the road aligmnent that is part of the General Plan,
then that needs to be incorporated into the concept plan.
Mr. Sowby said in the plan that they presented in January 2002 when they applied for the zone
change they discussed that the road could go through the Autumn Crest. He said they are
prepared to amend the Autumn Crest Subdivision Plat to widen the road from 60 feet to 66 feet.
He said they have not ignored the road system.
Chaim1an Hansen said the issue of the road should be addressed in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Sowby said "Write it in (to the annexation agreement and it refening to widening the road in
the Autumn Crest Subdivision from 60 feet to 66 feet) and they will agree to it in a minute."
Chainnan Hansen cautioned Mr. Sowby to be careful about saying that they will be willing to
agree to it in a minute. He said that developers have said that Mr. Patterson will agree to certain
things and then they go back and talk to Mr. Patterson and he is not willing to agree to what the
developer said he will agree to.
Mr. Sowby felt confident that Mr. Patterson would agree to widening the road in Autumn Crest
from 60 feet to 66 feet.
Mr. Despain said he does not know if widening the road in the Autmm1 Crest Subdivision will be
appropriate. He said City staff will need to carefully review whether widening the road in
Autmm1 Crest will be appropriate.
Mr. Sowby stated that he thought the issues relative to the road alignment had been solved.
Mr. Despain stated that since a third proposed annexation agreement has been provided the best
course of action that should be taken is to let staff review the proposed agreement and put this
item back on the next Planning Commission Agenda.
Chainnan Hansen said he would like to know what the Planning Co1m11issioners thoughts are
relative to the zoning for the property proposed for annexation. He asked the Plam1ing
Cmmnissioners if they were willing to mmex the property into the City under the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Woffinden said he was not sure if he was willing to annex the property into the City under
the PR-9000 Zone. He said he can see where there are advantages to having the property
annexed into the City under the PR-9000 Zone, but he can also see the advantages to the property
being annexed into the City under a PR-15,000 Zone or R1-15,000 Zone. He said ifthe
litigation of the comi case dating back to 1998 is out of the way, the PR-9000 seems feasible.
He said the property should not be annexed into the City until the comi case is settled.
Mr. Baldwin said "I have been wrestling with what we have been doing with zones for some
time. I have looked at the General Plan since I have sat on the Plmming Commission and they
seem to ignore the R 1-15,000 Zone." He said that everything else near the propetiy proposed for
mmexation has been placed in the R1-9000 Zone. He asked if they are sincerely interested in the
R1-15,000 Zone.
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Mr. Christensen said a lot of the annexations near the property proposed for annexation took
place before he was on the Planning Commission. He said he is interested in the R1-15,000
Zone. He said there are people who are looking for a larger lot.
Mr. Richan said he has mixed emotions about what zone to put the property in. He said he has
never been a real supporter of the R1-15,000 Zone because he does not think lot sizes dictate
quality. He said his concern is that he does not want to see another Hillcrest or Virginia Ridge.
He said that he has not seen any type of commitment to quality.
Mr. Sowby said when they can discuss the concept plan he thinks the Plamring Cmmnission will
like it. He said the proposed concept plan has well over the required amount of open space. He
said there are many amenities proposed, i.e. a pool, a clubhouse, a lot of open space, etc. He said
the proposed project is not a standard subdivision. He said the proposed project is a PUD.
Mr. Richan asked what the price range of the homes will be.
Vaughn Pulispher said the price of the homes will be around $130,000. He said the homes will
be for empty nesters. The homes will be 1,500 square feet to 2,000 square feet with no basement.
He said the homes need to be affordable. He said there will be walking areas.
It was discussed that the open space will be maintained by the homeowners.

There was some discussion that there will be private roads. It was discussed that there is no
plans right now to have a gate. Chairman Hansen stated that he thought a gate was required if
there were private roads. Mr. Sowby said they could put in a gate, if it is required.
Chairman Hansen asked Mr. Richan if he is favorable to annexing the propetiy into the City
under the PR-9000 Zone.
In response to Chainnan Hansen's question, Mr. Richan said he does not have enough reasons
not to favor the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Denney said the issue of the trail needs to be addressed.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Sowby if there would be a problem with designing a trail into the plan.
Mr. Sowby said they can design a trail in the plan.
Chainnan Hansen stm1marized some of the issues with regards to the proposed annexation. One
issue is the road system. Another issue is with regards to the zone. Another is relative to the
trail system.
Chaim1an Hansen again stated that site plan cannot be discussed until the proposed amendments
to the ordinance have been adopted. He told Mr. Sowby that if they wanted to present a site
plan without group housing then he would be wiling to discuss it. He said the cunent Senior
Housing Ordinance does not allow group housing.
Mr. Sowby stated that the cunent ordinance does allow an assisted living facility in a senior
housing development.
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Chaitman Hansen said the current ordinance talks about assisted living in that it can be allowed
in a senior housing development, but it does not allow group housing as is proposed in the
concept plan.

(

Mr. Sowby said, "We are not asking for group housing. In September (2002) we asked you to
clarify the nature and extent of what an assisted living facility could be and you did that. The
current ordinance permits assisted living, but it does not define how it looks."
Chairman Hansen said, "The underlying ordinance says how it (assisted living facilities) smells."
He said if you want four separate units and want to call it assisted living that it fine, but the
group housing arrangement was not thought of when the Senior Housing Ordinance was put
together.
Mr. Despain said assisted living facilities are permitted in a senior housing project, but it is the
fonnat of the proposed assisted living facility that is of concem.
Chainnan Hansen said he refused to discuss the concept plan tonight because it does not meet the
requirements of the current Senior Housing Ordinance.
Dan Van Woerkom said that he represents Pattersons and that he delivered a letter to Chainnan
Hansen's office today.
Chainnan Hansen said that he did not receive any letter from Mr. Woerkom today.
Mr. Woerkom told Chainnan Hansen that the letter was hand delivered to his office today.
Chaitman Hansen again said that he did not have a letter from Mr. W oerkom.
Mr. Despain said that he agrees that there are enough "things unknown" that he does not think
the Plamring Commission can take any action on the mmexation agreement tonight.
Mr. Sowby said they have prepared a site plan that eliminates the assisted living facility, but he
is not sure they want to present that plan at tllis time.
Mr. Sowby asked ifthere are any other issues that they need to address relative to the proposed
site plan.
Chainnan Hansen said it will take some time to work out the road issue, especially if a
subdivision is going to be unwound to move a road. He said staff also needs some time to look
at the additional propetiy that is being included in the proposed annexation.
Mr. Sowby said they worked out that road issues with staff in Janum-y. He said the road will go
through Autunm Crest Subdivision and it will be 66 feet wide. He said widetling the road will
not compromise any of the lot sizes in the Autunm Crest Subdivision.

(

Mr. Sowby said they could address the road going through the 20-acre parcel proposed for
annexation, but he does not think that is the best option.
Chaitman Hansen said Mr. Despain will need some time to review whether widening the road in
the Autumn Crest Subdivision is the best option.
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Mr. Despain said he will analyze the issues and prepare a draft mmexation agreement.
(

Mr. Richan asked what type of fencing will be put around the proposed project.

Mr. Sowby said, "I can't remember."
Mr. Van Woerkom said the fence around the project will need to match the fence that is around
the LDS Temple.
Mr. Sowby stated that the proposed twin homes have been presented to representatives from the
LDS Church and they are OK with them. He said the homes that will be located near the LDS
Temple will be more expensive than the $130,000 homes that Mr. Pulisipher talked about earlier
in the meeting.
There was no action taken on tllis item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE R1-15,000 AND
R1-9000 ZONES TO THE PR-9000 PLANNED RESIDENTIAL ZONE AT APPROXIMATEY
850 NORTH 1180 EAST
Mr. Despain said the zone change should not be acted on until the annexation is approved.
It was discussed that the zone change request will be acted upon pending the outcome of the
annexation.

Mr. Sowby asked that this item and the item relative to the mmexation be put on the next
Planning Commission Agenda.
Chaim1an Hansen said that he will put the requested items on the next agenda, but if the issues
are not resolved with the City Council then he will remove the items from the agenda.
Mr. Sowby said if the issues are not resolved with the City Council, then they may bting a
different plan fmward.
Chaim1an Hansen stated that there will be a joint work session on January 9, 2003 , to discuss the
Sernor Housing Ordinance.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION POLICY PLAN
Chairman Hansen explained that after December 31 , 2002, no municipality may annex an
unincorporated area within a specific county unless the municipality has adopted an annexation
policy plan due to new legislation. He stated that Mr. Despain has created a proposed mmexation
policy plan. He explained that the proposed annexation policy plan will have to be sent to all the
sunounding cities so they have a chance to review it.
Mr. Richan asked if the annexation policy plan will ovenide the policy declaration.
Mr. Despain said "teclnlically" the annexation policy plan will replace the policy declaration. He
stated that the policy plan contains the same infmmation that the old policy declaration did.
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Mr. Despain explained the process that has to be followed in order to adopt the policy plan.
(

Mr. Despain explained that American Fork City is bordered by 5 municipalities. He said
American Fork City has an agreement with Lehi relative to American Fork's west boundary. He
said the agreement with Lehi has been in affect for five years. He said that both Ame1ican Fork
and Lehi have had a chance to abridge the agreement, but both have decided to honor the
agreement.
Mr. Despain said that Highland City is not happy with certain things relative to its boundaries.
He said American Fork City has received an annexation request from Robinsons. He said that
Highland City feels that its border ought to be further south than 9600 North. He said Highland
thought there should be some commercial areas in the area of9600 North.
Mr. Despain stated that American Fork City also has a boundary agreement with Cedar Hills.
Mr. Despain stated that American Fork City and Pleasant Grove developed a common boundary
in 1979, which is American Fork's 1100 East. He said the conm1on boundary has been honored
on the north side of Street, but on the south side it has not been honored.
Mr. Despain said that American Fork City also has a co1mnon boundary with Lindon City.

(

Mr. Despain stated that there has been some discussion about the Sager Property with Pleasant
Grove City. He said that Pleasant Grove would like to take all the Sager Property over to 860
East. He said there have been some preliminary discussions with Pleasant Grove City about
revising the boundary agreement.
Mr. Despain said he has talked to the Sagers and Dr. Roper and has been made of aware of their
interests.
Mr. Despain said that Lorraine Sager has indicated to him that she is not prepared to have her
prope1iy annexed into Pleasant Grove or American Fork at this time. He said that American
Fork City will not compel a prope1iy owner to mmex their prope1iy into the City if they are not
ready to annex into the City.
Mr. Despain said that it is Dr. Roper's desire to have his property annexed into Pleasant Grove
City because he wants to do some high density housing.

Lorraine Sager said it does not set well with her that American Fork could have 100 feet of her
property on 860 East and that Pleasant Grove could have the drainage area. She said she does
not want pmi of her property in American Fork and Pleasant Grove. She said that she does not
want her property annexed into either city at tllis time. She said that Pleasant Grove has agreed
to draw the boundary line so that they have a choice of which city they want to am1ex into when
the time comes to annex their prope1iy.
Chainnan Hansen asked Mrs. Sager if she would be fine with American Fork City including in
its a1mexation policy plan that her prope1iy may be a possible mmexation into American Fork
City.
Mrs. Sager said that she knows that cities have to plan, but she does not want her property
annexed into either city at this time. She said it is up to the City to figure out what is boundary
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will be. She said at this time she just wants to wait to see what the future brings. She said that
she wants it written in the annexation policy plan that she has the option to annexation into either
City. Mrs. Sager said she wants an in-evocable guarantee to annex into either City when the time
comes to mmex her property so that she does not have to go to court and waste taxpayer's
money.
Mrs. Sager said she is sony she is not ready to mmex her property now because she knows that
she is affecting Dr. Roper's ability to develop and annex his property. She said that eventually it
will be time to annex her property, but now is not the time. She said they just want to continue
to enjoy their farm. She said that she was very cooperative with American Fork City when it
needed to get the utilities under the freeway and so they gave the City the right-of-way.
Chainnan Hansen agreed that the Sagers were very cooperative when the City needed to get the
utilities under the freeway. He told Mrs. Sager that that City appreciated her cooperation.
Mrs. Sager stated that Mayor Banatt sent a letter to Pleasant Grove City and she has read that.
She encouraged the Planning Commission to avoid what is stated in the last paragraph of the
letter.
Chai1man Hansen stated that the Planning Conm1ission has not seen the letter.
Mr. Despain explained that if American Fork City does not include Sager's prope1iy in the
boundary line then it will be precluded from doing it in the future .
Chai1man Hansen stated that Dr. Roper has provided a letter to the City regarding his wishes.
He read Dr. Roper's letter. The letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. The
letter states that Dr. Roper would like to eventually be annexed into Pleasant Grove City.
Mr. Despain explained that Roper's property cam1ot be annexed into Pleasant Grove City unless
Sager's Property is also mmexed into Pleasant Grove City. He said that Dr. Roper's request to
be annexed into Pleasant Grove City and Mrs. Sager's request to be allowed to decide which city
they want to am1ex into may be incompatible with one another.
Chainnan Hansen asked if the Planning Commissioners had any suggestions relative to the
aru1exation policy plan. He said that Mr. Bennett has recommended some wording changes.
The Planning Commissioners offered no changes to the proposed annexation policy plan other
than to include the option of annexing the Sager Parcel. It was discussed that American Fork
City should get a copy of Pleasant Grove City's proposed annexation policy plan to see how it is
dealing with the Sager Parcel.
Mr. Baldwin asked what the appropriate action is tonight.
Mr. Despain said an appropriate motion would be to accept the proposed mmexation policy plan
as an initial draft.

Mr. Baldwin moved to accept the proposed initial draft of the annexation policy plan with
the inclusion of the Sager Parcel.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
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Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Woffinden, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Christensen, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chainnan Hansen said they will get the language from Pleasant Grove City to see how it is
addressing the Sager Parcel in its annexation policy plan.
IBC Technology Building
Mrs. Sager expressed concem about the IBC Technology building. She said they have seen
people come out of the building wearing protective clothing. She asked if anyone has
investigated why Dr. Roper's trees and plants in his garden have died.
Chaim1an Hansen said he is not sure what type of work is done at IBC Technology. He said that
when his wife worked for the Chamber of Commerce she was not allowed to enter the building.
Mr. Despain said he is not sure if the people who work at IBC Technology wear the protective
clothing so that there is a sterile enviromnent or whether it is to protect them from a hazardous
condition.
Matt Smith said the American Fork Fire Department wears the same "haz mat suits" as the
people who work at the IBC Technology Building that is located near Dr. Roper's property.
Mrs. Sager asked if the City could check into what type of work is being done at IBC
Technology and why the employees wear protective clothing.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that Mrs. Sager check with Jay Christensen, the Emergency Preparedness
Coordinator, to find out why the employees at IBC Technology wear the protective clothing.
It was discussed that IBC Technology has been in business for around eight or nine years.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. W offinden stated that he included some infonnation regarding stom1 water in the Platming
Cmmnission Packet. He said the infonnation that he provided might help them come up with
some good idea on how to approach some of the issues on the propetiy located south of the
freeway.
Mr. Despain showed a proposed conservation subdivision that Mr. Sowby prepared as an
example of what could be built on some of the propetiy south of the freeway. He said they might
want to discuss the proposed conservation subdivision at a future meeting.
Mr. Christensen passed out some information about how landscaping may reduce energy costs.
He suggested that the Planning Cmm11issioners read the highlighted areas.
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Mr. Richan said tllis is his last meeting. He said that he has met with a lot of people in the last
six weeks pertaining to the problems on the south side and he has yet to find one person who
gives a "qualified OK" to build on the land south ofl-15. He told the other Planning
Commissioners that they will either be cursed or blessed 25 years from now for the decisions that
they make now relative to the south side. He told the Commissioners that they will virtually be
starting a new City on the south side. He said he thinks the Commissioners have a marvelous
responsibility. He said that he wishes his health would permit him to be appointed to another
term because he would like to be a pati of deciding what will take place south of I-15, but he
can't so it is time for him to move on.
Mr. Richan suggested that the City hire a fi1m to do a complete survey of the area south ofl-15.
He said the survey will cost some money and the City should not have to pay for it so he would
recommend that the developers be as sed a fee as part of the annexation or as part of the
development. He suggested that the cost be divided per acre and assessed accordingly.
Mr. Richan expressed his appreciation to everyone.
Chai1man Hansen expresses his appreciation to Mr. Richan for all of his work on the Plamling
Cmmnission.
Chaim1an Hansen reminded the Planning Cmmnission that there will be a joint meeting with the
City Council on January 9, 2003, to discuss senior housing.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DECEMBER 4, 2002, MINUTES
Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the December 4, 2002, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 5 "water to be" should be changed to "water be." On Page 8, Line 11 "It
the can" should be changed to "If they can." On Page 8, Line 35 "would of allowed"
should be changed to "would have allowed."
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chaim1an Hansen called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Christensen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, and
Chairman Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Richan moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjoumed at 10:25 p.m.

1~~ 111/ff)IA------

Melmlie Mm·sh
Deputy Recorder
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE DECEMBER 19,2002, PC MINUTES- PAGE 1 OF 1
12-19-02

American Fork City:
In light of the pending boundary agreements between American Fork and Pleasant Grove,
I request that our property be included in the Pleasant Grove City boundary. Listed
below are the reasons why I feel our property would be better served if we are in the
boundaries ofPleasant Grove City.
1. We have been assigned to vote in Pleasant Grove district, thus politically our ties
are there.
2. We have family living in the Pleasant Grove area and have grandchildren attending
Pleasant Grove schools, and we would like to be in a better position to support
them, which Pleasant Grove residency would afford us.
3. Some of our friends in our area have been assigned to Pleasant Grove LDS ward
and chances are we will also go that direction.
4. With Pleasant Grove City developing westward, we will be more integrally related
to them as a community. If, as the State of Utah has indicated they will do, the Sam
White Lane overpass is removed, we will be even more isolated and therefore, more
tightly integrated with Pleasant Grove City.
5. When the property is developed it appears that we will have our needs better met by
annexing into Pleasant Grove City.
Thank you for your assistance in allowing our property be included within the boundaries
ofPleasant Grove City.

