APPROVED MINUTES
08.02.2023

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION
August 2, 2023

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on August 2"%, 2023 at
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 6:00 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Christine Anderson, Chris Christiansen, David Bird, Jenny Peay, Bruce
Frandsen, Rodney Martin, Harold Dudley

Staff Present:

Travis Van Ekelenburg Senior Planner

Cody Opperman Planner |

Ben Hunter City Engineer

Angie McKee Administrative Assistant |

Others Present: Ben Wheat, Kevin Mulney, Jordi Barrett, Trevor Hodgson, Michael Roderick

REGULAR SESSION

Chairwoman Anderson led the “Pledge of Allegiance”

Roll Call

COMMON CONSENT AGENDA

1. Minutes of the July 19t 2023 Planning Commission Regular Session.

A small word change was requested by Chairwomen Anderson prior to the motion.

Chris Christiansen motioned to approve the Common Consent agenda.

Rodney Martin seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:
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Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on an ordinance amending Section
17.4.402 of the American Fork Municipal Code relating to permitted uses in the
General Commercial (GC-1) zone.

Cody Opperman reviewed the background information for public hearing item letter a: The
applicant has applied for a Code Text Amendment to amend Section 17.4.402 of the American
Fork City Municipal Code. The proposed amendment looks to make a clarification to the
permitted uses that are also applicable to the CC-1 zone but seeks to add a restriction to
residential use in the GC-1 zone. This amendment helps to promote commercial development in
the key GC-1 zones throughout the city.

Bruce Frandsen: Can you put up the zone map so we can see that GC-1 zone?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Sure, Give me one second. Bruce, did you want to go anywhere in
particular?

Jenny Peay: Will you show us where the GC-1's zones are?

Cody Opperman: Yeah, so just a little bit to the southeast side of the city, and then there is also a
little component on the west side, just west of the CC-2 zone.

Bruce Frandsen: So, you are saying in the GC-1 zone, you do not want residential?

Cody Opperman: Correct. So, it'll exclude kind of like the multifamily that is allowed in the CC-
1, but just exclude it in the GC-1.

Chairwoman Anderson: | think what this does is it preserves our passages, our main passages,
especially areas that we want to present as commercial. It preserves those from getting huge
apartment complexes that would use up that commercial space. | do think that that GC-1 zone in
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the center of the map there is maybe wider than what 1 would, in the future, want to have defined
as a no residential area. | think that will be adjusted over the next 18 months as we redo our map
here. But | do think this is a good step to preserve those corridors that we would prefer to have
visible commercial area. Especially these big roads.

Rod Martin: That’s 500 east right there?
Chris Christiansen: And State Street.

Chairwoman Anderson: In the future, | would like to see, you know, possibly a narrowing of the
GC-1 zone along those corridors, so that behind the commercial we can have more residential as
a possibility.

Cody Opperman: Yeah, kind of like having your multifamily behind your commercial aspect?
Chairwoman Anderson: In time, but this is the step that we’re at right now.

Bruce Frandsen: There is currently quite a bit of residential in that GC-1 Zone. That’s a fact. So,
do you think we will get around to getting that map done?

Chairwoman Anderson: What is our schedule for redoing the zone map?

Cody Opperman: It is pretty far out. | would say most likely around the 18-month timeline
already stated. Right now, we're still working on the municipal code rewrite, so that takes up a
little bit of time versus the whole general plan update.

Chairwoman Anderson: So, any residential within these zones would be grandfathered in, but
new development would not be allowed as residential.

Cody Opperman: That is correct, yes.

Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

Jenny Peay: | do have a question, does this change the existing residential tax base or change
how that's assessed?

Cody Opperman: | don't think so. As long as it's residential property, it'll still be residential tax.
If they ever do change the property use from residential to commercial, then it would be a
commercial tax base.



APPROVED MINUTES
08.02.2023

Chris Christiansen: It really doesn't change anything because they’re already in the GC-1 right
now. So, it would just be if it ever changes in the future.

Chairwoman Anderson: If anyone is ready for a motion, we can entertain that. | did have one
thought, and it’s just with the wording. So, section 17.4.4 to section B, reads in a way that's a
little confusing to me. It's this red portion that is in the packet. “Any use permitted in the CC-1
(Central Commercial Zone), except for residential, is subject to the same conditions and
standards.” So, I want your take on that. Does that sound to you like any use except for
residential is subject to the same conditions and standards, or am I inserting that “is” and that
changes it? Does that read well to all of you?

David Bird: Basically, it’s saying that if you're not residential then you're subject to the other
GC-1.

Chairwoman Anderson: But to me, it doesn't say residential isn't allowed. It says residential isn't
subject to conditions and standards.

Chris Christiansen: What you're suggesting is we change it from as it reads now to any use,
except for residential use, is permitted in the CC-1 Central Zone, and is subject to the same
conditions?

Bruce Frandsen: Christine, what are you suggesting? The punctuation makes a big difference.

Chairwoman Anderson: | know Cherylyn put this all together, so it probably reads legal.

Rod Martin: I don’t think that creates a problem, or someone would be able to fight it or
anything.

Chairwoman Anderson: So, if you are residential, you don’t have to follow?

Rod Martin: And you didn’t before. It’s just preserving the residential use from having to
comply.

Chairwoman Anderson: Oh, so this isn't saying residential isn't allowed?
Rod Martin: It’s preserving what they have now in the residential.
Jenny Peay: Maybe in front of subject we need to add “is” subject?

Chairwoman Anderson: | think it makes sense the way it is | was just expecting a different
sentence than what it was.

Cody Opperman: I do think that ‘subject to the same conditions and standards’ is supposed to be
relating to CC-1 projects in the GC-1 zone. So, it's just really excluding the residential aspect.
That's where that ‘except for residential uses’ comes in, so no residential uses are going to be in
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the GC-1 zone, but any other use in the CC-1 zone is still subjected to the same conditions as it
would be in the GC-1.

Chris Christiansen: That’s how I read it, but I can also see how it could be interpreted that way.

Chairwoman Anderson: Okay, now that | understand that [we can proceed.]

Rodney Martin moved to recommend approval for the proposed Code Text Amendment,
amending Sec. 17.4.402 of the American Fork Municipal Code relating to permitted uses in
the General Commercial (GC-1) zone and providing an effective date for the ordinance.

David Bird seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

b. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Code Text Amendment,
known as Hazardous Geographic Mitigation Map, of the American Fork City
Municipal Code. Creating Section 17.22, the Code Text Amendment plans to
identify sensitive land conditions that are common throughout the City.

Chairwoman Anderson noted that Public Hearing letter b was pulled from the agenda by staff.

c. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Code Text Amendment,
known as Landscaping in the I-1 Zone, of the American Fork City Municipal Code.
Amending Section 17.5.121, the Code Text Amendment plans to create new
regulations for landscaping within an Industrial Zone.

Cody Opperman reviewed the background information for public hearing item letter c: Staff has
initiated a Code Text Amendment to amend Section 17.5.121 of the American Fork City
Municipal Code. The proposed amendment looks to create new regulations within the I-1 Zone
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for landscaping. There will be minimal landscaping in the 1-1 Zone as the zone intended for
heavier industrial use.

Jenny Peay: Do you have an example?

Cody Opperman: So, what really kind of initiated this code text amendment is there's a project
down southeast in American Fork; it's next to American Eagle, the concrete area. So really, they
want to have the street frontage beautified, but as for anything in the back it kind of hinders
having some landscaping islands in the area with the large trucks coming in and out and so on
and so forth. Also, having kind of a larger storage area in the back and maybe landscaping won't
allow them to do.

Chris Christiansen: So, the other thing in the industrial area, their operations will create a little
bit more dust, and some of that stuff can cover that vegetation and make it difficult for it to
survive. So having that to where we push it out to the frontage. Still keep the beauty aspects, but
also look at the practicality of an industrial area.

Chairwoman Anderson: It also says they shall be required to shield neighboring properties from
the industrial use on property. So, there's still the screening element, and then mostly frontage.

Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

David Bird moved to recommend approval for the proposed Code Text Amendment,
amending Section 17.5.121, titled Landscaping in the I-1 Zone, relating to new regulations
for landscaping within an Industrial Zone and providing an effective date for the
ordinance.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE

Rodney Martin AYE
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Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

d. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Code Text Amendment,
known as Water Details, of the American Fork City Municipal Code. Amending
Section 15.01, the Code Text Amendment plans to update and create standard water
details for American Fork City.

Chairwoman Anderson noted that Public Hearing letter d. was pulled from the agenda by staff.

e. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Land Use Map
Amendment, known as the Skidmore Property, located at 6411 N 5750 W, American
Fork City, UT 84003. On approximately 7.62 acres, the property proposes to change
from the Residential Very- Low Density designation to the Design Industrial land
use designation.

Cody Opperman reviewed the background information for public hearing item letter e: The
Skidmore property is currently going through an annexation process with the City in order to
connect utilities to the adjacent property located on the west. As the property is under
annexation, in order to achieve a Planned Industrial Zoning designation, the underlying land use
will need to be Design Industrial resulting in this Land Use Map Amendment. Currently, if the
Skidmore property were to be annexed without this Land Use Map Amendment it would follow
the current land use designation which would be Residential Very — Low Density. The zone at
the time of annexation would be a residential zone.

There is a project soon to be developed. One of the requirements for this development is to have
utilities running through it, that can really only be done going through this specific property that
we're talking about today. The property is currently Utah County territory. We can't have
American Fork utilities going through Utah County property. So, this property is under
annexation into American Fork city currently, to include the utility lines to go to the next
property to the west. But in order to have an underlying land use plan, industrial land use or
whatever is annexed into the city follows the underlying land use. So, if it was a residential very
low density then upon annexation the zone would be a residential zone. But in order to get the
planned industrial zone, you needed to have a design industrial land use line underneath. So
that's ultimately the history and also the reason behind this land use map.

Chairwoman Anderson: Thank you, Cody. Questions for planning?
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David Bird: Can you go back to the map, Travis?
Travis Van Ekelenburg: Which one?

David Bird: The one that you just had up that showed the property. Is it surrounded by industrial
zones on both sides?

Cody Opperman: Yes. That is correct.
David Bird: What is exactly straight north of where that property is?

Cody Opperman: Yeah, it's still going to be the residential low density land use, but I also
believe if we go to the zoning map, | think that's still Utah County territory just north of it.

David Bird: I’'m wondering where the Vineyard Corridors are going to go through. Will that
affect this at all?

Cody Opperman: No, not that property. It’s just a little bit north.
Bruce Frandsen: You see that diagonal line? That is what that is.
David Bird: Oh, that’s what that is? Okay.

Bruce Frandsen: Obviously, you know, I'm familiar with that parcel. But I'm wondering, does
our code prohibit [...] You said something like you can't have city utilities running through
county property. When did that change? My house is in the county, and | have conduits to the
sewer line that comes through to my house on my property, and so does my nephew and my son.
Is that in the code? | mean, | know in the past, we have done that.

Ben Hunter: Correct. So, it was probably within the last two years or so that some of the changes
have been made in regard to being able to do that. Y ou know, some of the concerns have just
been obviously, like yours that is already existing is grandfathered in and things like that. But
any new connections are not made in part being due to the ability to facilitate and make sure that
our main lines can handle additional flow and other things. I think it was actually a city attorney
that had brought forth that code change. But anyway, it was about within the last two years or so
that change happened.

Bruce Frandsen: | personally find that problematic. If they want to run a sewer line through that
strip of land that runs through the county, I don't know what the problem is in doing that. I'm
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having a hard time seeing any liability for the city. If they get an easement, they can drive across
the county property that somebody owns and fix their sewer line.

David Bird: Is that a county regulation or a city regulation that made that change?

Ben Hunter: So, the city regulation as far as I'm aware, is more so in line with making new
connections to laterals and things like that. So specific property, a specific parcel that's building a
specific building is where our code change has that restriction. As far as on the county side or
anything like that, that'd be a different procedure and would follow any other different rules and
regulations from the county side. But | know the code change specifically is more so for
individual laterals and individual connections that way.

Bruce Frandsen: So, you can run a main line through county property?

Ben Hunter: 1 would have to look back and see, because | think that particular section of code
was just more specific to a connection and being able to provide the service.

Chris Christiansen: That's what | remember too. The old code allowed county residents to
connect and avoid paying the impact, but they are going to have an impact in the overall system,
so this was a way to make sure that if you're going to connect, the appropriate impact fees and
everything else were addressed at the same time as the connection.

Bruce Frandsen: Well, they still pay the impact. | paid my impact; My son paid the impact. |
obviously was not here two years ago, but the city collected the impact fees. I don’t know, I just
have a hard time blocking someone who is trying to run a main line connection or access, across
another neighbor who happens to be in the county, but says ‘Sure, you can put your sewar line
across my property’. Then we can say ‘No, you can't’, when both of the landowners are in
agreement. If they like the idea, the city can still collect their impact fees, the TSSD still get
theirs. But we say, “No, your only option now is to get your neighbor to annex into the city”.
Down on that end of town there is a lot of potential for this stuff, because it is a checkerboard of
city and county, city and county, and we say, “Well, you can’t do anything because your
neighbor is in the county”.

Rodney Martin: | think it has a lot to do with services and liability. If they are going to be using
our utilities, I really think ideally, if the city is surrounding all of these things, it really should be
annexed into the city, because the city is providing services, fire, police, and that stuff. Roads, all
the infrastructure, but that's a discussion for another day. | think the requirement is they really
need to be annexed in, and | support that.
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Chris Christiansen: In this case, too, this property is all going to be entered into one ownership,
right? So, it's not someone else's property. It's theirs. They're just annexing everything in. |
guarantee they have plans to develop that whole parcel as well, it’s not just the access or
roadway access, | think that was an issue as well.

Bruce Frandsen: I think we ought to change the zoning, I think that’s clear. It's just the comment
about the annexation.

Cody Opperman: Yeah, that's in the future. I just wanted to kind of give a background about the
property. This is just the land use map amendment for the property. In the future, you'll see this

property for a future annexation, so you'll still see that agreement.

David Bird: To me it just makes sense that if the services are provided by the city, then the
property should be annexed.

Bruce Frandsen: The county maintains the roads down there, the city doesn’t. Let’s say you have
a legal problem, the Sherriff comes. The city doesn’t. They say, “You don’t even belong to the

city, call the Sheriff”.

David Bird: And again, that would all be uniform.

Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

Bruce Frandsen moved to recommend approval for the proposed Land Use Map
Amendment, located at 6411 N 5750 W, American Fork City, UT 84003, from the
Residential Very — Low Density designation, to the Design Industrial designation, subject
to any conditions found in the staff report and recommended by the Fire Marshall.

Chris Christiansen seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
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Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

f.  Public hearing, review, and recommended action on a land use change from Design
Industrial to Institutional Lands, Schools and Public Facilities for land at
approximately 9 W 1100 South, American Fork City, UT 84003. The Land Use Map
Amendment will be on approximately 4.35 acres and is currently not annexed into
the City.

Travis Van Ekelenburg reviewed the background information for public hearing item letter f:
The subject property is currently going through the annexation process and at the July 19, 2023
meeting, the Planning Commission voted a positive recommendation to the City Council for
annexation. This is to clear things up for a future roadway through there.

Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

David Bird moved to recommend approval for the proposed land use change from Design

Industrial to Institutional Lands, Schools and Public Facilities for land at approximately 9
W 1100 South, American Fork City, UT 84003, subject to any conditions found in the staff
report and recommended by the Fire Marshall. The Land Use Map Amendment will be on
approximately 4.35 acres and is currently not annexed into the City.

Chris Christiansen seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
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Bruce Frandsen NAY
David Bird AYE

Chairwomen Anderson: Bruce, you are welcome for the record and for City Councils benefit, to
share what your opinion is on this if you want to.

Bruce Frandsen: Well, I guess it was all of a sudden, and I missed it. I’'m guessing that in
reading, this was for a road to go through there. I don’t remember discussing the master plan
about a road. Is that UDOT? Is that the easement?

Ben Hunter: This is one that we're currently working on to update the master transportation plan.
Part of the concern is that through this particular area of the city, as development goes on, that
when the Pony Express comes through that area, it will have limited access on the adjacent
roads. For emergency responders, they would basically have a pretty large area where they
would have to loop all the way around blocks in order to get through there. Not all of the north
and south streets would tie in and connect to the Pony Express. This is an updated roadway that
we are including in the updated master plan, to incorporate a way to provide the emergency
services in that area to have that accessibility. It will be a city street.

Bruce Frandsen: So, it is kind of like a frontage road?

Ben Hunter: Yeah, basically.

Bruce Frandsen: So, this is going to be similar to Pioneer Crossing?
Ben Hunter: I don’t know UDOT’s Plans.

Bruce Frandsen: That’s the reason for the right of way. It’s going to be similar to Pioneer
Crossing, and now we are saying we want to put a frontage road on Pioneer Crossing. It doesn’t
make sense to me. We have not secured the properties for the two-mile stretch through the city. |
don't know why we need a frontage road on Pioneer Crossing. | mean, Lehi does it. Yeah, you
have businesses, you have homes right against Pioneer, and | guess they haven't had a problem
with supporting fire, police or whatever. | just hate to see us keep chunking up the ground down
there. We can put in a 150-foot Pioneer Crossing, and then, well we’re the city, we should put in
another 80 feet of Frontage Road. Geez, it’s already got a chunk of land down there, that whole
PF stretch and easements and everything. I don’t know, that’s just my opinion.

Ben Hunter: Yeah, basically this would be about a 50-foot wide right of way that is anticipated.
You also have three powerline corridors running through there. It goes in between the two
powerline corridors that you're not going to be able to really build buildings in between there or
anything like that.
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Bruce Frandsen: But it is useable ground for a landlord or developer. They could put a parking
lot there, or whatever. We're going to take another, | don't know how many acres that is for two
miles, maybe another 100 acres for frontage road on a main road.

Ben Hunter: It'll generally be within the 100 East and 100 West area. Then as you approach 500
East you've got some accessibility to get through in that area. 500 East, at least on the latest plans
and information we have. It's not going to be the entire stretch of the Pony Express that's going
through there. 1t was just where there was an area where we had limited accessibility to be able
to get through that Pony Express. That is where the frontage road will be placed.

Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, Thank you.

The motion passed

ACTION ITEMS

Chairwoman Anderson noted that action items letters a. through d. would be and discussed
together and voted on separately. The staff reviewed each item and the background information
for each project.

a. Review and action on an application for a Preliminary Plan, known as Roderick
Catalyst Business Park Phase 3, located at approximately 1600 South 150 East,
American Fork City, UT 84003. The Preliminary Plan will be for approximately
32.73 acres and will be in the Planned Industrial (PI-1) Zone.

Travis Van Ekelenburg reviewed the background information. The applicant has applied for a
Preliminary Plan to develop a business park on the south end of the City. The Preliminary Plan
proposes to create 4 new lots for the development of the Roderick Catalyst Business Park. The
applicant has acknowledged that they do not meet certain criteria that staff is requiring as a part
of their submission, but has requested to move their proposal forward, with missing required
elements of their plans that would enable staff to provide a positive recommendation. The
preliminary plan does not meet the requirements of section 17.7.205 And section 17.7.206 Staff
recommends denying the application for the preliminary plan to allow the applicant to resubmit
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and be required to follow these sections of municipal code and the city’s master plan as related to
their proposal. Also, the applicant does have a small presentation as well. | just wanted to add
that before we move too far forward.

Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, we'll have questions for planning and then we'll hear from
engineering and then we'll have the applicant come forward. Any questions for planning at this
point?

Jenny Peay: | would kind of like to see the presentation before making comments.
Chairwomen Anderson: Engineering, did you have any introductory comments for this one?

Ben Hunter: I'm basically saying there's still some outstanding comments that don't conform to
the master plan or the current municipal code. Until those comments are addressed then
engineering will continue to have those concerns.

Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, thank you. The applicant is here, you are welcome to come
forward and state your name. I'm told you have a traffic study that you'd like to share?

Mr. Ben Wheat presented information on his projects. See Attachments #1 and #2.

Ben Wheat: Yeah, Travis has the slide presentation, that would probably be the first thing to go
over.

Chairwomen Anderson: | guess just for the record, in the future, if you do have studies like this,
it's really helpful for the commission to get them so that we can study them along with the packet
beforehand.

Ben Wheat: There should be another attachment.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: This is the only one I have.

Ben Wheat: Melissa was supposed to give you a PDF.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Which one is it? Okay here we go.

Ben Wheat: That is it. The only reason I put together this package is that this is the third phase of
our business park here in American Fork. Our company has purchased over 100 acres down
there, and we currently have a nine-building business park plant. We have finished up two of the
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buildings, and we are finishing up two other ones. Then we have five more to go. We have been
working diligently with Ben’s [engineering] department and it’s gotten us to kind of the two-yard
line. | wanted to just recap and go over a couple of the items that like staff said, we're not
conforming to. This is the prototype model that we're building down here, this is a class A
industrial building. This is building one that's right along 1500 south and 500 East. This is what
each one of the buildings is going to look like. So far, we've had great market acceptance with
tenants moving in there. We've got the first two buildings fully leased, two buildings that we're
bringing on to the market and one of them is 100% leased. With the other building, we've got
three letters of intent that we are currently negotiating. It’s been a project for us, we've enjoyed
working with staff, we just want to keep moving. Travis, if you go to the next slide, these are just
a couple of pictures. This is just again, the elements that we're trying to incorporate down there.
We are long-term owners of our company, so this is something that we take great pride in, in
terms of trying to develop. With heavy landscaping and great products, this is something that's
going to be a legacy asset for our company, and we will probably never sell. Again, that's the
finished product for building one. This is just kind of a very basic overlay of what we've done so
far. Phase one is the first phase that we've done with buildings one and two. Phase two is what
we're finishing up now with buildings three, four and five. Then the red element there is the four
buildings that we're currently in for, and one of the four items on today that is a subdivision. This
third phase would wrap up the first nine buildings and then we still have some ground to the
south of us on 1700 South as well. In terms of what staff was referring to, and the items that
we're going to talk about today. The staff has just listed, in terms of what they can approve and
cannot approve in the building code, and some of the elements. We feel like we're providing a
product that is super beneficial for the city, and something that we've been consistent with in our
first two phases. The first item relates to the site plan for building six and eight. The city has a
master plan for a 10-foot bike path, which we've incorporated and followed through phases one
and two. It’s a 10-foot bike path, so instead of a five-foot sidewalk, it’s a 10-footfoot sidewalk.
It's part of the city's master plan to create the bike path, which we're all in favor of, as myself and
our general partner are big bikers. All we're trying to do here is just reroute the path. In the first
phase the pathway follows 1500 South and 500 East and that's basically following the adjacent
right of way on those two streets. The current bike path in today's plan would line the back of a
truck court in one of our industrial buildings. This is where all of the trucks are parking and
traveling, not really creating an environment for a bike path. At least that’s what we think. All
we're trying to do is shift that to the right of way slightly to the west of the building. This next
slide will kind of show that. The blue line is what the Master Plan bike path shows. In that plan,
Ben, correct me if I'm wrong, the initial intention for the development of the bike path was to be
following old canals and ditches and that type of stuff, right?

Ben Hunter: So, it's been a combination. In some instances, it was following slews, ditches and
canals which | know Bruce, you can attest to this. One year may very differently than another for
a slew. In some of the storm drain masterplan modeling, some of those areas were identified to

15



APPROVED MINUTES
08.02.2023

potentially maintain an open space or continue to be an open slew just because of the water flows
that would be able to come through there. Some of them have followed those slews and those
paths for maintenance purposes, in order to be able to access and maintain those flows. | believe
that's what this particular one was following. | don't remember which rivers, you probably know
better Bruce, which slew it is. But yeah, it's something to note.

Ben Wheat: The portion of the blue line between buildings five and six, has already been piped
with 60-inch pipe, so we're still continuing the path and want to incorporate the bike path into it.
We're just putting it to the front of the building on buildings eight and six which would be
adjacent to a right of way. The next few slides just demonstrate what we've built so far. So, this
is the bike pathway the way we built it as part of phase-one along 1500 South. We incorporate it
obviously within our landscaping. We develop it, and we maintain it. We feel like this is an
inviting pathway for someone to feel safe and to ride a bike. Again, this is the pathway down 500
West towards American Eagle. Again, we incorporated in our landscaping, fully maintained. The
next couple of pathways are just an example of a property just to the west of us. So, this is the
boat harbor that is the same pathway and has the same requirements from the city. This one was
developed to follow a slew, and not what ours would look like. You can see the different
variation of what an inviting bike path along a right of way would be, verses something
following a slew. That kind of wraps up the first topic.

| don't know if the Planning Commission wants to talk about each one of these as they come up,
or all at the end I'm happy to accommaodate.

Chairwomen Anderson: You can go ahead and continue until we have questions.

Ben Wheat: Okay, sounds good. The next one is just the dumpster design. We've built seven
buildings in American Fork City between our North Point project and our Catalyst project. The
city only has one detail for a dumpster design. We feel like the dumpster design is something that
we would incorporate in one of our retail projects or our parcel buildings. It doesn't really
associate with something like this. We feel that a dumpster enclosure should be away from the
public eye and screened. We're still trying to accomplish all of those things. The next couple of
slides will kind of show that. The slide on the left is the only detail that the city has for a
dumpster. It calls for landscaping across all three sides. We're placing these dumpsters in the
back of the building in the truck court, where all the truck traffic is and not in front of the
buildings in view of the public eye. We're still providing screening with gates. We still have a
six-foot wall on all three sides, and this is the element of design that we've been using for the last
seven buildings. The detail has been in your in the city code since 2010, it's just kind of catching
the eye of staff now. The next couple of slides that Travis will go to are just an example of what
these trash enclosures look like. Again, they're in the back of the buildings and they're fully
enclosed. We include that little gap there. We used to do a different design in our industrial
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buildings where we had a roll up door. We found the tenants would always leave those roll up
doors open. The little gap there will allow someone to go in, throw garbage over there, and not
have to actually open and close that gate. That gate will only really be open and closed when the
trash guys come and pick it up. This design has worked really well. When we drive through our
properties, these are closed, contained and screened from the public eye. This is what we've done
in the last four buildings at Catalysts along with the three buildings we've done at North Point.
Those two items relate to the outstanding items that are on the site plan for six and eight.

The other two items here that we'll talk about are related to the subdivision application and then
the final plat. The first one is a temporary cul de sac on 1700 South. 1700 South is the street that
American Eagle fronts and is the very furthest south street on our project. As part of phase two,
we completed 1700 South all the way to the edge of our property. TSSD is the property owner to
the west of us. They have an application in with Ben's department currently, that would take
1700 South through their property, after Boat Harbor Road, for a future lift station. As part of
phase two, we were required to do a temporary cul de sac at the end of 1700 South for fire
access. We did that. We actually improved that, and modified it a little bit, per Mat Sacco's
requirements and halfway through construction. You wanted a little bit more road base, so about
four or five months ago we did that. But again, it's a temporary cul de sac as that street will go
and connect to Boat Harbor Road in the future as part of phase three. TSSD is not at the same
level of development that we are for our subdivision, so the city has to require that roundabout
goes in on a permanent basis. That would mean full asphalt, curb, gutter, storm drain and
sidewalk. Once TSSD comes through, we would be tearing all of that out, and wasting all of
those resources that we have in place. That would be lot seven of the four phase subdivision.
Even if you did the subdivision and allowed me to keep the temporary cul de sac there, |1 would
still have to do this same presentation if | wanted to go build on lot seven. Our request is just to
have lot seven to defer that permanent cul de sac on. Lot seven, if | ever develop it, | come in and
do a site plan for building seven, at that time the city would require me to do a full circle at that
time. All I'm asking is not to waste those resources to build something and then have to tear it
out in a year. So that would just be a deferred improvement to bring in a site plan for lot seven.
This is just an aerial angle of lot seven. You can kind of see where we've done the temporary cul
de sac the yellow line indicates the TSSD proposed road. Ben, is that accurate?

Ben Hunter: So TSSD has not submitted any plans, they've just had some conceptual
conversations with the city. It is intended to go through that area. The challenge here is that we
only have one temporary cul de sac detail, and their plans don't follow that.

Ben Wheat: So yeah, | apologize, | thought my conversations with David Barlow were different
than that.
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Ben Hunter: No, you’re good. We talked quite a bit back and forth. They're still doing some
feasibility stuff and in conversation, that is the intended connection there. | don't know when
their anticipated submittal date is for their project.

Ben Wheat: And again, if | decided to build on lot seven, I would build that cul de sac to the
city's requirements. All I am asking is to defer that to the site submittal for lot seven. That
concludes that.

The fourth and last element that we are having a hang up on is the proposed intersection at 1500
South and 100 East. This is where our roads would tie into 100 East where the Skidmore
property is located on the northeast corner. We are on the south portion of that, so our street
would dive into, and make a 4-way intersection there. We've had seven submittals back and forth
with red lines from planning and engineering. We've done two different traffic studies with
Hale’s engineering, and we were working towards a plan to keep that intersection as a 4-way
stop, but the master plan requires that intersection to be a roundabout. As the maps you guys
have looked at today show, all of that area over there is being developed as planned industrial.
With planned industrial comes 5-6-foot trucks, tractors, we have the boat harbor with trailers and
boats, and the boat storage next to us. We do not believe this is a good area for a roundabout.
The reason we did these traffic studies was due to an indication from staff that we were working
towards a direction that we could do this. Then on this last review, we went back to the
roundabout. | have Jordi Here who did two different traffic studies that we've done for this
intersection for the city. We feel it would be a very large detriment to our park and the traffic that
would be coming out of there, in terms of mixing into a roundabout. | feel that roundabouts do
have an element in terms of traffic flow, and they serve a very good point in some areas. Where
this area is being developed, and how it's being developed with the traffic that's going to be
going down 1500 South, we just don't feel like it's the best decision for the city or for our
development and everything else going on out there. This just this is an overall map that we did.
Everything in red is the car business park. You've got both RV and boat storage, the Marina
campground and red pine that’s going there and developing even further south. The purchasing
of Brent Skidmore's property. You've got Amazon, Thanksgiving industrial business park, The
Bus Depot that's on that corner as well. Again, how that land is being developed and how traffic
is going to be moving out there for future growth planning, with two different studies that Hales
engineering has done it’s been indicated that a four way stop, or traffic light would suffice. Even
better than the roundabout. So, I think those are the four elements that we kind of come to a
stalemate with staff and why they can't recommend an approval for us. | am happy to answer any
questions that the Commission may have.

Chairwomen Anderson: Does anyone have any questions? Planning maybe you can give a
response to which of these items are major blockers or which could be adjusted within the
timeframe, if there are any that are workable or what your opinion is on these items?
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Travis Van Ekelenburg: Yeah. Well, the main thing is that we have to make sure that it meets the
city code. The code is the code. Whether it comes to the dumpster enclosure or other issues, it's
not a guiding document for us. It's actually something we have to follow so we're stuck with
making sure that it meets those two things. The city code and the master plan.

Chairwomen Anderson: And as planning commissioners, the city code also requires us to follow
the master plan. This isn't something that we have much leeway on.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Sorry, that’s correct.

Rodney Martin: So how have they been allowed to have the dumpster enclosures like they have
them now, which completely makes sense for the project that they're doing?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Well, as you know, the city has gone through staff changes over the last
couple of years. It doesn't make it right for it to just be in place because it was done in the past.
Right now, it's in the code and we have one example for a dumpster enclosure and that's what we
have to go by in our landscape code.

Ben Wheat: | guess the only comment | have on top of Travis is that we are a company that is
currently developing in six different cities in the intermountain west and every city operates a
little bit differently. The majority of cities that we deal with outside of American Fork, staff has
the ability to make interpretations or make judgment calls in instances like this. Our experiences
with the staff within AF the latitude of being able to go against a trash dumpster that to your
comment, just totally makes sense, they just don't have the ability.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: There's a lot of cities that have deviations or ways in the code to get
around things. American Fork doesn't have deviations in the code specific to trash enclosures.

Bruce Frandsen: Does the City Council have the ability to make that change? Or do we just need
to go right back to the code and make the change in the code and then everybody can move
ahead? | guess my question is apparently, we're not able to do anything here. Is the City Council
able to change or to make a judgment call on some of this stuff?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: 1t would be a code amendment; it would be amending the code. We
would have to go through that process first. Until the City Council puts things in the code that
allows for deviations for certain things or the zoning administrator to do certain things or we
have our code written in a way that allows those type of things, we're kind of stuck. So, all
projects that come in, they have to be code. That change would have to come through the City
Council. That's the process for any code change.

David Bird: And that would have to come through the City Council? That’s the process?
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Travis Van Ekelenburg: That’s the process for the code change, yeah.

Chairwomen Anderson: The Planning Commission is the approval body on the preliminary plan.
Is that right?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Yes
Chairwomen Anderson: So, this first item only comes to us?
Bruce Frandsen: Yeah, we can approve this.

Chris Christiansen: Well, yeah, | mean, we have the option to approve. But I still feel like we're
bound by the same thing, the code, just like staff's abilities are bound by that as well.

Chairwomen Anderson: | do think sometimes we come across things that illustrate a need for
certain changes in the code. But as to what we're able to do tonight, | think we can just
recommend to staff that this be an item that we look at as far as some of the limitations on some
of these items. But is that right?

Cody Opperman: | was just going to say that could be something that you guys can say in your
motion. | just want to again kind of clarify that this first item is going to be the preliminary plan.
The dumpster enclosure is going to be based off of commercial site plans for lot six, and lot
eight. The preliminary plan's purpose is to really give an overall picture and also see the ways of
how the property is going to be utilized. The roadways are going to be in place for temporary use
utilizing the temporary cul-de-sac. So, again, with the preliminary plan here today, it's the large
components that are not shown and do not have any standards or anything of that sort here. The
plans are the roundabout turnaround that is required by the transportation master plan, and also
the temporary cul de sac which is not to the current standard of code here today. That is what |
believe we would need to make this determination off of first the preliminary plan, then
following that the final plan action and then the commercial site plans second. So really, we need
to focus on the main concerns in the preliminary plan first, which is they don't incorporate that
temporary cul de sac and they do not incorporate the roundabout design that is required by our
master plan.

Chairwomen Anderson: Good distinction. Thank you for clarifying.

Bruce Frandsen: If we were to approve the proposed preliminary plan does it say you do not
have to put in the roundabout period? | mean if we were to approve it, they would ultimately
later come up against the roundabout, cul-de-sac, and the dumpsters at another phase down the
road. And in the meantime, if anybody wants to make changes to the code, could that be looked
at to be changed is that correct?
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Cody Opperman: Yeah, so again, the preliminary plan is preliminary in design, right? So maybe
some minor things can be put in at a later time. Situations such as the roundabout and again the
temporary cul-de-sac, we need to make sure that is following that preliminary plan. The next
step, which is the final plat, is where we have to ensure that we have the correct dimensions the
correct standards, that way we can make sure we dedicate the appropriate land in the final plat
and then ultimately its components shown on the commercial site plans. And so even though it is
preliminary in nature, we still have to have those designs and those requirements and those
dimensions so we as staff can make a good determination of okay, this is how much land that
needs to be dedicated to the city. This is how much land, after everything's finalized, can be put
back to the applicant and the owner of the property. Just so again, everything kind of matches in
nature.

Jenny Peay: | do have some engineering questions. Can we pull that proposed roundabout map
that he had in his presentation? While he is doing that can you tell me the classification of the
roads that intersect with that roundabout?

Ben Hunter: Yeah, so and also to kind of help with Bruce's question related to the trash enclosure
as well. So, there are limited sections of code that give us some variances, or you know,
allowances per se. So specifically, as I look at the roundabout for example, section
15.01.1.100.A of our code states, all streets must conform to the current approved transportation
element of the general plan of American Fork city and the bike and pedestrian master plan for
American Fork city, and that's it. So, there's no allowance no variance to say.

Ben Wheat: No wiggle room

Ben Hunter: Right, no wiggle room, that's how our code states it. As far as the current master
plan 100 East | believe is identified as an arterial and 1500 South is identified as a minor
collector. As we've been doing the current master plan update on the transportation master plan,
we're actually looking at modifying those two classifications and reducing the 100 East arterial
to a major collector instead of arterial sub. Classification from a minor collector to a major
collector part of the reasoning behind that is when you actually look at the bigger picture of
things and | mean, Bruce would be able to confirm some of this. 1500 South the City actually
has some right of way that continues west and then it goes across some of Bruce's property you
know, right along in there. Our master plan shows that road continuing and it basically this
intersection of 100 West and 1500 South, it becomes what we refer to as Lakeshore Drive which
is the very southernmost road and AF Crossings which is constructed as you go down 900 West
by the TOD all the way down into the lake, the last road that you can connect to. It connects all
the way to there, and then our master plan shows that continuing and then wrapping around and
tightening into Mill Pond Road. As each of those developments come through, we anticipate a
lot more traffic coming through that main thoroughfare because you know right now without

21



APPROVED MINUTES
08.02.2023

setups, especially in the TOD area, depending on which direction they're headed. They may
either be coming to get onto the freeway or anything like that they've got to loop around the Mill
Pond, or they've got to loop around over to 300 West which has some very major constraints,
existing constraints right now. Some of it we anticipate as those developments continue along
that alignment, you're going to see a lot more traffic coming through here and that's part of why
for future growth and planning, we anticipate the need for a roundabout here and that's why it's
shown in the master plan.

Ben Wheat: And to that point, all of those levels were taken into consideration in Hales
Engineering traffic study that indicated that a four way stop, or traffic light would handle that
traffic just as well as a roundabout.

Ben Hunter: Some of the information, I mean, I know we have a representative here from Hale’s.
I don't know if it had gone to those extents and made all those connections through there. 1 know
that some of the questions or comments we have previously referenced, like an evaluation at
other intersections like 500 East and 1100 South where it's a limited turn movement there, you
can't make a left turn move headed westbound on 1100 South, to southbound 500 East. You have
to go around the block to do that. Those were some of our questions. How much of this traffic is
a diversion from that. They had indicated they didn't evaluate that specific intersection. So, |
don't know what all was included in the modeling that Hales had for that. This was some of the
city's perspective to question our concerns of what we had seen as far as we anticipate with these
two majors, you know larger classifications, and the need for something there. Even if it doesn't
trigger, usually we will install a traffic signal when a traffic signal is warranted. Meaning that
there's various criteria, like too many delays at the intersection for left turn movements, or
queuing length gets to backed up, there's various triggers that will do that. And that was one of
the things with the traffic study that Hales has done. Although it didn't identify that a traffic
signal would be warranted, a roundabout is often a good implementation of being able to still
maintain good flow through the intersection when you don't meet those criteria. So that's some of
the background that's got into why this roundabout is identified on there. So, | know that was a
lot longer answer. And | don't remember if that answered all of your questions or if that answers
your question?

Jenny Peay: It does, and | am assuming the city has done their own traffic study that they
completed in this area?

Ben Hunter: So, when we do the modeling, and Hales did confer with Horrocks who is the
company that has done our master transportation plan, some of the assumptions that are made are
generic. We assume so much of a percent of growth. Oftentimes, it may be, 2% or 3% or
something to that effect. Again, Hales could probably speak a little bit more to that, they're more
well versed in that than | am as far as some of that goes. But sometimes that modeling takes a
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look at that full build out, and that's what we anticipate. Some of it may not end up identifying
that within the next few years, that you've reached that full build-out stage and there may be
some areas in the city that develop at a higher percentage than others. They try to evaluate all of
that modeling, and that's how we come up with the overall network of the road classifications
that we need, assuming full build out with everything that's going on.

Ben Wheat: This is Jordi with Hales Engineering.

Jordi Barret: My name is Jordi Barrett, and | work with Hales Engineering in Lehi. If you'd like |
can kind of summarize the report a little bit or | can answer questions first.

Chairwomen Anderson: Do we feel like we need the report summarized at this point?
Jenny Peay: Just a quick summary.

Jordi Barret: So, as Ben mentioned, Horrocks is working on the update to the transportation
master plan. At the time that we wrote this memo, the reviewing engineer, | believe it was Jeff
Mortimer before he left, anyway, he requested that we just check with them and look at their
latest modeling for 1500 South and 100 East, and then project our volumes out beyond what we
had originally projected in the original study. In the original study, we looked out five years. But
in the case of this latest work, we looked out to the year 2050, which is the final horizon year on
the travel demand model. And based on what Horrocks had at the time that we reached out to
them, that was back in February, they showed an ADT of about 400 vehicles per day using 100
East, that's incredibly low. The model also had an ADT of 1,100 vehicles per day, east and west
on 1500 South just into the development. So, using that and using the baseline of growth which
was very little in the trials manual base here. We use kind of our national, it's called NCHRP
National Cooperative Highway Research Methodologies to grow our existing traffic counts to
that 2050 scenario. Now the travel demand model already took into account the growth that that's
assumed in that model, and that's something that Horrocks would have to speak to. To be
conservative, then we lay layered all of the catalyst buildings traffic on top of that. We looked at
it as a two-way stop. And as a four-way stop | believe, as well as a roundabout and the signalized
intersection, out to 2050. If we were to leave it as a two-way stop and the northbound and
southbound directions, we get level of service A. If we run it as a signal, which has been
mentioned one more signal, we still get low service A seems like a waste. Maybe save a couple
of seconds of delay, I can’t quite remember.

Jenny Peay: Can | just interject for just a second? This is for what year?
Jordi Barret: 2050

Jenny Peay: It stays at level A until 2050?
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Jordi Barret: According to the models. According to the volume that is protected in the trials of
my model, and Horrocks for the transportation master plan. To be honest, we saw it running at a
level service A. We didn't see a need from a traffic operations standpoint to put a roundabout
there. To be honest, I'm not sure why it was included in the previous adoption of the
transportation master plan, just based on the volumes that were in that older model as well as the
most current models that we got from Horrocks. And so, from a traffic standpoint, everything
functions well as a two-way stop, or even as a four-way stop, even though I'm not sure that's
even necessary, based on our findings.

Ben Hunter: Maybe Jordi, could you speak a little bit more to what those assumptions are in the
growth of the models? Is it a certain percentage? Is it that you know, how is that growth
identified and determined?

Jordi Barret: I apologize. I don't have the percentages with me. I do have the 2015 EDT’s. I
would have to take a look at the base assumption that was used, and then | could calculate those
percentage differences. But as | mentioned that the volumes as projected by Horrocks weren't
very high by 2015. And that is taking into account the catalysts. Again, to be conservative we
layer catalysts on top of what was already built into their volumes.

Ben Hunter: Part of that took into account catalyst, but it didn't take into account any of the other
specific developments like Ben’s slides had outlined, some of the other ones that are coming in
that have not necessarily been developed yet. But it just lumped those specific ones into that
general percentage which like most of the traffic studies have worked out and correct me if I'm
wrong, Usually, it's a two to 5% increase or something like that, which this specific area that was
some of the concern and that if you've looked at this specific area, it's been more than that two to
5% with it and once some of the connections are made as that development goes further to the to
the west. That's part of why right now, we the city's trying to preserve the right of way necessary
for the roundabout that we anticipate, if all that were to get developed right now, that number
would probably change from what's portrayed in in the records based off of just general growth
percentages. So, one of the things that is a distinction | wanted to make, is trying to make sure
we preserve the right of way right now. We may not be looking at constructing the actual
roundabout at this point because it isn't because that demand isn't there right now as it comes in.
But going back after the fact and trying to get additional right of way for those future
improvements that you would need. That's part of why we're trying to preserve that intersection
so that we anticipate needing it in the future and will have the land to be able to do that
expansion that we would need at that point in time. And like Jordi said, not that it's a significant
difference or anything like that, just for non-engineering world, when we refer to level of
services. It's basically the delay in the intersection and how well it is performing or how
congested it is. Although both of them are performing at level of service A, the roundabout was
performing a few seconds less, the delay was 2.2 seconds on the roundabout and five seconds on
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the traffic signal or things like that. As that higher growth comes into play, that's where it starts
to decrease that level of service. Just give a similar example, UDOT right now is doing a study
on Pioneer Crossing. They had tried to project based on some of the modeling at the time, and
they'd anticipated that Pioneer Crossing would function sufficiently into the future. If any of you
drive on it, it is not functioning at a good level of service. You actually have about 60,000 cars
on that a day. That is part of the concern we see on that as this particular area is growing, and
especially when that connection goes into the southern part south of the TOD. That is where we
anticipate you're going to see a lot more of that traffic that creates congestion.

Chairwomen Anderson: If I may, | appreciate all the comments. I think that we can all see the
complexity and the importance of a lot of these issues, and | think that there are so many
discussions we could have about what could or should fit in this situation. As far as our role and
our duty tonight, | see that we are going to look at this and decide whether it does or doesn't fit
our existing code as it stands today and approve or deny based on that. And given that our code
says all streets must conform to our master plan, however unfortunate that is, for this situation, |
feel that we really only have one option at this point. And you know, | welcome your comments,
or we can make a motion.

Chris Christiansen: Yeah, I kind of second that, | appreciate that you've identified some
problems from your side of the table there. You provide a solution for each one of those, but |
believe that's only one solution. | think there's other solutions out there that could be done. So,
with the requirements and the statutes that we have, we have to do our thing and | think these
issues could be addressed again through other methods as well, to get to that resolution.

Rodney Martin: | just want to go on record, this 1500 South roundabout is ludicrous. With the
use of this area.

Ben Wheat: | second that.

Rodney Martin: Keep me on your side here. With the industrial nature, manufacturing nature,
things of this area. I've driven this many times, Bruce has driven it like every day. There and then
just after the train tracks east of there before you get to the freeway. Those need traffic lights at
full build out. Roundabouts do not work with trucks and trailers. They confuse people as it is.
When you get into an industrial area a roundabout is not the answer. I'm not an engineer. I'm not
a traffic person. I do love to drive | do love to not be hindered, and a light at both of those
sections on 1500 South, which is a major and will be a major thoroughfare, that we need as much
width in that road as we can get, a roundabout will be viewed in the future as an idiotic move.

Bruce Frandsen: | would say | agree on a number of things that came up here tonight. One,
roundabouts, | think are problematic in that when you go down that road you have 110-foot-long
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trucks coming with trailers behind them. If you go to the roundabout in Lehi and you look where
some of them have tried, they run halfway over the roundabout. Most roundabouts would have to
be the size of the one in Paris, which if any of you have been there, it’s 14 lanes. Trying to be
that big in order to handle these big semis that are coming in and out of there, both for the
farming and the industrial that goes on down there, I just don’t know. I would say yeah, the
dumpsters in my opinion, make sense, and we need to change the code to allow those to happen.
The bike path. When they put the bike path in that you showed the pictures of, everybody knew
it was going to not work. But years ago, somebody decided that we'll put bike paths next to the
slews, and I was here 40 years ago, 30 years ago when some of this took place, they'll be able to
walk and ride their bikes, and there'll be a nice little stream next to them. These are not streams,
they are ditches with you know 20 gallons of water a minute running through them, and then
nobody maintains them. Highland has closed their bike paths that they did that with, they are
barricaded at both ends now. | love the idea of where you have proposed it, right down where it
is being developed. But right now, we have it right behind the storage units, a ditch, and an
asphalt strip that no one is going to maintain. It is already being destroyed by the gophers and
other stuff. I think we need to really look at some of those things. | think probably from what I'm
hearing, all that fits code change. So maybe we had better look and make some quick code
changes. I think we do them quickly. I don’t think things need to wait till a master plan is
updated in 18 months.

Chairwomen Anderson: Thank you for those comments. The one we need to think about right
now is the roundabout and the temporary cul de sac and we have to decide, do these fit the code
and we need to vote on that. Before we even discuss any of the other things.

Bruce Frandsen: Sure, and | just said that so it will be on the record, I realize where we are at.
Chairwomen Anderson: So, if we don’t have any further discussion, I think we can, yes, Travis?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: | was just going to say, Bruce, like all those types of ideas that you have
as we go through and redo the code over the upcoming months. Keep all this in mind as we're
going through this stuff and all of these things come before you.

Chairwomen Anderson: Right. I do feel like a lot of valuable things have been brought up
tonight. We can move forward with the motion if anyone is ready for one.

Rodney Martin: So, what's the result if we table this? Would there be any chance for resolving
some of these things or getting a code text amendment in place to be approved, and would that
help move the project forward expeditiously?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: 1 would say there's risk involved in that, because it's not a guarantee to
go through to meet the current project as it sits. There's a lot of risk in that. A lot of time is
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involved for the developer as well. Because you never know how the City Council is going to
vote.

David Bird: | have a similar question as Rod does, | can see the proposal here by Rodrick
Properties, and it looks very acceptable as long as we get it to meet code. But what is the most
expedient way of doing that?

Chairwomen Anderson: Harold, | believe you have a comment?

Harold Dudley: I do. I am struggling because | am looking at this, and | guess we as planning
commissioners, | should probably know the code better than | do. But we've relied on staff,
right? And clearly staff, in the past, it appears that staff just missed the trash enclosures. That is
minor compared to master plan. That's where I'm struggling. Because quite frankly, we missed
that two years ago, and it got through so, | probably shouldn't say it, but I'm just struggling with
all of that right now. And | don't know how to resolve it. In my mind, and we see it almost every
week we're here, and sorry, | will probably get in trouble for saying, that every week we're here
we're seeing good plans that don't meet code. If it was just the dumpsters, | would vote and just
ignore the code. But here we have master plan and that takes more than just a code amendment
doesn't it, to change the master plan?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: There's a lot involved with it, and there is a lot we are changing in the
next couple of months. Keep that in mind. Right now, like I said earlier, we're bound to the
general plan, transportation plan and the development code right now. So that's what we're bound
by, it has to meet code.

Chairwomen Anderson: And every week we do see a lot of great plans that do meet code, right?
Harold Dudley: That's true.

Jenny Peay: And | do have to say that it's not a guarantee that TSSD is going to follow through
on that.

Ben Wheat: No, and to that point, if | came in with a site plan for lot seven, | would go build that
circle.

Jenny Peay: Yeah, that’s why I say, you can’t rely on something that has not been approved.

Ben Wheat: No, | am not relying on them. I still have to go through staff, planning commission,
and City Council with a site plan for lot seven. I couldn't go build lot seven without that process.
Then in that process, if TSSD still hasn't built their roads yet, | would go build that circle.
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Chris Christiansen: Why not use lot seven as its own separate subdivision, and have it on its own
preliminary plan?

Ben Wheat: The improvements that are going in fully improved lot seven. Lot seven is just part
of the subdivision phase. To be honest with you, the end of 1700 South has nothing to do with
phase three, but that was put in on phase two. | mean, this is just a requirement from staff. Again,
the circle would go in and be built when I build a building on lot seven, if TSSD has not put that
road through.

Ben Hunter: For some of the history with that, when they came through with phase two, we were
corrected in that we didn't have an allowance in code for a temporary cul de sac at the time. The
temporary cul de sac, kind of going back to the same thing, where code sometimes allows for
allowances or variances. Specific to the temporary cul de sac, what code talks about, it states
dead end streets permanent or temporary, greater than 150 feet, you know, has several criteria
and requirements. It says that you have to follow the standards. It says temporary cul de sacs
may be allowed or recommended for approval by the city engineer and development services
director and approved by Council. In the event a temporary cul de sac is approved; it shall be
constructed as shown in the standard drawing number 15.7.B and that's it. So again, the variance
and allowance we have, is we can allow and choose to allow the temporary cul de sac. But if we
do, it has to be code and | don't have a variance to change it. So, because the lot that's being
created fronts that road, it has to meet current road standards and generally a site plan approval.
We're not approving roads, we're approving the site itself. So this is where the public
infrastructure and requirements of code and the standard details have to be met, because that road
is fronting a lot that is part of the subdivision, it has to meet current code. This is the current code
that we have to comply with to be able to say yes to this plan.

Ben Wheat: Correct me if I'm wrong, when you say temporary cul de sac, you're requiring us to
build it just to asphalt, curb, gutter, storm drain, and sidewalks?

Ben Hunter: Asphalt, curb, gutter, a portion of the sidewalks, but it is modified you don't have a
park strip in there. | know that the intention, although as I've looked through code, it can
probably be clarified. | thought that it had been clarified, but part of the intention was that when
that road did extend in the future, so in this case, if and when TSSD moves forward, it would be
their responsibility to construct the road and remove those temporary improvements. And that
temporary easement that would be required as part of the plat, would then go away. We wouldn't
need it anymore because the road goes through. It would be a future cost on the development
when that road punches through.
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Ben Wheat: Again, it is like giving the city a piece of our land, and then having to beg for it back
and deconstruct a cul de sac, which again, we would put in when we develop lot seven. |
completely see your point, and understand, it just doesn’t make sense to have to do it.

Jenny Peay: | feel for you, | really do, but we are really constrained here by the code. The city, |
think, is looking at the bigger picture here. | feel that your site does have some constraints and
does have some problems here, but as a city we have to look at the master plan and how it was
originally set up. | feel like that that doesn't give us a lot of latitude here.

Chairwomen Anderson: Does anyone have any closing comments, or we can try a motion and
see where it lands?

Chris Christiansen moved to deny the proposed Preliminary Plan, located at
approximately 1600 South 150 East, American Fork City, UT 84003, in the PI-1 Zone.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Jenny Peay: Question for you Christine, maybe you or somebody else can answer, where it is
denied, does this go to the City Council. Or are we the approval body on this?

Bruce Frandsen: Can they appeal to the City Council?

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Yes.

Bruce Frandsen: I’d love you to do that. I love to see you show the City Council some of the
things that the City Council could put some weight behind to get the code fixed on the dumpsters

and the trail that goes to nowhere. Yeah, I'd love them to go to City Council.

Chairwomen Anderson: Denying it gives them that opportunity, but if we table it, then they are
stuck here.

Jenny Peay: So not having to come back with something different each time is actually a better
option for you.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
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Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE

The motion Passed

Chairwomen Anderson: So, we have denied the preliminary plan, and we empathize and are
hoping for something to be put together that can work. Whether from our end or from meeting
number two, thank you.

Ben Wheat: Just to clarify, that is the vote on all four of them, | guess?

Chairwomen Anderson: So, Item B, the final plat, would require the preliminary plan to be
approved, and the commercial site plans would require the final plat to be approved. So, | think
at this point we aren't able to approve or to recommend approval of the others. Just because they
all domino off each other.

Ben Wheat: So, with that being said, can we deny all four of them, so we can take all 4 of them
to City Council?

Cody Opperman: If you table them, they will not go to City Council. Staff's recommendation for
the final three is going to be tabling them, just to give them the opportunity to fix up the
comments and then follow the master plans, but again, you as planning commission you guys
can make your own determination, your own recommendation, whether it be tabling, denial or
approval. But staff's recommendation again, is to table. But again, if you feel the need to deny
them, then that's what you do.

David Bird: If we deny all of them, then they can appeal them all to the City Council, Correct?

Cody Opperman: Yes.
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Chairwomen Anderson: | felt that it was quite a bucket full to think about all of them as one, and
it was a little clouded because we were trying to think of all of them at the same time. So, it
would be my choice to table B, C and D. So that city council can look at the first two items, and
then we can come back and address the little things that City Council probably doesn’t need to
worry about.

Harold Dudley: | have to agree along the same lines, because I actually can't put words in the
City Council's mouth, but I think even if we did, they've been supportive of our group, and |
think they would remand it back to us, because you can't really get into the details of all of it
right now.

Chairwomen Anderson: Right, past those first two items, | think there were several items like the
trash enclosures, that are not being decided on here.

Ben Wheat: Yeah, so to clarify the two items that we could identify with just denying them
would be the roundabout and the temporary cul de sac. The sidewalk, the bike path, and trash
enclosure couldn't be talked about with City Council.

Chairwomen Anderson: Right, that belongs here.

Ben Wheat: Okay, sounds good.

b. Review and recommendation on an application for a Final Plat, known as Roderick
Catalyst Business Park Phase 3, located at approximately 1600 South 150 East,
American Fork City, UT 84003. The Final Plat will be for approximately 32.73 acres
and will be in the Planned Industrial (PI-1) Zone.

The applicant has applied for a Final Plat to develop a business park on the south end of the City.
The Final Plat proposes to create 4 new lots for the development of the Roderick Catalyst
Business Park.

Harold Dudley: I'm gonna make the motion based on what I've heard and what I'm feeling right
now.

Harold Dudley moved to deny the proposed Final Plat, located at approximately 1600
South 150 East, American Fork City, UT 84003, in the PI-1 Zone.
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Chairwomen Anderson: You want to deny the whole thing?
Harold Dudley: For me, | think we should table the next two, but deny the final plat as well.
Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, so why is that?

Harold Dudley: I think those two are kind of hand in hand, that’s my feeling, and others may feel
differently. I think the first two will assist, if City Council so feels inclined, and we don’t know
what City Council will feel, but they can look at these together, and then the site plan comes
back to us. That's my feeling.

Chris Christiansen: | see your logic, and | will second your motion.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: Just keep in mind how the development works and how they'll have to
fit into each other. So, you've got the first one that we've been talking about the subdivision part
of it, and then you develop lots individually. So, keep in mind that they're all separate, but the
preliminary plan and the subdivision have to go together they have to match.

Chairwomen Anderson: So, would it be staff’s recommendation to deny the final plat or to table?
Bruce Frandsen: Because we have denied the first one.

Ben Wheat: There is a current motion to deny it.

Chairwomen Anderson: There is a motion and a second.

Travis Van Ekelenburg: You should probably handle that first motion.

Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, so we have a motion from Harold, and a second from Chris, we
will start the roll call vote;

Chris Christiansen seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson NAY
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE
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The motion Passed

c. Review and recommendation on an application for a Commercial Site Plan, known
as Roderick Catalyst Business Park Lot 6, located at approximately 148 East 1600
South, American Fork City, UT 84003. The Commercial Site Plan will be on
approximately 5.95 acres and will be in the Planned Industrial (P1-1) Zone.

The applicant has applied for a Commercial Site Plan to develop a warehouse building. The
project looks to develop a large warehouse building that will be on one of several lots for the
Roderick Catalyst Business Park.

The applicant will need to provide drawings that show the on-site dumpster (trash) enclosure that
is required by City Code Section: 17.5.121, in addition to other comments from staff. The
applicant also has applications in process for a Preliminary and Final Plat Subdivision that will
need to be finalized before the Commercial Site Plan can be approved.

Harold Dudley moved to table action for the proposed Final Plat, located at approximately
1600 South 150 East, American Fork City, UT 84003, in the PI-1 Zone.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE

The motion Passed

d. Review and recommendation on an application for a Commercial Site Plan, known
as Roderick Catalyst Business Park Lot 8, located at approximately 100 East 1553
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South, American Fork City, UT 84003. The Commercial Site Plan will be on
approximately 9.10 acres and will be in the Planned Industrial (P1-1) Zone.

The applicant has applied for a Commercial Site Plan to develop a warehouse building. The
project looks to develop a large warehouse building that will be on one of several lots for the
Roderick Catalyst Business Park.

The applicant will need to provide drawings for the proposed roundabout intersection for Lot 8,
and additionally new drawings that show the on-site dumpster (trash) enclosure that is required

by City Code Section: 17.5.121. The applicant also has applications in process for a Preliminary
and Final Plat Subdivision that will need to be finalized before the Commercial Site Plan can be
approved.

Harold Dudley moved to table the Commercial Sit Plan Lot 8 located at approximately
1553 South 100 East, American Fork City, UT 84003, in the PI-1 Zone.

Rodney Martin seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Chris Christiansen AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
Bruce Frandsen AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE

The motion Passed

Upcoming Projects
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Other Business

Cody Opperman: Not too much is going on. | mean, we do have some upcoming projects dealing
with you, and some more transit-oriented development and even some accessory structures and
some more final plats soon to be coming up. So that's all for upcoming business. So, kind of a
little bit milder.

Rodney Martin: | urge whoever is reading this that we get some alternants for planning
commission members.

Adjournment

Bruce Frandsen motioned to adjourn the meeting.

David Bird seconded the motion.

Meeting adjourned at 7:49 PM

Angie McKee

Administrative Assistant |

The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the commissioners, public
and staff.
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