APPROVED MINUTES
08.16.2023
AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION
August 16, 2023

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on August 16th, 2023 at
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 6:00 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Christine Anderson, David Bird, Jenny Peay, Rodney Martin, Harold
Dudley

Absent: Bruce Frandsen, Chris Christiansen

Staff Present:

Patrick O’Brien Development Services Director
Cody Opperman Planner I

Levi Burr City Engineer

Angie McKee Administrative Assistant [

Others Present: Grayson Sabin

REGULAR SESSION

Chairwoman Anderson led the “Pledge of Allegiance”

Roll Call

COMMON CONSENT AGENDA

1. Minutes of the August 2, 2023 Planning Commission Regular Session.

Rodney Martin motioned to approve the Common Consent agenda.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:
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Christine Anderson AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Code Text Amendment,
known as Typical Waterman Taps, of the American Fork City Municipal Code.
Amending Section 15.01.1390, the Code Text Amendment plans to update and
create standard water details for American Fork City.

Levi Burr reviewed the background information for public hearing item a. The applicant has
applied for a Code Text Amendment to amend Section 15.01.1390 of the American Fork City
Municipal Code. The proposed amendment looks to revise the section 15.01.1390 of the
municipal code of American Fork City and is part of a larger project to revise and modify the
standard details found in section 15.01.

Levi Burr: Under the guidance of Jay Brems, our water superintendent, and Ben Hunter (City
Engineer), we've reviewed some of our old standard details, and we're just updating them to
make them cleaner, and getting the information that they want conveyed to the developers.

Chairwomen Anderson: Thank You Levi, any questions from the commission on the first item?
We can just mention that Harold is with us and will be a voting member as well.

David Bird: Can you give us some details on what changes or updates are being given, some
kind of idea of what we are supporting?

Levi Burr: Some of the basic things, like to clean up some of the text to make sure that it’s a little
bit more descriptive on the details. It’s in the packet so you can see the two different sections to
kind of compare them. Going into the water tapping it needs like a clamp for each of them.
Unless it's a ductile iron pipe and it's a one-inch meter, then you can just put it straight into the
pipe. Some of that stuff to clean it up and remove the confusion for any developers.
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Chairwomen Anderson: Awesome. Any other comments, or we can make a motion? Sorry, this
item requires a public hearing.

Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

Rodney Martin moved to recommend approval for the proposed Code Text Amendment
amending Section amending Section 15.01.1390, titled Typical Waterman Taps, relating to
updating and creating standard detail Culinary Water Service Tap for American Fork City
and providing an effective date for the ordinance.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Harold Dudley AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

b. 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.
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Levi Burr reviewed the background information for public hearing item b. The applicant has
applied for a Code Text Amendment to amend Section 15.01 of the American Fork City
Municipal Code. The proposed amendment looks to revise the section 15.01.1395 of the
municipal code of American Fork City and is part of a larger project to revise and modify the
standard details found in section 15.01.

Jenny Peay: Will these be installed on the outside of the meters?

Levi Burr: So basically, this is the connection to the pipe itself.

David Bird: So, it’s the connection in the street?

Rodney Martin: Into the water main.

David Bird: How are they accessing that?

Levi Burr: So, this is for new developments, and they will have to dig up the street to access it.
David Bird: Are you digging up streets that have recently been repaired?

Levi Burr: That's always a possibility. But when that happens, it will have to follow the codes
that allow them to dig up the streets. I think there's a moratorium generally. And with that
moratorium, they still allow you to dig up the street but it's very restrictive on how far you have
to repair it and stuff like that.

David Bird: Will this be coordinated with the resurfacing that’s going on? I know in my
neighborhood they are tearing up all of the streets. I hate to have them lay out a new paved road,
and then next summer take it all up again. Is this coordinated somehow?

Levi Burr: This is for every developer that comes into the city, we asked them to use our water
details. So, it's not necessarily for a specific project, but it's for the entire city.

Patrick O’Brien: I think what the commissioner is asking is where we are paving streets in the
city, are we going to be doing all of the existing connections that are in the city? Are we going to
have to go back in and re-do stuff that we've just recently resurfaced?

Levi Burr: So, this would be for new construction.

David Bird: so, it’s not retro?

Levi Burr: No, it’s not a retro thing.

Chairwomen Anderson: If there is no further comment, we are ready for a motion.
Patrick O’Brien: We need a hearing.

Chairwomen Anderson: I am going to remember one of these times.
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Public Hearing Opened

No Comments

Public Hearing Closed

David Bird moved to recommend approval for the proposed Code Text Amendment
amending Section 15.01.1395, titled Typical Secondary Water Main Tap, relating to
updating and creating Pressurized Irrigation Service Tap and providing an effective date
for the ordinance.

Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

David Bird: Can I ask the effective date? When will this go into effect?

Patrick O’Brien: It will be when the ordinance is approved by City Council. It's just a legal term
that our city attorney has in there to cover us, so we know when it's adopted, it's automatically in
effect.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Harold Dudley AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
David Bird AYE

The motion passed

c. Public hearing, review, and recommendation on a proposed Code Text Amendment,
known as Valve Box Detail, of the American Fork City Municipal Code. Amending
section 15.01.1400, the Code Text Amendment plans to update and create standard
water details for American Fork.
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Chairwoman Anderson noted that Public Hearing letter c. was pulled from the agenda by staff.

ACTION ITEMS

a. Review and action on an application for a Residential Accessory Structure, known
as Sabin Accessory Structure, that is 1000 square feet or greater, located at 770 N
350 E, American Fork City, UT 84003. The Accessory Structure will be on
approximately 1.05 acres and will be in the R1-9000 zone.

Cody Opperman reviewed the background information. The applicant has applied for a site plan
to develop a Residential Accessory Structure. The Accessory Structure exceeds the 1000 square
foot threshold, requiring the application to be brought to the Planning Commission for their
determination. The proposed accessory structure is 3500 square feet, and the existing One
Family Dwelling is 2,341 square feet. such as an accessory building will be incidental to the
primary use of the building on the parcel, the applicant has provided adequate assurance that
neither the accessory building or any portion thereof will be used or converted for sleeping
quarters or living quarters. Overall, it is up to code for these three items. The fire marshal has put
in some comments that he would personally like to see. But overall, it is still up to code. Also, I
just want to indicate that after whatever the determination is here for planning commission, there
will still be some engineering remarks that will need to be resolved. One approval condition is to
provide adequate assurance for ensuring this will not be converted into an external ADU or
anything with living spaces. So overall, it's up to code, but again, we want to make sure that the
engineering items will still be addressed later before building permits are issued.

Jenny Peay: Do we have any restrictions for it having a business?

Cody Opperman: Yes, so for external accessory structures, you're not allowed to have a home
occupation run out of them. That's also part of the adequate assurance form it will be indicating
that it won't be used for a business or living quarters.
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Patrick Obrien: The adequate assurance document is a covenant that no habitation or business
will be run from the structure.

Cody Opperman: It will also be recorded with Utah County. So, it will be with the land. If
anybody purchases that property in the future, that covenant would also hold until something
comes up in the future, if anything changes for that use, for example, in the future. Also, the
accessory structure will be used for mainly storage of boats, vehicles, trailers and stuff like that.
Just to give you an overall feel of what that accessory structure is going to be.

Chairwomen Anderson: Engineering, do you have any comments on this?

Levi Burr: The engineering comments that will need to be addressed before a building permit is
issued, is with this being a large building there will be a quite a substantial amount of water
runoff coming from it. The code doesn't allow for water runoff into the neighboring properties.
So, engineering will need to see specific information on how that water will be stored on site,
and what the percolation rates will be. Will there be a sufficient amount of storage for the water
so that does not become a problem? Also, part of the code requires easements for remodels and
reconstructions. This property currently does not have an easement so we will be requiring that
as well before the building department review.

Jenny Peay: So, you are requiring that plat record easements, is that what I am assuming?

Levi Burr: It wouldn't be a plat; it would just be easements around the property. Code requires a
10-foot easement in the front and 5-foot on the side.

Chairwomen Anderson: So, in most applications we are accustomed to having engineering things
meet code before they come to us, so we know what we are approving. I know that with
accessory structures, currently in our code, there are only those three items that you mentioned
that need to be met. In my opinion, it would be helpful in the future to have the code amended so
that accessory structures are required to meet the code before they come to Planning
Commission. I think that would make it more clear for the applicant so that they know when they
leave this room that they're good to go rather than, you know, thinking that they got an approval
but it's not a final approval because they still have several steps to go before they can move
forward.

Rodney Martin: My main concern, like Christine brought up, is a developer or builder/owner,
thinking “hey, I've got approval”, when they will still be held up for a building permit. Anything
we can do to reduce the amount of time that it takes from approval of this body to the permitting
stage will help. I know you're constrained as a staff on things like that. I’'m fine with approving
this, but it just means that they're gonna have to wait for you guys to do stuff, in order to get a
permit. Hopefully, that can happen quickly.
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Chairwomen Anderson: I agree, I think because it meets code, our duty tonight is to approve it. It
needs to be very clear that it is only a land use approval. For the building approval, it needs to
meet the specified engineering requirements.

Jenny Peay: So, do they have a proposed drainage plan?

Levi Burr: They've submitted something to us recently. We haven't had a thorough review of it
but we will have comments pending on that review. We are still looking for something with a
little bit more detail. Like the amount of water that needs to be retained. How the percolation rate
is, the geotechnical report, just to confirm that what they're finding is adequate.

Chairwomen Anderson: And also, just to clarify, this does not go on to City Council. Is that
right? We are the approval body and once we give approval tonight, we won't see it again, and it
is just up to engineering to get an approval?

Patrick O’Brien: Yes. The next steps in the process are to get all of the engineering checklist
items in place, some of these issues that Levi has brought up. It is similar to other projects, but
these checklist items can generally be worked on beforehand for larger projects that are not
accessory structures. Before we accept plans for the building permit, we require a sign-off from
all the departments involved in that process. So, engineering won't be able to give that sign off
until they receive everything. Then building can accept it. So unfortunately, the perception is that
building slows everything down, because they won’t be able to accept something because of the
way our process is structured. It doesn't essentially allow people to work on items because they
don't know what those requirements are until we get to this point in time.

Chairwomen Anderson: Right, seems like a little more of a headache for the applicant.

Cody Opperman: And, again, just the adequate assurance form needs to be provided as well.
You can also reach out to me, Grayson. I can send it over to you and get that signed and recorded
into Utah County.

Chairwomen Anderson: I believe the applicant is here. You're welcome to come forward if you'd
like to tell us about your project,

Greyson Sabin: Basically, it is just to store all my things out of the weather. Pretty simple. This
has been a six-month process to approve something, so as you can tell it has been pretty
frustrating. One thing too, on the application it says a geotechnical report is required if it is
sensitive lands, which I don't believe these are sensitive lands. So, I'm just curious if during this
meeting we can just take care of all the things for engineering. Levi, I did have my engineer
approve; Sorry, I'm not a very formal person, so I'm a little bit nervous here. I apologize. I did
have my engineer go through and provide slopes and percentages away from the structure for
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adequate drainage, in his opinion. That was done a few weeks ago. And, in my opinion,
objectively, this meets all code. So, it's just a little bit frustrating that we're going back and forth.
It seems like there is a little bit of internal communication and I do not know what is going on,
but as a homeowner trying to get a project done, it's been very frustrating. Just for the record, I
want to say that. So, I do not know if we can resolve some of these things right now. It seems
like there is a lot of back and forth and there is a lot of people that don't know, or maybe can't
make a decision. It seems like this body is the time to make decisions. It would meet the three
things that code requires, so my question is why? Why am I not able to get a permit as if this is a
building less than 1000 square feet?

Chairwomen Anderson: Right. So, you're right, you do meet the three items of code and so
tonight, in my opinion, I would recommend approval for this. And then just because of the way
the order is right now in the procedure, you'll still just have to finalize the engineering
requirements with staff after this.

Cody Opperman: Sorry Greyson. For those three criteria, it meets the Planning Commission
Code and the planning and land use regulation code. There are other items in our other
development code and our engineering code that will still need to be addressed. That is why you
will have those additional requirements that must be met after this meeting.

Greyson Sabin: Sure. I think what is a little bit frustrating, is I provided, in my objective or in my
biased opinion, enough evidence or whatever to meet the requirements, and it seems like nobody
really knows, or can officially approve this. So maybe we can meet after this and get a clear plan
as to how we can get this resolved without 1000s and 1000s of dollars or more, trying to find
contractors to get this done.

Rodney Martin: One thing, and you may or may not have stated, but you were talking about your
slopes and stuff like that for your building. You may understand, and you may not, but when you
build a building over ground that would normally absorb the rainwater, when that gets shed off
that building, and as required by law, you have to retain any water that lands on your land, on
your land. It can't just be sloped down to your neighbor's property.

Greyson Sabin: There's nowhere that it was stated that I am going to divert water to my
neighbor's property, and I even have submitted plans to engineering, I am not sure if you can pull
that up right now... Not that one, this is the old one. Do you have the one that I submitted two
weeks ago?

Rodney Martin: Your statement right here tonight, for all intents and purposes, you said drain off
and slopeage and stuff like that, which you know, if we just took that at face value would mean...
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Greyson Sabin: Sure, this is not the updated one. Do you have the one that I submitted two
weeks ago?

Patrick O’Brien: Levi has it here.
Greyson Sabin: Okay, Perfect.

Chairwomen Anderson: I do remember trying to get my house built and thinking, ‘it's just a
simple thing, why can't they just look at it?”” But the reality is, there is a stack this high, and
they've got to get through all the other things on their desk as well.

Greyson Sabin: I do understand that, and I had to actually go through three engineers before I
found someone that would work with me in American Fork City. Two of them were ready to go
with the project until they found out that it was American Fork City. So, for the record, I would
like to state that obviously there's something going on in the process where this is potentially
taking longer than other cities are taking. And again, this is not a redirection of property use.
This is just building, a detached garage essentially.

Chairwomen Anderson: Okay, thank you. I do want to be respectful to the staff who's been
carrying a heavy load and doing a great job. So, let's just try to keep it respectful. Levi, it seems
like you have something that he was hoping to show?

Levi Burr: Here's the drawings that he submitted. So, what I'm seeing from his drawing is the
water I believe is sloped to the north and south. You can correct me if I'm wrong, or is it east and
west?

Greyson Sabin: It is east and west. The north and south are cabled in, so no water will go off
those ends.

Levi Burr: Okay, so with that in mind, this is 2% each way. That's not a really large amount of
space. When I calculated how much water would come off on the 100-year storm, I got about a
10- by 10 by 25-foot pool size of water the amount that would come off that building. For 100-
year storm that's a large amount of water. So, based off the percolation rate, which is a comment
we've made about needing to know, because depending on if the water's not going to seep into
the soil quickly, that water will flow into the neighbor's property.

Greyson Sabin: This is a well-established neighborhood, and the percolation rates are the same
as my house currently. So, my question is, why would we need that? We already have a proven
track record that water does seep into the ground.

10
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Chairwomen Anderson: The area where the building is sitting, has previously been pervious.
With 3500 square feet of land that is no longer pervious that water will need to go somewhere
else. So that's the issue. It's just the size of that area that is being replaced by impervious.

Greyson Sabin: Sure, | understand but it's going to where water is currently being penetrated.

Patrick O’Brien: I think we're getting out of line on this. The Commission can approve the item,
but all subsequent things need to be addressed by our engineering division administratively. We
can set a timeline to try and address that as soon as possible.

Chairwomen Anderson: Right. I hope that the record from this meeting alone shows how
difficult it is when a project is brought to planning commission before it has been finalized
through staff. I know that staff can agree that it would make their life easier if they were able to
take the time to work on these projects, outside of planning commission, and bring it to us when
they're ready to present it as recommended or not recommended. We can move on at this point,
unless anyone else has comments.

Rodney Martin: After a certain amount of time the applicant has a right to have this brought
before us, whether or not staff is finished with it, and so it is their right to bring this before us.

Chairwomen Anderson: I just think the process should be correct.

Rodney Martin: Well, okay. We have got to figure something out as a city to not be the city that
people avoid building in. And that developers, engineers and contractors do not want to serve
customers in, and I don't want our city losing money through lawsuits related to these approvals.
Three of which I know are coming because of decisions, because of lack of whatever it is in our
city, whether it's code text amendments, whether it's leeway, variance, whatever it is, we have
got to do better. And when the mayor must be called because nothing is happening and he must
step in, that should not have to happen in our city. Okay, there are unreasonable developers.
There are unreasonable homeowners and people that try to push their agenda, and we must be
here to ensure that things are done properly, but the frustration level of many people I know....
Now, having said that, there is a process some people just don't realize. There's a process, and
they're like, “oh, I should just be able to sign this, and I'll be able to throw up whatever I want on
my land.” And that's not realistic either. So, we've got to do something. I know steps have been
made and decisions have been made and people have been hired, and hopefully we can get rid of
this stigma and that we can get to being amenable to sensible things in our city. And not get
bogged down in things that are not necessary.

Chairwomen Anderson: Cody has a comment.

11
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Jenny Peay: I would like to make a comment. Just because I kind of come into the defensive staff
here that all projects are not created equal. Depending on the project and depending on what is
being submitted and how it is being submitted. There are addendums that may need to be made. I
think it is reasonable that they have that opportunity to address those and bring those up. On
drainage, especially an item an engineer must address so we don’t create another issue for
surrounding neighbors. I defend the staff because I think it's necessary for engineering to follow
up on these, especially the size of the building. I think it's not just a 1000 square foot building. It
is a larger wheel. Give staff the opportunity to follow up with you. And the one thing I would
like to recommend to staff is to maybe give some light items that need to be addressed so it is
clear cut for him.

Chairwomen Anderson: Thank you. I think we will move on to a motion at this point based on
the three items that this structure needs to meet.

Rodney Martin moved to approve the proposed Residential Accessory Structure that is in
excess of 1000 square feet, located at 770 N 350 E, American Fork City, UT 84003, in the
Residential R1-9000 Zone, subject to any conditions found in the staff report and
recommended by the Fire Marshall.

Chairwomen Anderson: Do we need to add anything about how this is only a land use approval
or that is clear?

Patrick O’Brien: It is being approved subject to the required conditions.

Rodney Martin: “Subject to any conditions found in the staff report and recommended by the
Fire Marshall.”

Chairwomen Anderson: Right, okay.

Harold Dudley seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Jenny Peay AYE

12
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Rodney Martin AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE

The motion Passed

Greyson Sabin: Sorry for being disrespectful, I am just trying to voice my opinion.

Rodney Martin: We have been sworn at, so it’s fine. Having said what I said, I don’t mean any
disrespect to staff. I know you guys are working hard, and I don’t know what the answer is.
We’ve got to figure some things out.

Greyson Sabin: I’d like to say one last thing, the staff has been very responsive in getting back to
me. | think what has been a bit hard is not knowing what’s objectively going through the process
or subjectively. Who has the final say on this?

Patrick O’Brien: That's what we're trying to figure out. We can only operate within the
constraints of the code that exists right now. That's the honest fact of it. There are things that are
outdated, we are growing into a larger city, we need to update all of that stuff. We are trying to
improve that, and we appreciate your comments to help us figure out some of these things that
need to be addressed.

Chairwomen Anderson: Just the nature of the beast. The current staff are working with a code
that was written a long time ago. So, it's just this constant process of trying to update different
parts and it's this mammoth document. Thank you. Good luck to you.

b. Review and recommendation on a proposed Annexation Agreement, known as AF
Utah LLC, located at approximately 6899 W 7750 N, American Fork City, UT
84003. On approximately 13 acres, the property will be annexed into American Fork
City and be given the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) zoning designation.

13
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Patrick O’Brien reviewed the background information. The applicant has applied for annexation
within American Fork City. The project area looks to have the TOD zoning designation assigned
to the land, which would be for Transit Oriented Developments. As the property resides in the
Transit Core — Mixed Use Core any development to be put on this property will have a minimum
requirement of 55 dwelling units to the acre. Additionally, any buildings fronting 200 South will
have a requirement of 100 percent ground floor office and/or retail space. All buildings fronting
any other street in the Transit Core — Mixed Use Core will require 25 percent ground floor office
and/or retail space. The 25 percent equivalent may be satisfied collectively in one building or
dispersed throughout the project area in various buildings.

The Annexation Agreement will talk about the Terms and Conditions of the agreement, one of
which is the right of way to be conveyed to the City for 200 South and 250 South. 200 South will
be classified as a Business Arterial and 250 South as a Local Thoroughfare. At approximately
100 West, located between 200 South and 250 South, there will be right of way conveyed for a
pedestrian thoroughfare. All right of way to be conveyed to City will be shown on the street
dedication map prepared by the Applicant and approved by the City.

Chairwomen Anderson: Any questions for planning?
Jenny Peay: Is there a way that you can scroll that out so we can see the property on the map?

Patrick O’Brien: There’s not, but if you give me one second, I will just put it up on a on a regular
land use map. Some of the requirements outlined in the code related to development is that any
development that fronts 200 South needs a ground floor commercial or retail element. There's a
minimum density associated with the zoning as well. This is going to be our major high-density
area within the city. So, it makes sense to have our density specific to all of that, outlined as well.
We welcome the annexation in, it's an island down there right now, so bringing that in we'll get
rid of that unincorporated island. There're still a couple other holdouts throughout the southern
part of the city, but eventually most of those will move in, and for anyone who wants to continue
farming, we also welcome that use.

Harold Dudley: Does the county need to consent?

Patrick O’Brien: Everything in that process of things has been addressed with the county. The
petition has gone on before the county and all the other relevant stakeholders that need to be
notified because it's not leaving an island of unincorporated land. I don't think it needed to go
through the public hearing with the county for that, sometimes if you're annexing land in and
you're leaving a portion of unincorporated land, the county needs to say that they're okay with
that. But in this case, it doesn't do that.

Chairwomen Anderson: Engineering, did you have anything?

Levi Burr: Not unless there's things you want to know specifically about.

14
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Patrick O’Brien: The public hearing is held before the City Council. The Planning Commission
is not approving all of the annexation agreement, just the zoning element of it. The City Council
will approve everything else; this is the land use part that planning commission is concerned
about.

Jenny Peay moved to recommend approval for the proposed Annexation Agreement,
located at approximately 6899 W 7750 N, American Fork City, UT 84003, subject to any
conditions found in the staff report and recommended by the Fire Marshall.

David Bird seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Christine Anderson AYE
Jenny Peay AYE
Rodney Martin AYE
David Bird AYE
Harold Dudley AYE

The motion Passed

Other Business

Patrick O’Brien updated the Planning Commission on the progress of the Code Rewrite project.

Other Business

Adjournment
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Rodney Martin motioned to adjourn the meeting.

David Bird seconded the motion.

Meeting adjourned at 6:53 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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