
Wednesday, February 25, 2026
Development Review Committee

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE AGENDA
PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Development Review Committee of Spanish Fork, Utah,
will hold a regular meeting at the City Council Chambers at Library Hall, 80 South Main Street,
Second Floor, Spanish Fork, Utah, commencing at 10:00 a.m. This meeting is not available to
attend virtually.

1. Approval of Minutes

A. February 18, 2026.

2. Site Plan

A. CANYON COURT COMMERCIAL (LOTS 5 & 6). This proposal involves development of two commercial lots located
at 2725 East 400 North.

3. Preliminary Plat

A. TIETJEN SUBDIVISION (AGREEMENT). This proposal incudes approval of a Preliminary Plat for a standard
residential subdivision with 11 lots located at 2850 East 700 South.

B. THE VILLAS AT ANNIE'S ACRES SUBDIVISION AMENDED. This proposal involves amended approval for a
Preliminary Plat with the Master Planned Development Overlay with 111 units located at 1172 South Bradford Lane.

4. Zone Change

A. THE VILLAS AT ANNIE'S ACRES ZONE CHANGE. This proposal involves changing the zoning of a property from R-R
to R-1-6 with the Master Planned Development Overlay to accommodate a residential subdivision located at 1172
South Bradford Lane.

5. Title 15 Amendment

A. TITLE 15 REIMBURSABLE PROJECTS - IMPACT FEE DEADLINE UPDATE. This proposal involves updating Title
15.4.12.070 Reimbursable Projects to include a deadline for submitting impact fee reimbursements

B. TITLE 15 AMENDMENTS. This proposal includes various changes being made to Title 15 Land Use.

6. Adjourn
End
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Draft Minutes 

Spanish Fork City Development Review Committee 

80 South Main Street 

Spanish Fork, Utah 

February, 18 2026 

 

 

Staff Members Present:  Cory Pierce, Public Works Director; Seth Perrins, City Manager; 

Dave Anderson, Community Development Director; Brandon Snyder, Senior Planner; 

David Mann, Senior Planner; Kasey Woodard, Community Development Secretary; Ian 

Bunker, Associate Planner; Vaughn Pickell, City Attorney; Joshua Nielsen, Assistant City 

Attorney; Byron Haslam, Assistant City Engineer; Josh Wagstaff, Assistant City Engineer; 

Marcie Clark, Engineering Department Secretary; Jered Johnson, Engineering Division 

Manager; Jared Bartel, Information Systems Director Kevin Taylor, Senior Power Utility 

Planner; Jake Theurer, Power and Light Superintendent; Bart Morrill, Parks Maintenance 

Supervisor; Bryton Shepherd, Landscape Architect; Jason Turner, Fire Marshal; Dillon 

Muirbrook, Traffic Engineer; Travis Warren, City Surveyor. 

 

Citizens Present:  Ryan Livingston, Brody Horton, Skyler Wilcox. 

 

Cory Peirce called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. 

 

 

MINUTES 

 

January 21, 2026 

 

January 28, 2026 

 

Jake Theurer moved to approve the minutes of January 21 and January 28, 2026. 

 

Vaughn Pickell seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

MINOR PLAT AMENDMENT 

 

OAKRIDGE COVE PLAT G AMENDMENT  

 

Ian Bunker began his presentation by explaining that the proposal is straightforward in 

nature.  He stated that the subject property was originally comprised of two separate 
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parcels, Lots 46 and 47, and that the current request is to combine them into a single lot.  

He reviewed the lot sizes and location and noted that the plat identifies a scenic easement, 

which designates an unbuildable area.  He also indicated that the Engineering and 

Building Departments may have additional considerations related to the easement.  Staff is 

recommending approval of the proposal based on the findings, contingent upon the 

applicant addressing the remaining redlines. 

Josh Wagstaff reported that the Engineering Department has no outstanding concerns.  He 

noted there had been prior discussion regarding the hillside development requirements; 

however, an analysis was completed and confirmed that the proposed home location 

complies with applicable requirements.  He confirmed that Engineering has no remaining 

redlines. 

The discussion concluded with a question from Cory Pierce regarding the existing utilities.  

It was clarified that the water meter will be abandoned at the main line, and the sewer 

connection will be capped at the corner. 

Dave Anderson moved to approve the proposed Oakridge Cove Plat G Amendment Minor 

Plat Amendment based on the following finding and subject to the following conditions: 

 

Finding:  

1. 

Map and Zoning Map.   

 

Conditions: 

1. 

zoning requirements and other applicable City ordinances.   

2. That all remaining redlines are addressed.   

 

Jered Johnson seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

CONCEPT REVIEW 

 

MEADOW LANE TOWNHOMES CONCEPT 

Ryan Livingston, the applicant, was present to discuss the proposal.  He explained that the 

subject property is approximately two acres in size and contains existing powerlines that 

run through the parcel.  As a result, the buildable portion of the lot is approximately 0.77 

acres.  Mr. Livingston stated that the property is currently zoned R-1-6 and that he is 

requesting a zone change to R-3 to allow for the development of townhomes.  He 
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indicated that he is proposing to construct ten townhomes on the site and briefly 

mentioned the potential for a future road connection to the south. 

Cory Pierce commented that the current site plan includes private roadways with widths 

that do not meet City standards. 

Josh Wagstaff added that review comments have been provided noting that private roads 

are not permitted under current City regulations.  He also stated that the proposal would 

need to incorporate an adequate turnaround area to meet Fire and EMS access 

requirements. 

Mr. Livingston responded that the private road was intended to serve only the two 

southernmost townhomes and was envisioned more as a driveway; however, he 

acknowledged uncertainty as to whether that distinction would make a difference in 

meeting City standards. 

Mr. Wagstaff noted that, as depicted on the plan, the roadway appears to be stubbed to 

the south, suggesting a future connection.  It was further discussed that the future 

development of the property to the south remains unknown at this time. 

Seth Perrins inquired whether the proposal was intended as a continuation of the existing 

development.  Mr. Livingston clarified that he is a different property owner but is 

attempting to design the project to complement the surrounding neighborhood. 

Mr. Perrins confirmed that the proposed development would not be incorporated into the 

existing HOA and would likely have a different appearance from the surrounding 

subdivision. 

Mr. Pierce briefly discussed local road connections and cross-section requirements. 

Mr. Perrins observed that the property presents unique challenges, which may explain why 

it has not yet been developed.  He acknowledged that a creative approach will be 

necessary, particularly given that a significant portion of the property is encumbered by 

powerline easements.  He reiterated that private roads are not permitted and noted that 

the area may currently be serviced by an existing HOA.  He asked whether the applicant 

had explored the possibility of the development being incorporated into that HOA in the 

future.  Mr. Livingston stated that he was unsure of the feasibility but would reach out to 

the existing HOA to inquire. 

Mr. Livingston acknowledged the development constraints posed by the powerlines and 

asked the Committee whether there were alternative development concepts that might be 

more suitable for the parcel. 
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Ian Bunker mentioned that a previous concept had been discussed for this property, but 

the development challenges proved too significant, and the prior applicant chose not to 

pursue the project further.  Mr. Livingston added that the previous applicant had 

attempted to acquire additional property from the neighboring Forbush owners, but that 

offer was declined, which ultimately led to the withdrawal of that proposal. 

Staff discussed potential site layout options, including parking configurations beneath the 

powerlines.  Jason Turner emphasized the need to provide compliant fire access and an 

appropriate turnaround area for emergency services. 

Dave Anderson expressed difficulty envisioning ten townhomes on the site, noting that the 

proposal feels disconnected from the surrounding subdivision.  He questioned whether this 

is the appropriate time to rezone and develop the property and whether the proposed 

density is suitable.  While he appreciated the effort and thought put into the concept and 

expressed a desire to see the property improved in the future, he suggested that 

development might be more feasible if coordinated with potential future development of 

the adjacent Forbush property.  He stated that, in its current form, in his opinion, the 

concept does not appear to work. 

Mr. Perrins agreed that development will be challenging without a road connection to the 

adjacent property and with more than half of the site constrained by the powerline 

easement.  He asked whether the parcel had originally been part of the larger Meadow 

Creek Ridge development but left undeveloped.  Mr. Pierce confirmed that it had, 

explaining that the Forbush family chose to retain their home in the center of the area. 

Mr. Livingston again asked whether staff could envision an alternative product type that 

might be more appropriate for the site.  Mr. Pierce indicated that he agreed with Mr. 

project.  He also concurred with Mr. Perrins that any future development should blend 

more seamlessly with the adjacent subdivision, while acknowledging the significant 

constraints associated with the parcel. 

The discussion concluded with Mr. Perrins expressing his view that the property would 

likely be best developed in a manner more consistent with the surrounding neighborhood.  

He suggested revisiting the road layout and potentially reducing the number of units to 

create a development that feels like a natural continuation of the existing subdivision in 

terms of road structure and overall design.  While uncertain how helpful his comments 

might be, he stated that this represented his best recommendation to the applicant at this 

time. 

 

DISCUSSION 
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90% PARK PLAN SUNSET RIDGE 

Bryton Shepherd presented a 90% plan proposal for a new city park, providing additional 

detail from the concept previously discussed in fall 2025. 

Seth Perrins asked whether parking would be permitted on both sides of the road, and it 

was confirmed that on-street parking would be allowed on each side. 

Cory Pierce inquired about the proposed trail and sidewalk layout.  Mr. Shepherd explained 

that the plan includes a ten-foot-wide trail, along with a five-foot sidewalk located beneath 

the trees.  He noted that this configuration will be more clearly illustrated on the formal 

site plan. 

Brandon Snyder expressed that the proposal looks well done and thoughtfully designed.  

He reminded Mr. Shepherd that building and fencing permits will be required prior to 

construction.  Mr. Shepherd acknowledged this requirement. 

Staff discussed the proposed location, width, and length of the sidewalk and trail in greater 

detail.  Mr. Perrins commented that sidewalks are often used to clearly delineate the right-

of-way and provide continuous pedestrian access.  He expressed concern that 

incorporating a sidewalk, greenspace, and trail in close proximity could reduce the 

effectiveness of the greenspace if the sidewalk is situated in the middle.  He suggested 

relocating the sidewalk farther back to allow additional space for the trees. 

Further discussion followed regarding the layout.  It was suggested that the sidewalk 

beneath the trees be removed, the park strip widened, and the trail expanded from ten 

feet to twelve feet in width to better accommodate use. 

The Committee engaged in extended discussion regarding the dimensions of the trail and 

park strip, as well as the overall sidewalk placement.  The conversation then shifted to the 

proposed sports courts.  It was asked whether the pickleball courts would be oriented in a 

specific direction, and it was confirmed that they are planned to run north-south. 

Cory Pierce also inquired about ADA-compliant parking.  It was noted that ADA parking 

spaces will be provided along the street to allow access to the park, though not necessarily 

for street crossing.  Staff discussed ADA requirements and indicated that additional 

research may be needed to ensure full compliance.  The need for an accessible ramp and 

properly marked stall was also discussed. 

potential and functionality. 
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Mr. 

prepare a high-level revised concept for further discussion at a future meeting. 

Finally, Mr. Perrins asked about the proposed fencing material.  Mr. Shepherd stated that a 

four-foot chain link fence is planned around the perimeter of the park. 

 

UDOT PARCELS 

 

Dave Anderson moved to table this discussion indefinitely.   

 

 

Seth Perrins moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:45 a.m. 

  

  

Adopted:                                                                                

 

 
Kasey Woodard  

Community Development Division 

Secretary 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE    FEBRUARY 25, 2026 
 
 

Canyon Court Lots 5 & 6 
Site Plan 
2725 East 400 North 
2.33 acres 
C-2 Zone 
Commercial General Plan Designation 
 

 
 
 

 
The Applicant applied for Site Plan approval to construct three multi-tenant commercial buildings on lots 
5 and 6 of the Canyon Court Plat A subdivision. A total of 14 units are shown within the three buildings, 
with one building surrounded by a drive through lane. Based on the parking requirement for 
Retail/Shopping Center, the plan meets the required 84 stalls,  
 
The Applicant has recently corresponded with Engineering to address redline comments about the 
SWPPP, utility connections, and storm water drainage. Further discussion may be required to ensure 
requirements are met. 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Canyon Court Lots 5 & 6 Site Plan be approved based on the following finding and 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
Finding 
 
1. That the proposal conforms to the City’s General Plan Designation and Zoning Map.  
 
Conditions 
 
1. That the Applicant meets the City’s development and construction standards and other applicable 

City ordinances. 
2. That any remaining redlines are addressed prior to a building permit being issued. 
 

 EXHIBITS  
 

1. Area Maps 
2. Site Plan 
3. Landscape Plan 
4. Building Elevations 

 



Page 2 40 SOUTH MAIN STREET | SPANISH FORK, UT 84660 | SPANISHFORK.GOV  

EXHIBIT 1 

 

 
 

 

 
 

AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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EXHIBIT 4 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE       FEBRUARY 25, 2026 
 
 

Tietjen Subdivision 
Preliminary Plat 
2850 East 700 South 
5.43 acres 
R-1-15 Zone 
Estate Density Residential  
General Plan Designation 

 
 
 

 
The Applicant requests Preliminary Plat approval to develop an 11-lot single-family residential subdivision on the 
subject property. This proposal is uniquely tied to a Development Agreement executed between the Applicant 
and Spanish Fork City on May 24, 2021, which facilitated the city's acquisition of an Access and Utility Easement 
(Entry No. 144802:2021) across the parcel. Because the property is already zoned R-1-15, a Zoning Map 
Amendment is not required in association with this application. 

 
The proposed lots range in size from 13,415 square feet to 17,461 square feet, yielding an average lot size of 
14,671 square feet. Typically, this configuration would necessitate the application of a Master Planned 
Development Overlay District. However, the 2021 Development Agreement explicitly permits the Applicant to 
develop 11 lots on the property without the overlay, specifically accounting for individual lots that are under 
15,000 square feet and an overall average lot size that falls below the base minimum of the R-1-15 zone.  
 
The application includes a landscaping plan and the design for a trail along 700 South as well as a Street Tree 
Plan for the park strips throughout the development. Furthermore, the preliminary plat incorporates a stubbed 
road extending to the east, located between Lots 7 and 8, to accommodate future connectivity. Please note that 
proposed building products and architectural elevations have not been submitted with this application. 

 
Some of the key issues to consider are: lot size, utilities, development agreement, easements, setbacks, 
elevations, and access. 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Tietjen Subdivision Preliminary Plat be approved based on the following finding and subject 
to the following conditions: 
 
Finding 
 
1. That the proposal conforms to the City’s General Plan Designation and Zoning Map,  
 
Conditions 
 
1. That the Applicant meets the City’s development and construction standards and other applicable City 

ordinances. 
2. That any remaining redlines are addressed. 
3. That the Applicant corrects the plat setback diagram to conform with the standard setbacks of the  

R-1-15 zone.  
4.    That the Applicant participate in the amendment and vacation of existing subdivision plat and street.  

 
 
 EXHIBITS  

 
1. Area Maps 
2. Preliminary Plat and Construction Drawings 
3. Development Agreement 
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EXHIBIT 1 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE    FEBRUARY 25, 2026 
 

The Villas at Annie’s Acres 
Amended Preliminary Plat 
1172 South Bradford Lane 
22.23 acres 
R-1-6 with the Master Planned  
Development Overlay 
General Plan Designation  
Medium Density Residential 
 

 
 

 
This proposal involves amending the approval of a Preliminary Plat with the Master Planned Development 
Overlay for 111 residential units to be located at 1172 South Bradford Lane. The request adds two 
additional acres on the north side of the development for eight additional residential units within the 
proposed development and provides for the completion of the Volunteer Drive improvements to the 
intersection of Bradford Lane and River Bottoms Road. The proposal will be completed in one phase. Each 
residential unit will include a two-car garage and access off of a shared drive or public street.  
 
The proposal will provide additional amenities, landscaping, trails, street trees and complete the 
improvements of the Annie’s Acres development. Building elevations and amenity details along with the 
project pamphlet are attached from the previously approved Final Plat and Preliminary Plat files. Proposed 
clubhouse amenities include: a fully equipped exercise facility; a large heated swimming pool, 
approximately 20 x 40 ft; a patio area, lounge chairs and barbeque facilities; a stadium seating theater; a 
pool table; a gathering social area; a kitchen area; and a business office. A pavilion will also be located in 
the northeast corner of the development. 
 
The City Council previously approved the Preliminary Plat and Zone Change on August 22, 2024. An 
amended Development Agreement was approved by the City Council on June 17, 2025, with the DRC 
approving the Final Plat on May 21, 2025.  
 
Some of the key issues to consider are: development agreement and improvements. 
 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Villas at Annie’s Acres Preliminary Plat Amended be recommended for approval based 
on the following findings and subject to the following conditions: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s General Plan Designation of Medium Density Residential. 
2. That the proposal meets the intent of the Master Planned Development Overlay Zoning District. 
 
Conditions 
 
1. That the Applicant meets the City’s development and construction standards, zoning requirements 

and other applicable City ordinances. 
2. That the Applicant addresses any staff review comments. 
3. That the City Council approves of the associated zone change. 
4. That the City Council approves an amended development agreement. 
5. That the fencing along Volunteer Drive and Bradford Lane match the existing wrought iron fencing 

along South Lane. 
6. That the Applicant complies with the project’s details and amenities as previously approved with the 

Final plat and Preliminary Plat. 
7. That the applicant provides detailed building elevations, materials and designs for the single-family 
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lots 103-107, at the time of building permits, for review and approval regarding compliance with the 
quality and compatibility with the remaining residential units and compliance with the architectural 
standards of the Master Planned Development Overlay.  

8. That the building plans for lots 103-107, include enhanced elevations for the corner and high visibility 
building elevations. 

 
 
 

 EXHIBITS  
 

1. Area Maps 
2. Preliminary Plat 
3. Landscaping 
4. Project Details 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

 
 

 

 

AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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EXHIBIT 4 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE     FEBRUARY 25, 2026 
 

The Villas at Annie’s Acres 
Zone Change 
1172 South Bradford Lane 
2.14 acres 
R-1-6 with the Master Planned  
Development Overlay 
General Plan Designation  
Medium Density Residential 
 

 
 

 
This proposal involves changing the zoning of a property from R-R to R-1-6 with the Master Planned 
Development Overlay to accommodate the completion of a residential subdivision located at 1172 South 
Bradford Lane. The request would amend the previous approvals by adding additional acreage on the 
north side of the development. The Master Planned Development Overlay allows for the proposed variety 
of housing types. 
 
The Applicant would like to add approximately two acres to the proposed development for a revised total 
residential unit count of 111 units. The modifications yield a residential density of approximately 5 units to 
the acre for the Villas at Annie’s Acres. (The maximum density per acre of the R-1-6 is 5.34 residential units. 
There are 47 existing residential units in the original Annie’s Acres development in addition to what is 
being proposed. Total overall project details include 158 units on 32.85 acres for a density of 4.81 units per 
acre.) The additional acreage will add eight additional residential units to the proposed development and 
provide for the completion of Volunteer Drive improvements to the intersection of Bradford Lane and 
River Bottoms Road. 
 
The City Council previously approved the Preliminary Plat and Zone Change on August 22, 2024. An 
amended Development Agreement was approved by the City Council on June 17, 2025, with the DRC 
approving the Final Plat on May 21, 2025. Some of the key issues to consider are: development agreement 
and improvements. 
 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Villas at Annie’s Acres Zone Change be recommended for approval based on the 
following findings and subject to the following conditions: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s General Plan Designation of Medium Density Residential. 
2. That the proposal meets the intent of the Master Planned Development Overlay Zoning District. 
 
Conditions 
 
1. That the Applicant meets the City’s development and construction standards, zoning requirements 

and other applicable City ordinances. 
2. That the Applicant addresses any staff review comments. 
3. That the City Council approves an amended development agreement. 
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 EXHIBITS  
 

1. Area Maps 
2. Proposed Preliminary Plat 
3. Previous Preliminary Plat 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

 
 

 

 
 

AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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EXHIBIT 3 

 



 15.4.12.070 Reimbursable Projects 

Growth related infrastructure that does not have local connections shall be eligible for 

100% reimbursement through impact fees. All roads along non-residential and multi-

family development shall be considered to have local connection to the development. 

Parks shall not be considered to have local connection. If there are local connections, 

the difference between the regional and local infrastructure cost shall be eligible for 

reimbursement from impact fees. 

Roadway impact fee  reimbursement shall only apply to improvements and land from  

back of curb to back of curb unless offsite along previously developed land. Intersection 

impact fee reimbursement shall be calculated by averaging the percent impact fee eligible 

of the two intersecting streets. 

Eligible projects become reimbursable once they are added to the Impact Fee  Facilities  

Plan (IFFP). The City Public Works Director will determine when projects will be added to 

the IFFP. 

Design costs for development projects may be reimbursed through impact fees only under 

the following conditions: a.The design costs are incurred exclusively for system 

improvements that are not local development project improvements. b. The  design 

contract for system improvements is separate and independent from the original 

development design contract for on-site work. 

 Applications for Impact Fee reimbursement must be submitted within six (6) months after 

 the  project  has  passed  final  inspection and entered the warranty phase. Applications 

 submitted after this period shall not be eligible for reimbursement. 

https://spanishfork.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances&amp;name=15.4.12.070_Reimbursable_Projects


 
 
 
TO:​ ​ Spanish Fork City Planning Commission​  
 
FROM:​​ Dave Anderson, AICP 
 
DATE:​ ​ January 28, 2026 
 
RE:​ ​ Text Amendments for Public Facilities Zone and Fencing Requirements 
 
 
The language provided in boldface red describes a proposed addition to Title 15.  This proposal would 
identify specific setback requirements that would only apply to walls around power substations in the 
Public Facilities zone.  This proposal would also allow fences and walls in the Public Facilities zone be 
as tall as eight feet without the City Council’s explicit approval. 
 
15.3.16.160 Public Facilities (P-F) 
This district is intended to provide for structures and uses that are owned, leased, or operated by a 
governmental entity for the purpose of providing governmental services to the community. Allowed 
uses will be necessary for the efficient function of the local community or may be desired services 
which contribute to the community's cultural or educational enrichment. Other allowed uses will be 
ancillary to a larger use that provides a direct governmental service to the community. 
 
….. 
 

E.​ Development Standards. 
1.​ The maximum height of any building or structure shall be limited to 65 feet. 
2.​ Setbacks shall be as follows for all main buildings: 

a.​ Front Yard, 20 feet. 
b.​ Corner side yard, 20 feet. 
c.​ Interior Side Yard, 10 feet. 
d.​ Rear yard, 20 feet. 

3.​ Setbacks for walls around power substations shall be as follows: 
​ a.​ Front Yard, 10 feet. 

b.​ Corner side yard, 10 feet. 
c.​ Interior Side Yard, none. 
d.​ Rear yard, none. 

 
….. 
 
15.4.16.150 Fencing And Clear Vision Area 

A.​ General Fencing Requirements. 
1.​ A Building Permit is required for all fences that are taller than three (3) feet. No 

fee is charged for Fence Permits unless the Permit is required by the Building 
Code. 

2.​ The maximum height of a fence is six (6) feet in all non-industrial zoning 
districts; fence pillars are not to exceed six and one-half (6 1/2) feet in height. The 
Council may waive the height requirement at its sole discretion. In the Industrial 
1, Industrial 2, Industrial 3 and Public Facilities zones, fences, fence pillars and 
walls may be eight (8) feet tall. 
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