Payson City
Planning Commission Meeting
Payson City Center, 439 W Utah Avenue, Payson UT 84651
Wednesday, June 24, 2026, 6:00 p.m.

Conducting: Kirk Beecher, Planning Commission Chair

Commissioners: Perry Adams, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg, Kepi Heimuli,
Absent: Rachel Becker, Camarie Brinkerhoff

Staff: Michael Bryant, Planner Il

Marty Dargel, Planning Technician

Jeffrey Seawell, Assistant City Attorney/Prosecutor

Anders Bake, Senior Planner

Jill Spencer, Development Services Director
Others

1. Call to Order

This meeting of the Planning Commission of Payson, Utah, having been properly noticed, was called to
order at 6:00 p.m.

2. Invocation/Inspirational Thought — Commissioner Frisby

3. Consent Agenda

3.1 Approval of minutes for the reqular meeting of June 10, 2026.

MOTION: Commissioner Heimuli - To approve the minutes of June 10. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Gedeborg. Those voting yes — Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert
Gedeborg, Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no: none. The motion carried.

4. Public Forum

No public comment.

5. Action ltems

5.1 PUBLIC HEARING — General Plan Amendment — Request by Jimmy DeGraffenreid on behalf
of SITN, LLC for an amendment to a portion of the East Side Comprehensive Plan land use
map. This amendment would change the land use designation of the properties with Utah
County Parcel numbers 300300009, 300300008, 300500024, and 300500023 from “Active
Living” to “Traditional” and “The District” which would allow for the development of detached
single-family and townhouse residential units.
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Staff Presentation:
Staff stated that this is an amendment to the East Side Comprehensive Plan which is an addendum to
the General Plan. Staff explained that the applicant is seeking the following two approvals in this
request:

e Anamendment to the East Side Comprehensive Plan

e R-1-10, Residential Zone and RMF-15 Multi-Family Residential Zone

A map was displayed, showing the location of the property being discussed. The East Side
Comprehensive Plan identifies this area to be “Active Living” at some point in the future. “Active
Living" does not specify density, but that the residential dwellings will be designed for 55+ age
range, having single story living with only secondary or guest bedrooms, storage and other non-
essential facilities in basements or upper stories. The General Plan, which is a newer document,
shows this area becoming a “Mixed Use Center” which also does not imply any particular density;
however, a recent amendment to the General Plan that identifies the most appropriate zones for a
Mixed Use Center would include the S-1, Special Highway Service Zone, and may include the MU-
1, Mixed Use Overlay. This points out that there are differences between the two plans. “The
District” in the East Side Comprehensive Plan is a zone that is the most comparable to the General
Plan.

Staff recommendation is to forward a positive recommendation for approval of the plan amendment
to modify the “Active Living” to “The District” which would align these two plans and allow for a
variety of housing products of varying density and sizes.

Applicant Comment:

Applicant, Jimmy DeGraffenreid, who represents SITN, LLC, is a partner with the property owners.
They would like to remove the 55+ restriction because they feel they do not sell well and a lot of
people in that age range don’t want to move into a development based on that. Their perspective is
what is the highest and best use for the property.

MOTION: Commissioner Heimuli — To open the public hearing on item 5.1. Motion seconded by

Commissioner Frisby. Those voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg,
Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no: none. The motion carried.

Public Comment:

Staff received email comments from the following public who are in opposition: Angie Stewart, Beth
Serrano, Bruce and Rita Buhler, Cheryl Phillips, Clair Averett, Connie Carrasco, Dusty Bishop, Eral
Spencer, Holly Sorenson, Josh Webster, Kenton and Cheryl Phillips, Kody and Rebecca Condie, Larry
Gadd, Larry Milligan, Lauren Barnes, Lee Timothy, Monica Elder, Nikelle Stoutsenberger, Patricia
Fillerup, Stephanie Ellis, Tammy Averett, Taylerlyne Spanheimer, Tennille Olson, Robert and Lynette
Zeeman, Brent and Jennifer Baxter.

Staff read the emails from Connie Carrasco, Taylorlyne Spanheimer, Angie Stewert, Tennille Olson, and
Josh Webster. Those emails covered all the concerns from all emails.

The emails collectively had the following concerns:

e Maintaining Payson’s character: Payson has historically been a family-centered community with
primarily single-family homes. Preserving that pattern supports long-term stability and helps
families remain in the area.
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e School capacity: Local schools are already experiencing crowding. Adding higher-density
housing could further strain classrooms and impact students and teachers.

e Cumulative growth: Significant development is already happening in nearby areas like
Arrowhead and along Highway 198 in Salem. Additional high-density projects in this location
will add to traffic, infrastructure strain, and regional congestion.

e Neighborhood stability: Single-family neighborhoods tend to support long-term residents,
stronger community connections, and greater investment in the area. If the City approves a
medium-density designation in an area planned and developed as Rural Residential, it will also
undermine the predictability and stability that property owners rely upon when making
investments in their homes and neighborhoods.

e Infrastructure and livability: Increased density can lead to more traffic, parking overflow, and
pressure on water and city services. The roads serving this area were designed to support the
existing rural residential pattern. Residents already experience concerns related to traffic
volumes, roadway capacity, pedestrian safety, and access. Increasing residential density without
corresponding roadway improvements would place additional strain on infrastructure that is not
currently designed to accommaodate substantially higher traffic volumes.

e Inconsistency with the Payson General Plan: The Payson General Plan emphasizes the
preservation and improvement of existing neighborhoods and property values, the appropriate
distribution of residential density, and the protection of established neighborhood character. The
Plan further states that future development should protect existing neighborhoods while directing
growth to locations where it can be supported by infrastructure and where it is compatible with
surrounding land uses. 2 The property parcels are currently located within a Rural Residential
area and surrounded by development patterns that reflect that designation and R-1-10 zoning. A
change to Medium Density Residential would create a significant departure from the established
character of the neighborhood. Such a change would introduce a level of density that is not
consistent with the existing development pattern and would create an incompatible transition
between surrounding properties and the proposed development.

e Parking on the street. Increase in traffic. Increase in pet waste not being cleaned up and litter.

e Property values.

e Potential impact on agricultural water shares, irrigation ditch, field drain, access, and long-term
maintenance.

e Agricultural land and environmental concerns. This land represents high-quality, usable
agricultural ground. Once converted to higher-density housing, that capacity is permanently lost.
Lower-density development of single-family homes allows for a more gradual transition while
preserving elements of Payson’s rural and agricultural heritage. Including more open space,
maintenance of more natural drainage and stormwater patterns and retaining some of the rural
character that defines Payson.

e Infrastructure & Resource Demand. While higher-density housing can be more efficient in
theory, it also concentrates demand on infrastructure systems, including water usage. In practice,
communities experiencing rapid growth must balance: water availability, infrastructure
expansion costs, long-term sustainability.

The emails collectively had the following requests:
e Deny the proposed RMF-15 multi-family zoning designation.
e Approve consistent R-1-10 single-family zoning for this property.

Page 3 of 7 Payson City Planning Commission Meeting Approved: July 22, 2026
June 24, 2026



Require clear documentation and protection of all agricultural water shares, irrigation ditch
rights, field drain facilities, access easements, and maintenance responsibilities before any
development approval is granted.

Ensure that any modifications to the irrigation ditch or field drain preserve existing water
delivery, drainage capacity, functionality, maintenance access, and agricultural operations.
Carefully gather and review updated data regarding traffic impacts, infrastructure capacity, and
school enrollment before making a final decision.

Ensure that future growth remains consistent with the Payson General Plan and the established
character of the surrounding Rural Residential neighborhood.

Email comments that were in favor of the amendment to change from Active Living to Mixed Use were
received from Gary Jones and Steven Dewey.

The following residents came to the podium and voiced their opposing viewpoints in person: Rita
Buhler, Brent Baxter, Lynette Zeeman, Larry Milligan, Lee Timothy, Teresa Reynolds, Garrett Hyde,
Dusty Bishop, Braden Johnson, Jake Neubert, Sky Watson, Lauren Barnes, Matt Workman, Angela
Neubert.

Collectively their concerns were:

Safety for kids due to the limited space for play, increase in volume of traffic, people, and
problems.

No sidewalks or parks in the area.

Water issues with high density.

Quality of life

Plan maps are misleading, not accurate, and need to be adjusted.

Seems there is a frenzy to build high density — the East Side is not the place for it.
Detrimental effects to neighboring properties.

High density housing brings crime, safety concerns, transient people.

Increased taxes.

Costs should fall on the developer — not the city.

Puts pressure on the infrastructure.

Wildlife and environmental concerns — animal migration is disrupted.

Irrigation water concerns.

Has there been feedback from the school district? Transient students struggle.

What are the benefits to Payson residents?

Concerns that if the property is rezoned, it could then be sold for more and the new owner could
put in apartments. Commissioner Beecher responded that density limits could be set. The
applicant responded that he would be in favor of that.

Concerns that most townhomes become rentals — an investor comes in and buys up multiple
units. What is the city’s ability to control that?

Collectively their requests were:

e Okay with change from 55+ but want it all to be single family — quarter to third acre lots.
e That a park(s) would be built, but not surrounded by high density.
e Sidewalks put in for pedestrians.
e Traditional zoning.
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The following persons came to the podium in favor of the amendment and zone change: Mike Anderson
(one of the property owners), Gary Jones (representing Walt and Sandy Spencer and Stephen Dewey),
Jimmy DeGraffenreid (applicant).

Collectively their viewpoints were:

e They feel the 55+ designation hinders the property owners of value.

e Make the most of the property — highest and best use. The owners deserve the right to get good
value from the property.

e They do not want high density and are open to having density limits set.

e They want to put in lower priced, more affordable housing for young people.

e They are not intending to build three- and four-story homes.

e They want the development to be similar to the Veridian development in Salem which they feel
is very nice. The plan is to have single-family homes transitioning to twin homes and finally to
nicer townhomes with two-car garages.

e They recognize the current concept has some flaws and they will work through them.

MOTION: Commissioner Heimuli — To close the public hearing for item 5.1. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Adams. Those voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg,
Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no: none. The motion carried.

5.2 PUBLIC HEARING — Zone Change Request - Request by Jimmy DeGrafenreid on behalf of
SITN, LLC for an amendment to the Payson City Zoning Map. This request would change Utah
County parcels 300300009, 300300008, 300500024, and 300500023 from R-1-A Residential
Agriculture Zone to R-1-10 Residential Zone, and RMF-15 Multi-Family Residential Zone. This
zone change request is intended to provide a transition from surrounding medium density
residential development to low density residential development.

Staff Presentation:

Staff displayed the current zoning map for the area. Current zoning for the area is R-1-A. The
anticipated zoning in the East Side Comprehensive Plan is “Active Living”. In the General Plan it is
the “Mixed Use Center”. The most similar in the East Side Comprehensive Plan to the General Plan
is what is called “The District”. Staff pointed out the areas proposed by the applicant to change to
RMF-15 and R-1-10. Staff feel that a positive recommendation from the Planning Commission to
modify the East Side Comprehensive Plan would make sense provided that appropriate transitions
are made between housing types. Without a positive recommendation of the East Side
Comprehensive Plan, a zone change makes sense but only for zoning that would meet the intent of
the “Active Living” designation. Suggested zones include R-1-9, R-1-7.5, and R-2-7.5, with the
possibility of the RMO-Two Family Overlay.

Staff showed the most recent concept layout of the development provided by the applicant. The
applicant recognizes that there are still flaws but staff would recommend zoning that will allow for
reasonable land use transitions from lower to higher density. The RMF zone allows for single-family
homes to be constructed within the zone at a minimum density of 6,500 square foot lots. Another
option might include a zoning designation that would permit the RMO-Two Family Overlay which
may permit twin homes (R-1-9, R-1-7.5, R-2-7.5). Either option, if done appropriately, would help
transition the northeast portion of the property to townhomes.

Staff shared a map from the Transportation Master Plan. It shows that 100 South is a minor collector
road. Collector streets are designed to offer local traffic access to arterial streets. They have less
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vehicle capacity than arterials but more capacity than local streets. The collector road status of 100
South further supports the idea of some additional density in this area; however, density should be
scaled and transition to lower density at this location.

Staff discussed several options with the commissioners for possible motions.

MOTION: Commissioner Frisby — To open the public hearing for item 5.2. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Heimuli. Those voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg,
Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no: none. The motion carried.

Public Comment:
Staff stated that all the email comments that were shared for item 5.1 covered item 5.2 as well.

Debra Bell resides in the county and is representing the small farmer. She asked the question if there are
any plans in the future for people that want to have a horse or a cow, goats or chickens? Are they doing
anything to keep the quality of life? Dozens of people in that area are running the stop signs and she is
worried about the quality of life and is there any spot left for the rural feel?

Lynette Zeeman lives right on the buffer and does not feel that an eight-foot block wall is much of a
buffer from high density. Commissioner Beecher explained that this will not be apartments but will be
townhomes which are substantially different. She questioned where the parking will be.

Lee Timothy wanted to mention that before the neighboring development went in it was a nice walk
there. Since the development has gone it there is garbage, abandoned and unlicensed cars which already
proves the kind of environment created by that. He asked that they look at that as they consider these
proposals.

Brian Watson appreciates prior comments and feels that if single family homes are put in, they will get
an excellent return on the property. It may not be what they would get with many multi-family homes
but will still be an excellent return. He feels the focus has mainly been on the micro issues and hopes the
focus could expand to the macro issues. There is already a higher density area there and feels to add a
second even with a buffer of single family invites every developer from here on out to do the same. He
hopes the city and planning commission can look at the type of buffer we are creating for the single-
family homes that are already there and the door being opened for future development.

Rita Buhler agrees with earlier comments regarding the continuation of 180 South. She has seen many
townhomes turned into rentals. It becomes a real challenge for the ones who bought them to reside in.

MOTION: Commissioner Heimuli — To close the public hearing for item 5.2. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Gedeborg. Those voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert
Gedeborg, Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no: none. The motion carried.

Commission Discussion for item 5.1:

Commissioner Gedeborg feels that there is a discrepancy between the two plans, and they need to be
aligned.

Commissioner Frisby agrees the plans need to be aligned.

Commissioner Heimuli stated he appreciates the comments from the public attending and agrees the
plans need to align. He is leaning toward single-family residences and against RMF zoning.
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MOTION for item 5.1: Commissioner Heimuli — To specify the amendment to the portion of the
East Side Comprehensive Plan land use map to be designated as “The District” with a
specification for single-family and not townhomes or commercial in that plan. Motion dies for no
second.

Further Commission Discussion:

Staff and commissioners further discussed options for alignment of the East Side Comprehensive Plan
and the General Plan. Commissioner Frisby did not want to limit the possibility of some multi-family
development in the plan.

MOTION for item 5.1: Commissioner Frisby - To redesignate that portion of the East Side
Comprehensive Plan as “The District” but with restrictions on high density type apartment
complexes and commercial without eliminating multi-family altogether. Motion seconded by
Commissioner Gedeborg. A roll-call vote was taken. Those voting yes — Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher,
Ryan Frisby, Bob Gedeborg. Those voting no: Kepi Heimuli. The motion carried.

Commission Discussion for item 5.2:

Commissioner Heimuli feels there should be only single-family zoned R-1-10 without any RMF.
Commissioner Frisby is inclined to go with R-1-9 zoning which would at least allow for an overlay to
allow twin homes.

Commissioner Gedeborg agrees but also feels some townhomes should be allowed.

Staff stated that some kind of development agreement might be needed with the RMF if they want to
have a variety of home types to be able to set any density restrictions.

Different RMF options with restrictions were discussed to be able to control maximum density.

MOTION for item 5.2: Commissioner Heimuli — To recommend to City Council a designation of
R-1-9 for the entire parcel. Motion seconded by Commissioner Adams. A roll call vote was taken.
Those voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg, Kepi Heimuli. Those
voting no: none. The motion carried.

6. Commission and Staff Reports and Training

No comments from Staff or Commissioners.

7. Adjournment

MOTION: Commissioner Heimuli — To adjourn. Motion seconded by Commissioner Adams. Those
voting yes: Perry Adams, Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Robert Gedeborg, Kepi Heimuli. Those voting no:
none. The motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 8:09 p.m.

/s/ Marty Dargel

Marty Dargel, Planning Technician
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