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Draft Minutes 

Spanish Fork City Development Review Committee 

80 South Main Street 

Spanish Fork, Utah 

August 12, 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; Vaughn Pickell, City Attorney; Joshua Nielsen, Assistant City 

Attorney; John Little, Chief Building Official; 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 Marshall. 

 

 

Citizens Present:  David Nicolson, Todd Dudley, Gordon Livingston. 

 

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

 

 

MINUTES 

 

August 5, 2026 

 

Dave Anderson moved to approve the minutes of August 5, 2026. 

 

Seth Perrins seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

FINAL PLAT 

 

NICOLSON INDUSTRIAL PLAT A  

 

David Mann began by stating that the Preliminary Plat was recently approved by the 

Planning Commission in July, and the final plat has now been submitted to staff for review.  

The property is located within an industrial zoning district and has an industrial land use 

designation.  The proposed development appears to be part of a three-phase plan, with the 
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applicant intending to construct the phases in sequence.  The associated Site Plan was also 

included on the agenda.  Staff identified no major concerns and recommended moving 

the final plat forward for approval and recording.   

 

Josh Wagstaff confirmed that the application does have UDOT approval to move the 

access. 

 

Vaughn Pickell moved to approve the proposed Nicolson Industrial Plat A Final Plat based 

on the following finding and subject to the following findings and conditions: 

 

Findings:  

1. 

Map.   

2. That a Preliminary Plat was approved by the Planning Commission on July 1, 

2026.   

 

Conditions: 

1. 

and other applicable City ordinances.   

2. That any remaining redlines are addressed prior to the plat being recorded 

and building permits being issued.   

 

Jered Johnson seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

SITE PLAN 

 

NICOLSON INDUSTRIAL PARK  

David Mann stated that the proposed development consists of three structures, each 

containing four units, with landscaping to be completed in phases.  The Site Plan includes 

a trail and access to the UDOT roadway to the north, with a single site access and internal 

driveways providing circulation throughout the development.  The proposed building 

elevations are consistent with the surrounding area.  Staff identified no major concerns and 

recommended approval of the Site Plan. 

John Little asked whether the applicant would complete Lot 1 and its associated frontage 

improvements first. 

Dave Nicholson explained that the applicant intends to complete the public and overall 

site improvements for the entire subdivision before constructing the individual buildings.  
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The first building, planned as part of Phase One, will accommodate a manufacturing 

operation relocating from Lindon to Spanish Fork and will initially be occupied by a single 

tenant.  The second building is intended for a new manufacturing product and is 

anticipated to be leased in its entirety by Seek International.  Phase Three may 

accommodate up to four tenants.  Mr. Nicholson stated that the development is structured 

in this manner to allow the individual buildings to be sold separately. 

Vaughn Pickell clarified that the development technically constitutes a single subdivision, 

with the references to phases relating to the timing of building construction rather than 

separate subdivisions.  The public infrastructure will be completed as part of the overall 

subdivision. 

Dave Anderson moved to approve the proposed Nicolson Industrial Park Site Plan based 

on the following finding and subject to the following findings and conditions: 

 

Findings:  

1. 

Map.   

2. That a Preliminary Plat was approved by the Planning Commission on July 1, 

2026.   

3. That access to 3800 North was approved by UDOT on April 15, 2026.   

 

Conditions: 

1. 

and other applicable City ordinances.   

2. That any remaining redlines are addressed prior to building permits being 

issued.   

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

PRELIMINARY PLAT 

 

MEADOW SUBDIVISION PLAT A  

David Mann presented the proposed subdivision located off State Route 51 near the 

Meadow Ridge subdivision.  He noted that the property is zoned R-1-6 and is significantly 

impacted by a large power corridor along the northern portion of the site.  The proposed 

building footprints are concentrated toward the southern portion of the property, resulting 

in deeper front yards.  Mr. Mann explained that R-1-6 zoning requirements limit impervious 

surfaces within front yards to 60%, requiring substantial landscaping on each lot. 
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Mr. Mann noted that two lots have frontage along State Route 51 and recommended 

including a note on the plat prohibiting direct access to the roadway.  He also discussed 

potential frontage improvements along State Route 51, coordination with UDOT, and 

existing utility infrastructure near the site.  The applicant acknowledged the applicable 

the R-1-6 zoning standards. 

Seth Perrins asked whether the unusually deep front yards warranted consideration of 

alternative fencing standards.  Mr. Mann clarified that, as a standard subdivision, the 

.  Any request for 

alternative standards could be considered through a future application; however, because 

the development is a standard subdivision, the current application does not provide 

flexibility for unique fencing standards. 

Dave Anderson asked whether Lot 2 would have access to State Route 51.  Mr. Mann 

confirmed that direct access would not be permitted and stated that the city would not 

support such access.  Mr. Mann also noted that staff had not received a clear explanation 

for the irregular lot configuration or the intended use of the larger lot.  Mr. Anderson 

discussed the lot sizes and configurations, noting that Lot 4 appeared to be the most 

constrained.  Mr. Mann stated that the lot has a building envelope of approximately 1,100 

square feet and meets the applicable minimum requirements, although its shape is 

irregular. 

Mr. 

would therefore be permitted under the applicable standards.  He also discussed fencing 

and frontage improvement requirements, noting that frontage improvements would be 

required along State Route 51 and that much of the interior frontage work has already 

been completed.   

Cory Pierce clarified that fencing requirements would apply to the development. 

Mr. Anderson noted that the existing power corridor is a significant factor influencing the 

placement of the building pads and stated that the proposal is somewhat unique because 

it does not involve a zoning change. 

Seth Perrins asked about the flag-lot configuration behind Lot 1 and invited the applicant 

to address the Committee.  Gordon Livingston explained that the irregular configuration 

was not intentional and appeared to have been created by the project designer, potentially 

to provide additional backyard space.  He stated that there was no intent to alter or 

remove property along State Route 51 and indicated a preference for returning the lot line 

to a straight configuration, provided the lot continued to meet the applicable minimum 
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area requirements.  Mr. Livingston acknowledged that the existing home may have 

influenced the configuration. 

Vaughn Pickell questioned whether Lot 2 met the minimum lot area, noting that it 

appeared narrower than the adjacent lots.  It was clarified that the minimum lot size in the 

area is 6,000 square feet.  Mr. Livingston explained that the layout was prepared by the 

project designer, Matt Brown, and had undergone several revisions.  He stated that neither 

he nor his brother, who is partnering with him on the project, specifically requested the 

current configuration and that they would prefer a different layout. 

Mr. Perrins encouraged the applicants to work with their engineer to review the lot 

configuration.  Mr. Livingston agreed but expressed concern about delaying the project 

timeline.  Mr. Perrins acknowledged the challenges presented by the existing power 

corridor but stated that he supported the overall concept and viewed the proposal as an 

opportunity to provide additional housing options. 

Mr. 

.  He explained that the Development 

Review Committee serves in a recommending capacity for standard subdivisions and 

suggested that staff provide a recommendation at this meeting so the project could 

proceed to the September Planning Commission agenda.  He noted that the applicant 

would have additional time to revise the plat and adjust the configuration between the lots 

prior to Planning Commission consideration. 

Vaughn Pickell moved to recommend approval of the proposed Meadow Subdivision Plat 

A Preliminary Plat based on the following finding and subject to the following conditions: 

 

Finding:  

1. 

Map.   

 

Conditions: 

1. 

and other applicable City ordinances.   

2. That any remaining redlines are addressed prior to the plat being recorded 

and building permits being issued.   

3. .   

 

Dave Anderson seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 
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MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

 

STORM DRAIN MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

Cory Pierce initiated discussion regarding the process for updating the Stormwater Master 

Plan and asked whether Planning Commission review would be required, given that the 

plan is separate from the General Plan.  Vaughn Pickell explained that the updated plan 

would require approval by the City Council through a resolution.  Byron Haslam clarified 

that the process does not require a public meeting and could proceed directly to the City 

Council for final approval. 

Mr. Haslam explained that the Stormwater Master Plan had not been updated for several 

years and that significant growth had occurred in areas that were not previously planned in 

sufficient detail.  The comprehensive update incorporates recent studies and updated 

information to better address current and anticipated development and infrastructure 

needs. 

Mr. Pierce asked whether low-impact development (LID) practices and piped stormwater 

systems were incorporated into the update.  Mr. Haslam stated that the plan continues to 

support LID in the east bench area, consistent with the previous plan.  He noted that aging 

stormwater sumps in older areas of the city have been incorporated into the Capital 

Improvement Plan for future improvements.  In most areas west of the freeway, soil 

conditions are not suitable for LID, so stormwater management will primarily rely on 

detention and piped systems. 

Mr. Haslam highlighted the City-owned property near Spanish Fork Parkway and Canyon 

Creek Parkway, explaining that the Master Plan identifies a significant detention facility for 

the area.  The required detention has increased because UDOT improvements to Dry Creek 

Parkway reduced the downstream pipe capacity from 54 inches to 36 inches.  He 

explained that the primary need is to establish a defined detention pond and outlet 

structure to regulate stormwater flows, as no formal detention facility currently exists on 

the property.  A significant portion of the area east of the site, including Legacy Farms, 

drains toward the property, making adequate detention and flow restrictions necessary as 

surrounding development occurs. 

Mr. Anderson asked whether other areas of the city may experience similar challenges in 

providing storm drain service, particularly near the Benjamin interchange.  Mr. Haslam 

stated that the area has been incorporated into the updated Master Plan and generally 

follows the anticipated future road network.  He noted that significant development in the 

area would require additional review, but the Master Plan provides a general framework for 
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addressing future stormwater needs.  Additional discussion followed regarding the 

Benjamin interchange and Dry Creek areas. 

Section 4 of the Master Plan, noting that the term has a specific meaning under the Impact 

ugh impact 

fees.  Mr. Haslam stated that the terminology was likely intentional but clarified that the 

identified deficiencies would not be included in the impact fee calculations.  He noted that 

the data tables in the Master Plan and impact fee documentation should be consistent 

and suggested cross-checking the information for accuracy.  Mr. Pierce agreed that an 

additional review would be beneficial. 

David Mann asked why the Money Property Annexation was not included in the Master 

Plan.  Mr. Haslam explained that no master-planned stormwater line or regional pipe is 

proposed through that property.  Mr. Pierce suggested updating the dashed line 

representing the city boundary, and Mr. Haslam confirmed that the requested revisions 

could be made before the plan is finalized and published. 

Jered Johnson moved to recommend approval of the proposed Storm Drain Master Plan 

Update as discussed, including instructions that the city staff look at the boundaries more 

closely to make sure that the city is not including something that is not coming through 

our town.   

 

Dave Anderson seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

NORTHEAST BENCH SEWER LINE 

Staff briefly discussed sewer access requirements associated with a proposed development.  

Staff reiterated that the applicant must obtain an easement through the property to the 

north to provide a sewer connection to 100 South before the City would process a 

requested zoning change.  Staff noted that this requirement has been communicated to 

the applicant for several months and that, without a legal route and authorization to 

construct the sewer line, the proposed development could not be adequately served. 

Staff discussed whether the application could instead be processed and formally denied 

based on the lack of sewer service, rather than being held pending an easement.  Staff 

indicated that Mr. Nielsen had requested reconsideration of the easement requirement 

based on the possibility that the adjacent property may be acquired by another developer.  
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Staff maintained that a dedicated sewer route would still be necessary and that the City 

.  

Staff agreed that the sewer access requirement should remain in place. 

The discussion concluded, and the Committee moved to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Seth Perrins moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:43 a.m. 

  

  

Adopted:                                                                                

 

 
Kasey Woodard  

Community Development Division 

Secretary 
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Draft Minutes 

Spanish Fork City Development Review Committee 

80 South Main Street 

Spanish Fork, Utah 

August 19, 2026 

 

 

Staff Members Present: Seth Perrins, City Manager; Dave Anderson, Community 

Development Director; Brandon Snyder, Senior Planner; David Mann, Senior Planner; 

Kasey Woodard, Community Development Secretary; Vaughn Pickell, City Attorney; 

Joshua Nielsen, Assistant City Attorney; John Little, Chief Building Official; Byron Haslam, 

Assistant City Engineer; Josh Wagstaff, Assistant City Engineer; Marcie Clark, Engineering 

Department Secretary; Jered Johnson, Engineering Division Manager; Kevin Taylor, Senior 

Power Utility Planner; Jake Theurer, Power and Light Superintendent; Bryton Shepherd, 

Landscape Architect; Jason Turner, Fire Marshal; Dillon Muirbrook, Traffic Engineer. 

 

 

Citizens Present:  Tate Holmes, Alan Wlliams, Lisa Walburger, Brennen Chrisholm, Caleb 

Christen, Tate Murphey, Austin Pritchett, Corey Anderson. 

 

Dave Anderson called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. 

 

 

MINUTES 

 

August 12, 2026 

 

Seth Perrins moved to Continue the minutes of August 12, 2026. 

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

PRELIMINARY PLAT 

 

SOUTH VALLEY VILLAGE (FORMERLY NORTH LAKES) 

The meeting began with Dave Anderson noting that the applicants had recently 

resubmitted plans for the Preliminary Plat applications, which had not yet been reviewed 

by staff.  He explained that the item was anticipated to be placed on the September 
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Planning Commission agenda and that public notices would need to be posted the 

following day. 

Tate Murphey provided an overview of the resubmittal, explaining that it primarily included 

minor building elevation revisions and responses to previous redline comments.  Brandon 

Snyder added that the resubmittal also included updated civil plans. 

Mr. Anderson invited the applicant to discuss the proposal and noted that the project 

includes several unique elements that differ from the City's typical development 

applications.   

Mr. Murphey, representing Elevate Development, explained that following discussions with 

the City Council, the project had been divided into two separate applications.  The east 

portion, consisting of condominiums, limited commercial uses, and townhomes, does not 

fully comply with the existing R-4 zoning standards.  Specifically, the proposal provides 2.25 

parking spaces per unit rather than the required 2.5 spaces and does not provide garages 

for the required 60 percent of units.  The development team requested that these 

deviations be addressed through a development agreement, which the City Council had 

indicated support for.  The west portion, consisting of townhomes, apartments, and 

commercial uses, complies with the current R-4 zoning requirements.  Although the two 

applications are part of the overall development concept, they were submitted separately 

to allow the compliant portion to proceed independently if the development agreement 

for the east portion requires additional time. 

Mr. Anderson clarified the distinction between the two phases and two applications and 

expressed concern regarding differing understandings resulting from the development 

team's prior discussions with individual City Council members.  He emphasized the 

importance of addressing the proposal through open, public discussion and formal 

meetings to ensure a consistent understanding among all parties.   

Brandon Snyder requested additional information regarding the prior City Council 

discussion of the development agreement, and Mr. Murphey offered to provide him with 

this information. 

Discussion then turned to the railroad crossing.  Mr. Anderson stated that, based on an 

internal review, the crossing was expected to remain in place permanently and requested 

clarification regarding the purpose and findings of the diagnostic that had been 

conducted.   

Byron Haslam explained that the diagnostic concluded that no railroad improvements 

were required.   
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Jered Johnson clarified that the railroad has indicated the crossing is anticipated to be 

removed in 2029, consistent with information identified in the original 2013 diagnostic and 

reaffirmed through a subsequent 2022 diagnostic.  He explained that the determination 

that no improvements were required applied specifically to railroad improvements, such as 

upgrading the crossing to current standards or installing gates, due to the anticipated 

removal.  However, Mr. Johnson noted that improvements to the crossing may still be 

necessary to address current traffic and safety needs. 

Mr. Murphey explained that, based on discussions with Jered approximately eight to nine 

months earlier, the proposed approach was to maintain the railroad crossing in its current 

location during Phase One while narrowing or restricting the crossing.  As the anticipated 

2029 railroad abandonment approaches, the crossing would then be fully improved once 

the rail is officially abandoned, allowing the improvements to proceed without the 

additional requirements associated with an active railroad crossing.   

Mr. Anderson clarified that his primary concern was addressing the improvements that 

may be necessary at the railroad crossing if it remains in place.  He asked whether those 

improvements would be incorporated into the current development project or addressed 

separately through a future process.   

Mr. Johnson commented that the railroad will be going away. 

Mr. Haslam noted that questions remain regarding the future of the railroad corridor when 

the Tintic Line is relocated adjacent to the Sharp Line.  He indicated that UTA should be 

included in further discussions to clarify what will happen to the existing track and corridor, 

as this issue was not addressed during the previous diagnostic meeting.  Mr. Haslam also 

noted that the existing crossing signage and improvements were reviewed and that no 

additional improvements were currently identified as necessary for the proposed 

development.   

Mr. Anderson emphasized the need to separate the issues related to the railroad tracks and 

the crossing.  He noted that the railroad has indicated the tracks are expected to be 

relocated or abandoned around 2029, although that timeline remains based on the 

information currently available.  He acknowledged that the crossing is expected to remain 

and that additional questions remain regarding whether, when, and how it should be 

improved.  Mr. 

meetings with railroad representatives and other parties to address these issues.   

Mr. Murphey stated that the railroad had advised the development team not to incorporate 

the railroad property into the proposed development.  Instead, the railroad indicated that 

the corridor could potentially serve as a future trail or open-space amenity for the 

community following removal of the rail line.  He also noted that Springville is planning for 
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the future use of the corridor.  Mr. Anderson commented that he has not heard this same 

information.  Mr. Murphey offered to coordinate a meeting between Spanish Fork City and 

Springville City. 

Mr. Perrins clarified that his primary concern regarding the railroad was understanding the 

long-term configuration of the tracks.  He noted that while the tracks may terminate at a 

certain point, there is a concern that a portion of the existing rail line could remain 

extending north and east as a siding or storage area for railroad cars.  He indicated that 

understanding whether the tracks would remain in that location is an important 

consideration for the development.   

Mr. Murphey stated that additional land was purchased from them for the storage of the 

cars.  Mr. Perrins requested that the railroad provide written confirmation of the anticipated 

long-term configuration of the tracks and crossing.  He noted that the information 

currently being communicated suggests that some railroad tracks and a crossing may 

remain at the site.  He emphasized that obtaining clear documentation regarding the 

future use of the abandoned rail line is important, particularly because the potential 

configuration could affect the availability and location of future railroad crossings.   

Mr. Anderson identified several key concerns regarding the proposed development.  He 

emphasized the need for greater certainty from the railroad and UTA regarding the future 

of the remaining rail line, noting that the outcome could significantly affect access and the 

proposed location of public space.  If the rail line cannot be confirmed for removal within a 

be reconsidered. 

He also raised concerns regarding the number of residential units proposed on a single cul-

de-sac access, parking levels below current code requirements, and conflicts between the 

amenities, landscaping, and civil plans that will need to be resolved.  Mr. Anderson 

acknowledged the area as an appropriate location for increased residential density but 

noted that the proposed development is relatively concentrated and that the Planning 

Commission and City Council should understand how the density and housing 

configuration would affect the character and livability of the neighborhood. 

Mr. Anderson noted that revisions to the commercial component appeared to better align 

with prior City Council feedback.  Finally, he questioned whether the two Preliminary Plat 

applications could be considered together for purposes of satisfying R-4 zoning 

requirements.  He indicated that a determination would be needed as to whether the 

proposal is intended to function as two independent projects or as a single development. 

Mr. Murphey stated that the development team is comfortable with the two applications 

proceeding as separate, standalone projects.  He explained that they were submitted 
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concurrently because the City Council had expressed interest in reviewing the overall 

development concept collectively.  The intent was to provide the city with a complete view 

of the proposed development while allowing the two projects to proceed independently if 

necessary.   

 

Mr. 

direction differs from the direction provided to staff and the requirements of the applicable 

code.  He noted that the project may need to proceed without a positive staff 

recommendation and acknowledged that the development team has the right to pursue 

that course.  However, he stated that staff could not recommend approval of a proposal 

that remains substantially inconsistent with the current zoning requirements.   

Austin Pritchett explained that the project has been in development for approximately four 

years, with the General Plan and numerous site considerations contributing to the 

extended timeline.  He noted that the proposal has evolved into a complex, multi-phase 

development involving several interconnected components, including railroad changes, 

park and open-space considerations, parking requirements, and various housing types. 

Mr. Pritchett stated that the two applications were submitted separately because one 

portion of the project complies with the current zoning requirements and could potentially 

move forward while the remaining portion requires additional adjustments, particularly 

related to parking.  He explained that the intent was to allow the compliant portion to 

proceed without further delaying the overall project while continuing to work through the 

outstanding issues associated with the other phases. 

cohesive manner while recognizing that individual components may require additional 

review or adjustment.  He noted that changes associated with the railroad, including the 

proposed crossing configuration, can affect multiple aspects of the development.  Mr. 

members and an effort to determine how to move the project forward while addressing 

the various complexities involved. 

Mr. Anderson acknowledged that the project involves a complex collection of sites with 

numerous factors to address.  

the governing standard unless the City Council provides direction to modify or otherwise 

deviate from those requirements.  He noted that staff has not received such direction from 

the City Council. 

Mr. 

development team is aware of the issues before the project proceeds to the Planning 
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Commission and City Council.  He stated that the goal is to provide transparency regarding 

formally presented for consideration. 

Mr. Pritchett acknowledged that determining the appropriate path forward has been 

challenging given the number of components involved and the ongoing changes to the 

project.  He noted that the new railroad alignment has provided greater clarity regarding 

one of the major outstanding issues and expressed hope that this will allow the 

development team and City to make progress toward a cohesive approach for the overall 

project.   

Alan Williams, the property owner working with the development team, questioned the 

preferred location for the proposed park.  He asked staff to identify where a park would be 

more appropriately situated within the overall development area, noting the surrounding 

constraints, including industrial uses and an irrigation canal to the south, a narrow roadway 

and slough to the east, and a four-lane highway to the north.   

 

Mr. Anderson restated that in his opinion, it should be placed towards the middle of the 

development as best as it can and not located near the train tracks.  The land was 

discussed and the challenges were acknowledged.   

 

Mr. Perrins expressed concern that the property appears constrained on multiple sides.  He 

noted that the project could be a suitable location if the railroad removed at the proposed 

point and the area functioned as a trail; however, he emphasized that several key factors 

remain uncertain.  He stated that the railroad has been under discussion for several years 

and that the information presented regarding its future alignment was new to the 

Commission.  Mr. Perrins emphasized the importance of verifying the information and 

confirming the railroad alignment before proceeding, noting that a confirmed termination 

point and trail connection could significantly improve the suitability of the site.   

 

Mr. Perrins continued by expressing his concern regarding the property's constraints, 

particularly the uncertainty surrounding the proposed railroad alignment.  He noted that 

the site could be suitable if the railroad terminates as indicated and the remaining area is 

developed as a trail, but emphasized that the information should be verified given the 

railroad's long-standing presence in the discussion.   

 

Jered Johnson explained that Springville is actively working on the Canyon Creek Parkway 

alignment and has been coordinating with Public Works regarding the proposed 

development.  He noted that the existing railroad crossing would need to be eliminated 

because the road design standards do not allow a four-way intersection at the railroad.  He 
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further stated that the roadway project is funded and that Springville intends to coordinate 

with the City regarding the proposed alignment and related improvements.   

 

Mr. 

the proposed crossing.  He explained that the required permit from the U.S.  Army Corps of 

Engineers has already been obtained, and Springville indicated that the crossing would 

likely remain in its current location rather than require a new permitting process.  Staff is 

continuing to coordinate with Springville regarding the matter.   

 

Mr. Murphey continued by explaining that a jurisdictional wetland exists along the property 

boundary, which is why the current alignment was designed to minimize impacts.  He 

noted that the city has an approved wetland delineation and the necessary permits, and 

changing the alignment would likely require significant additional permitting and 

mitigation.  He stated that staff intends to follow the established delineation and permits 

while continuing to coordinate with Springville as the various issues are resolved.   

Mr. Anderson stated that the utility issues appear to be largely resolved.  He noted that 

neighboring developers are discussing an agreement for construction of a lift station and 

that the parties appear to be cooperating.  Staff was comfortable with the current utility 

arrangements. 

Mr. Wagstaff explained that the lift station design would be finalized once the proposed 

development density and final plans are established.  A preliminary design has been 

completed, with final sizing to be based on the approved density to avoid overdesign.  In 

response to Mr. Mr. Wagstaff clarified that the lift station location is 

identified, although the specific alignment is not yet finalized.  Mr. Johnson added that 

sufficient preliminary utility information is available to proceed with design and that utility 

plans can be adjusted if the development changes.  He noted that the preliminary study 

confirms the lift station will function as proposed, with final sizing dependent on the 

approved density. 

Mr. Anderson stated that staff is continuing its detailed review of the latest submittal and 

has identified several outstanding concerns, including incomplete building elevations and 

other design details.  He expressed hesitation about scheduling the project for the 

Planning Commission before staff has completed its review and the applicant has had an 

opportunity to address the comments.  He noted that, while the applicant could proceed, 

staff would prefer to resolve as many outstanding issues as possible, particularly those 

related to the railroad alignment and timing, before the project proceeds to a public 

hearing. 
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Mr. Murphey identified coordination with UTA regarding the railroad as the most significant 

outstanding issue affecting the development.  He preferred to proceed with public noticing 

while attempting to schedule a meeting with UTA, with the understanding that the 

Planning Commission meeting could be postponed if sufficient information is not available 

by the deadline.  He stated that the remaining staff comments could likely be addressed as 

the project progresses and expressed a desire to ultimately present the requested 

deviations from existing code requirements to the City Council for formal consideration. 

Mr. Snyder expressed concern that portions of the proposed development, particularly the 

townhome areas, include densities of approximately 10 to 11 units per acre.  He noted that 

the City Council has identified the Gateway area as appropriate for higher-density 

development, with potential densities of 20 to 50 units per acre, and questioned whether 

the existing zoning districts, which generally cap density at 20 units per acre, are consistent 

with the City's vision for the Gateway area. 

Mr. Pritchett explained that the development team has explored higher-density options, 

including stacked housing, but has found limited interest from potential developers.  He 

noted that while some City Council members have expressed support for greater density, 

others have emphasized a mixed and cohesive neighborhood character.  Given current 

parking requirements, market conditions, and available housing products, he stated that 

the proposed plan represents a balance between these objectives, with the higher-density 

components reflecting what is currently feasible. 

Mr. Murphey emphasized that, at approximately 60 acres, the project is among the higher-

density developments of its scale in Utah County outside of the university areas.  He noted 

that while smaller apartment developments may achieve greater densities, the proposed 

project is unusually dense for a development of this acreage, with a significant portion 

consisting of townhomes. 

Mr. Anderson acknowledged the unusual nature of the current development market and 

noted that financing considerations are also a factor.  He stated that determining whether 

the proposed density is consistent with the General Plan is ultimately a policy decision for 

the City Council. 

Mr. Perrins noted concerns regarding the project's consistency with the General Plan and 

stated that the proposal could be viewed as either insufficiently dense or overly dense 

depending on how the development is configured.  He explained that higher-density, 

stacked housing could provide more open space, while the proposed townhome 

component is already among the denser townhome developments considered for the area. 

Page 18 of 62



 

Development Review Committee Minutes                                    August 19, 2026 Page 9 of 11 

Mr. Murphey responded that the townhome portion provides more green space and 

parking than the apartment portion and noted that the design creates a more open 

appearance. 

Mr. Perrins stated that the project presents a challenge in balancing density, open space, 

and overall site design.  He explained that greater density and building height could create 

opportunities for additional open space, while a lower-density development would require 

more separation between buildings to achieve a similar sense of openness.  He noted that, 

depending on the approach, the current proposal could be viewed as either too dense or 

not dense enough. 

Vaughn Pickell asked whether the applicants had prepared a draft development 

agreement.  Mr. Murphey confirmed that a draft was available and could be provided to 

staff for review.  Mr. Pickell stated that the agreement should clearly identify each instance 

where the proposal deviates from existing ordinance standards.  He recommended that 

these deviations be addressed concurrently with the Zone Change and associated public 

hearing process, as changes to established standards would require legislative 

consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

Mr. Perrins requested that staff provide the City Council with a comprehensive list of all 

aspects of the proposal that do not comply with existing ordinances, prioritized from the 

most significant to the least significant.  He recommended incorporating the list into the 

development agreement and emphasized that any requested deviations from the City's 

adopted standards should be clearly identified and formally considered by the City Council. 

Mr. 

review, address outstanding issues, and prepare materials for the upcoming Planning 

Commission meeting.  While he was willing to proceed with the required public notice, he 

emphasized the uncertainty surrounding the railroad alignment and whether the 

.  He 

also noted that the Development Review Committee should ideally provide a 

recommendation before the Planning Commission meeting and questioned whether 

sufficient progress could be made within the following week.  Mr. Anderson clarified that 

the notice would primarily address the proposed Zone Change for the Master Planned 

Development and related zoning amendments, while the development agreement would 

require additional review that may not be completed within the available timeframe. 

Assistant City Attorney Joshua Nielsen reminded the group that the Planning Commission 

had previously expressed frustration when a development agreement remained in draft 

form during consideration of a related Zone Change.  He noted that the prior agreement 

was substantially simpler than the agreement proposed for this project and emphasized 
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the importance of providing the Planning Commission with a substantially complete 

Development Agreement for review. 

Mr. Anderson thanked Mr. Nielsen for the reminder and stated that he would follow up 

with Mr. Murphey regarding the outstanding issues.  He suggested continuing the item to 

allow staff additional time to review the proposal and coordinate with the applicant.  Mr. 

Anderson also directed Mr. Snyder to conduct additional review of the proposal regarding 

the General Plan. 

Staff subsequently agreed to continue the item for further discussion and review. 

Vaughn Pickell moved to Continue the proposed South Valley Village Preliminary Plat until 

staff can review the Development Agreement draft and get clarity on the railroad concerns. 

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

SOUTH VALLEY VILLAGE (ANDERSON) 

 

See discussion with the South Valley Village Preliminary Plat. 

 

Vaughn Pickell moved to Continue the proposed South Valley Village Preliminary Plat until 

staff can review the Development Agreement draft and get clarity on the railroad concerns.    

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

ZONE CHANGE 

 

SOUTH VALLEY VILLAGE 

 

See discussion with the South Valley Village Preliminary Plat. 

 

Vaughn Pickell moved to Continue the proposed South Valley Village Preliminary Plat until 

staff can review the Development Agreement draft and get clarity on the railroad concerns.    

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS 

 

874 WEST ARROWHEAD TRAIL 
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The Applicant requested that this item be continued to a later date.   

 

Dave Anderson moved to Continue the proposed General Plan Amendments to a later 

date at the request of the applicant. 

 

John Little seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 

Jered Johnson moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:52 a.m. 

  

  

Adopted:                                                                                

 

 
Kasey Woodard  

Community Development Division 

Secretary 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE       AUGUST 26, 2026 
 
 

Oak Village 
Zone Change 
100 South Spanish Fork Parkway 
Approximately 46.70 acres 
R-1-12, P-F and the R-1-9 with MPD Overlay 
Low Density Residential 
General Plan Designation  
 

 
 

 
This proposal involves a request to change the zoning of multiple properties from R-R and R-1-12 to P-F, R-
1-12 and the R-1-9 with the Master Planned Development (MPD) Overlay. The MPD Overlay would only 
apply to the residential portion which is proposed to have a base zoning of R-1-9. The property is located at 
approximately 100 South Spanish Fork Parkway. This site and areas to the south and west are in the Low 
Density Residential General Plan Designation. The Low Density Residential designation seeks to 
accommodate neighborhoods primarily consisting of single-family detached homes at a density of 2.5 to 
3.5 homes per acre. 
 
The Applicant has also submitted for Preliminary Plat approval. The proposed subdivision would include 
110 residential lots with a proposed density of 3.03 residential units per acre. The average lot size is 9,358 
square feet. The Applicant is proposing a walkable and well-connected neighborhood that would connect 
with existing stub streets and trail connections. The Applicant’s request to apply the MPD Overlay, would 
allow the Applicant to propose multiple housing layout and access configurations. The MPD also allows for 
a mix of housing setbacks, lot dimensions and lot sizes while maintaining an average lot size consistent 
with the R-1-9 base zone. (Municipal Code(s) 15.3.16.170 Development Standards, Table 1 Residential; and 
15.3.20.080 Master Planned Development Overlay District.)  
 
The recently updated Land Use Element of the Spanish Fork City General Plan indicates the following:  
The Low Density Residential designation seeks to accommodate neighborhoods primarily consisting of 
single-family detached homes at a density of 2.5 to 3.5 homes per acre. These areas balance the need for 
housing with a spacious and open neighborhood character, offering slightly larger lots than most other 
residential areas. Areas designated Low Density Residential represent the historic suburban character of 
many Spanish Fork neighborhoods. The primary land use in these areas is single-family residential, with a 
focus on maintaining a cohesive neighborhood feel and fostering a sense of community. 
 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Oak Village Zone Change be recommended for approval based on the following 
findings: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That the proposal conforms to the density range of the City’s General Plan Designation of Low Density 

Residential. 
2. That the proposal meets the findings and intent of the Master Planned Development Overlay. 

 
 
 EXHIBITS  

 
1. Area Maps 
2. Applicant’s Request 
3. Preliminary Plat 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 

AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE       AUGUST 26, 2026 
 

Oak Village Subdivision 
Preliminary Plat 
100 South Spanish Fork Parkway 
Approximately 36 acres 
R-1-12, P-F and the R-1-9 with MPD Overlay 
Low Density Residential 
General Plan Designation  
 

 
 

 
This proposal involves approval of a Preliminary Plat with the Master Planned Development Overlay for 110 
single-family residential lots to be located at approximately 100 South Spanish Fork Parkway. Parcels 1, 2 
and 3 are for existing and future church buildings that are not included in the residential density 
calculations. The Applicant has also applied for a Zoning Map Amendment. The MPD Overlay would only 
apply to the residential portion which is proposed to have a base zoning of R-1-9.  
 
The proposed subdivision would include 110 residential lots with a proposed density of 3.03 residential 
units per acre. The proposed R-1-9 Zone allows for up to a maximum base density of 3.56 units per acre. 
The average lot size is 9,358 square feet with a range of lot sizes from 5,500-16,870 square feet. The 
Applicant is proposing a walkable and well-connected neighborhood that would connect with existing 
stub streets and trail connections. The Applicant’s request to apply the MPD Overlay, would allow the 
Applicant to propose multiple housing layout and access configurations. The MPD also allows for a mix of 
housing setbacks, lot dimensions and lot sizes while maintaining an average lot size consistent with the R-
1-9 base zone. (Municipal Code(s) 15.3.16.170 Development Standards, Table 1 Residential; and 15.3.20.080 
Master Planned Development Overlay District.) The MPD Overlay is necessary due to some of the 
proposed lot sizes, setbacks and lot dimensions being below the minimum requirements for a standard 
subdivision in the R-1-9 Zone. 
 
Some of the key issues to consider are: parking, improvements, landscaping, utilities, lot sizes, access, 
fencing and walls. 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Oak Village Subdivision Preliminary Plat be recommended for approval based on the 
following findings and subject to the following conditions: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That the proposal conforms to the density range of the City’s General Plan Designation of Low Density 

Residential. 
2. That the proposal meets the findings and intent of the Master Planned Development Overlay. 

 
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 all red-line review comments.  
 
 

 
 EXHIBITS  

 
1. Area Maps 
2. Preliminary Plat 
3. Neighborhood Pattern Book 
4. Preliminary Landscaping Plan 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 

AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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PROPOSAL 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE     AUGUST 26, 2026 

 
 

Bank of Utah 
Site Plan 
1351 North Market Place Drive 
0.9 acres 
C-2 Zone 
Commercial General Plan Designation 
 

 
 
 

 
The Applicant applied for Site Plan approval to construct a financial institution on the subject property. 
Financial Institutions are listed as a permitted use in the C-2 Zone. The site will be accessed from internal 
connections within the shared parking areas and drive aisles in the shopping center.  
 
The proposed building meets the required setbacks in the C-2 Zone. The building height is shown on the 
elevations to be approximately 20 feet. The plans show 7 additional parking stalls will be constructed for a 
total of 41 parking stalls on-site, which meets the minimum requirement for financial institutions. A drive 
through with two lanes are shown on the south side of the building. The landscape plans show the project 
will meet the area and tree quantity landscaping requirements for a commercial use.  

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Bank of Utah 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 
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AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE      AUGUST 26, 2026 
 

 
Utah County Jail Site Plan 
Medical and Patrol Parking 
Lot Additions 
3075 North Main Street 
0.75 acres 
I-1 Zone 
General Plan Designation 
Public Facilities 

 
 

 
 
The Applicant has applied for Site Plan approval for the expansion of parking at the Utah County Jail 
located at 3075 North Main Street. The Applicant proposes 31 parking stalls to the north of the Patrol 
building and 52 parking stalls to the south of the Medical building. The Medical building addition was 
previously approved by the DRC without the proposed parking lot in July 2023. The Patrol building 
addition was previously approved by the DRC with a smaller parking lot in July 2023. 
 
The Applicant has provided landscaping, irrigation and planting plans for the proposed Patrol parking lot 
expansion. However, the Applicant has not provided similar landscaping, irrigation and planting plans for 
the proposed Medical parking lot addition. The Applicant has asked that the landscaping be waived for 
the Medical parking lot addition. Staff has asked that the required landscaping be provided per code or 
provided somewhere else on the existing site to meet the requirements and intent of the landscaping 
codes. (Refer to Municipal Code 15.4.16.130 Landscaping, Buffering Walls, and Fences.) The Applicant will 
also need to pay all applicable application and project fees. These items and requests have been given to 
the Applicant as red-line review comments and discussed over the phone. 
 
Some of the key issues to consider are: fees and landscaping. 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION  

That the proposed Utah County Jail – Medical and Patrol Parking Lot Additions 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, zoning requirements 

and other applicable City ordinances. 
2. That any remaining redlines are addressed prior to a building permit being issued or work 

commencing. 
 

 EXHIBITS  
 

1. Area Maps 
2. Site Plan – Medical and Patrol 
3. Landscape Plan – Patrol  
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AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP 
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