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AMERICAN FORK CITY 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION 

August 19th, 2026 

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on August 19th, 2026, at 

the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 6:30 p.m.  

 

Commissioners Present: Christine Anderson, Chris Christiansen, Rodney Martin, Geoff Dupaix, 

Claire Oldham, David Bird, Harold Dudley 

 

Staff Present: 

Patrick O’Brien  Development Services Director 

Cody Opperman                     Senior Planner  

Justin Peng   Planner I 

Ben Hunter                             City Engineer 

Carolyn Lloyd                        Administrative Assistant 

 

Others Present:  

 

REGULAR SESSION 

 

Christine Anderson led the “Pledge of Allegiance” 

Roll Call 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT Opened 

Elizabeth Phelon of ESP Excavation thanked the Commission for revisiting the zoning changes, 

noting that only two major changes remain, and neither affects her business. She acknowledged 

the city will continue to grow and expect further revisions down the road and commended the 

Commission for listening to the many public comments and factoring them into its decisions. 

Christine Anderson thanked Elizabeth Phelon voicing her opinion. She indicated that it really has 

been a process of gathering information from the City. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT closed 

 

 

COMMON CONSENT AGENDA  

 

1. Minutes of the July 8th 2026, Planning Commission Regular Session. 

 

David Bird motioned to approve the Common Consent agenda.   

Harold Dudley seconded the motion. 

 

                        Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 
Chris Christiansen  AYE 
Rodney Martin   AYE 
Claire Oldham   AYE 
David Bird   AYE 

Harold Dudley   AYE 
Geoff Dupaix   AYE 
 

 

 

The motion passed 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. Public hearing on a proposed zone for an annexation, known as Chipman and Stake 

Center #2 Annexation, located at approximately 100 W 700 S, American Fork City. 

Consisting of approximately 24 acres, the property is proposed to be annexed into 

American Fork City and is proposed to receive the PR-3.0 zoning designation. 

Christine explains comments and discussion period 

Public Hearing Opened 
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No Comment 

 

Public Hearing Closed 

 

b. Public hearing on an update to the American Fork General Plan to update all 

sections to establish an updated vision for growth and development in the City. 

 

Public Hearing Opened 

Jeffrey Huffman commented on parking requirements in transit-oriented development (TOD) 

areas. Using an analogy — transit as a "magic garage door" that's free and convenient but limited 

to approved destinations and times (currently 13 stops along the Wasatch Front, once an hour, 

Monday–Saturday) — he argued that limited transit access means people will still want their cars 

accessible, comparing it to preferring a driveway over a garage when options are restricted. 

Though he described himself as a strong supporter of transit and said it's a reason he's moving to 

the area, he requested the Commission to consider allowing more parking than the current code 

requirement of 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit in TOD zones. He said he'd be willing to pay for 

additional parking, including a possible paid permit or lot, if the city could offer that option. 

 

 

Public Hearing Closed 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS  

 

a. Review and action on a proposed Request for Consideration for a project known as 

Lone Automotive located at 105 S 700 E Unit E. The applicants for this project 

request to operate an Auto Dealership in the GC-1 General Commercial Zoning. 

 

Cody Opperman, staff, presented a returning agenda item regarding a proposed auto dealership 

use at 105 South 700 East, within the GC1 zoning designation. Car and auto dealerships are not a 
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permitted use under GC1 zoning as written; however, municipal code allows the Planning 

Commission discretion to approve other uses similar to those permitted if the Commission finds 

them in harmony with the intent of the zone, meaning the decision ultimately rests with the 

Commission. The item was previously tabled on April 22, 2026, so that staff could confirm with 

the applicant that they understood the additional development review requirements. Staff 

followed up by email on April 29, explaining that approval would require the applicant to go 

through a site plan application for the change of use, and the applicant confirmed on July 20, 

2026, that they were prepared to proceed through that process. If the Commission approves the 

request, the applicant will move forward with development review, with details attached to the 

meeting packet. Staff was present to answer any questions from the Commission. 

Patrick O'Brien noted that the city is continuing work on a full rewrite of amendments to the 

municipal code, a substantial undertaking. Among the proposed zoning changes is a shift in the 

intended uses within the GC1 and GC2 zones, effectively flipping their current orientation: GC1 

would no longer be intended for primary frontage properties along main thoroughfares, but 

instead for larger, more office/warehouse-type development set back at the rear of the block, 

with primary commercial and retail outlets fronting the thoroughfares. From that perspective, 

uses like the proposed auto dealership would not be permitted under GC1 as currently structured. 

However, he indicated this is something being considered as part of the broader code update, and 

that the gateway area in question may instead be addressed through a future rezoning rather than 

through amendments to permitted uses within the existing GC1 zone. 

Christine Anderson asked whether a future code update might allow a use like the proposed auto 

dealership within the GC1 zone. 

Patrick O'Brien clarified that the GC1 zone would not accommodate that type of use, as it is not 

currently intended for it. He explained that the city is looking at pushing GC2-type uses out to 

the frontage of these areas, which could make such a use possible in the future under GC2, not 

GC1. Staff's request is that the Commission not approve the current proposal, and instead allow 

the city time to address it through updates to the zoning ordinance and a subsequent rezoning of 

the gateway area.  

Christine asked whether, under a future rezoning, this zoning could change. 

Patrick O’Brien confirmed it could, but offered no guarantee, since rezoning is a decision for the 

Planning Commission and City Council, not staff. He noted the city's proposal involves 

significant rezoning for this area, in line with the general plan and the polycentric city center 

master plan, aimed at creating a gateway area that supports more commercial use. 

David Bird asked whether the rezoning possibility is currently in the works or a longer-range 

plan. 



APPROVED MINUTES 
08.19.2026 

  

 

08.19.2026 – PC Minutes  5 

 

Patrick O'Brien confirmed the rezoning effort is actively underway alongside the broader code 

rewrite. He said staff is working to tighten up the code so that, once there is sufficient consensus 

from the Commission and Council, it will be clearer whether a rezone fits, since uses would be 

outlined in the proposed code amendment.  

Geoff Dupaix requested the map to be pulled up 

Patrick O'Brien explained that GC2 is adjacent, making it a compatible and logical direction to 

pursue, without undermining the intent of GC1 by introducing uses better suited to GC2. He 

noted there is already significant overlap between GC1 and GC2 uses, and that maintaining a 

distinction between the two zones is important — GC2 fronts the main arterials, while GC1 steps 

back to the rear of the block. He referenced a similar prior request from Brian Fruit involving a 

comparable land use and rezoning request. 

Geoff Dupaix commented that the city's zoning approach seems aimed at minimizing or 

readjusting certain zoning principles.  

Patrick O'Brien agreed, explaining the goal is to move toward a logical, layered zoning approach 

organized in strips, rather than the current pattern of scattered, inconsistent zoning "splotches" 

throughout the city. 

Christine Anderson asked staff to clarify whether the request is to change the zoning of the 

property. 

Patrick O'Brien clarified that the applicant is not requesting a rezone but rather asking that the 

dealership be considered a permitted use within the existing GC1 zone. Staff's position is that it 

should not be considered a permitted use, since it is not similar to other existing uses in GC1. He 

explained that allowing it now could set a precedent for future applicants to justify similar uses 

in GC1 based on this approval, potentially pushing incompatible uses toward the rear of the 

block, closer to adjacent residential areas. 

Christine Anderson asked whether approving this on the current parcel would open the door to 

similar uses elsewhere in the GC1 zone.   

Patrick O'Brien reiterated that a rezone to GC2 would be more compatible and logical for this 

type of use. He noted that current code allows certain uses to be considered permitted through a 

determination of similarity, without going through a full legislative process — whereas a rezone 

would go through City Council as the legislative body, based on Planning Commission's 

recommendation, offering a more transparent process. He added that staff has not received clear 

justification for how the dealership is similar to any existing GC1 use, whereas similar 

businesses already exist and are permitted along the GC2 corridor near 500 East. He emphasized 

that staff is not saying the use doesn't make sense in the area generally — only that it does not 

make sense within the GC1 zone specifically — and requested that it instead go through the 

rezoning process. 
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Chris Christiansen thanked staff for the discussion and facts shared, noting that this is an 

administrative matter — the Commission is bound by what the code says. Speaking apart from 

that administrative role, he added that even if the use were permitted by zoning, he still would 

not consider this a great location for that type of business, since the applicant does not own the 

entire building, parking is shared, and there is very little parking available as it stands. In his 

view, placing a dealership at this location doesn't make sense regardless, and the zoning issue 

alone makes it easier to conclude it doesn't belong here.  He continued confirming the request 

fails on zoning grounds and is not advisable based on staff's input. He added that even if the 

matter proceeded to a site plan review, it would likely fail on parking alone, among other issues, 

and cautioned that if the goal is simply to satisfy an insurance requirement, this would not be the 

appropriate way to do it. 

Rodney Martin stated, for the record, that the request would not be approved even if the property 

were zoned GC2. He advised the applicant to carefully consider spending money and taking up 

staff time and resources on something that isn't going to work anyway. 

Claire Oldham indicated that parking was the Commission's biggest initial concern, and that staff 

had reached out to the applicant via email about it. She asked whether staff had looked at the site 

requirements, and whether the applicant meets them. 

Cody Opperman responded that he would need to see a more conceptual or developed plan to 

fully confirm compliance, since the overall parking requirement would depend on the level of 

service the applicant plans to provide for car ownership. He said he didn't have the exact figures 

memorized but believed it was roughly four stalls per service bay, plus additional stalls for 

administrative space and storage space. He also noted that since the parking lot is a 

shared/common area, it would be difficult to get sign-off from all parties to change the overall 

parking layout for this use. Citing code section 17.5.133 (Motor Vehicle Sales and Services), he 

outlined the requirements: three spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area used for display, 

sales, and administration; one and a half spaces per 1,000 square feet of area used for warehouse, 

parts, and materials; and four spaces per service bay. He added that the applicant's existing 

detailing shop, which would continue operating, would require additional parking on top of these 

requirements. 

Claire Oldham said she would be comfortable recommending the Commission simply wait for 

the zone change, since based on the parking requirements outlined, there's no way the applicant 

could meet them as things currently stand. 
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Geoff Dupaix moved to deny the proposed Lone Automotive Request for Consideration 

relating to permitting the use of Auto Dealership located at 105 S 700 E Unit E in the GC-1 

Zoning.   

 

Claire Oldham seconded the motion. 

 

                        Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 

Chris Christiansen  AYE 

Rodney Martin   AYE 
Claire Oldham   AYE 

David Bird   AYE 
Harold Dudley   AYE 
Geoff Dupaix   AYE 

 

 

 

The motion passed of denial 

 

a. Review and recommendation on a proposed Request for Consideration for a 

project known as American Fork Hotel located at 714 S 600 E. The 

applicants for this project request consideration of an adjustment in parking 

to decrease the number of required parking stalls, as outlined in Section 

17.5.133(D) of the American Fork Municipal Code. 

 

Cody Opperman presented on a new item — the applicant is requesting a parking reduction 

under subsection D of code section 17.5.133. The applicant provided a concept plan illustrating 

the proposal, along with a parking analysis covering their overall hotel locations and specifically 

addressing the American Fork location under consideration today. The proposal calls for 122 

suites with 129 proposed parking stalls, equating to 1.06 stalls per room. The city's standard 

requirement under section 17.5.133 is 1.25 stalls per room, which would require 153 stalls for 

the 122-room site. If the reduction is approved, the applicant would be required to submit a 

traffic impact study as part of the development application, demonstrating that the reduced 

parking would not result in vehicles parking along the street. He noted the process involves 
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findings of fact supporting any adjustment, followed by a Planning Commission 

recommendation and City Council determination. He also referenced a site map, with the 

relevant lot highlighted in orange, noting the underlying land use designation is commercial.  He 

clarified that the applicant is looking at the entire parcel, and specifically plans to shift the 

southeastern property line slightly further southeast — essentially a boundary line adjustment — 

to provide a bit more room for their development application. That adjusted parcel is where the 

hotel would be located. He confirmed the land use designation is commercial, and while the 

zoning map still shows PF1, the applicant recently completed a zone change application with the 

Commission to reclassify it as GC2, so the current PF1 designation reflects a lag in updating the 

map rather than the actual current zoning. He then walked through the overall site concept: two 

points of ingress/egress, with parking surrounding the hotel. Referencing the applicant's parking 

table, he noted their broader portfolio reflects 3,500 total units, with the American Fork location 

specifically requesting 122 rooms and 129 parking spaces, a ratio of 1.06 stalls per room. 

Geoff Dupaix noted that parking adequacy often depends on location and use and can be 

especially problematic for larger vehicles — an issue he didn't see addressed in this proposal. He 

asked whether accommodation for larger vehicles had been discussed with the applicant. 

Cody Opperman responded that this had not been discussed with the applicant. He noted that the 

proposal follows the city's standard parking dimensions — 9 feet wide by 18 feet deep — as 

required by code. He confirmed there had been no discussion regarding accommodations for 

larger vehicles. 

Rodney Martin shared his own experience with parking challenges at freeway-adjacent hotels, 

including needing multiple stalls when hauling a car trailer, and noted parking is already tight in 

this area even for standard vehicles — let alone trailers or recreational vehicles. He suggested 

comparing the per-room parking ratio at the nearby Alden hotel, while acknowledging that 

comparison isn't a strong standalone justification. He also noted that while there's a large lot 

nearby at the old Walmart site, it's private property and can't be counted on as overflow parking, 

even though people would likely use it that way. Overall, he agreed that the parking concern 

raised is a legitimate, real-world issue. 

Christine Anderson agreed that this was a good consideration and suggested it might be worth 

incorporating into the code — specifically, that hotel parking areas should be required to include 

configurations that accommodate larger vehicles. 

Rodney Martin added that it's not just the number of stalls that matter.  He indicated that the 

curbside parking is often overlooked, and larger-vehicle parking tends to work best in industrial-

type areas where curbside space is available and unregulated. 

Christine Anderson noted that since the current code doesn't appear to address large-vehicle 

parking accommodations for hotels, the Commission likely can't require it for this specific 

application. 
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Blake Heiman with the TGC Group acknowledged the concern about large truck parking as 

valid. He asked staff to return to the parking analysis slide, explaining that the data reflects 41 

hotels across 23 states, with parking ratios ranging from 0.7 stalls per room (in more urban 

properties) up to 1.2, the highest in their portfolio. He emphasized that the portfolio averages 

around 75% occupancy, not accounting for guests who share a car but not a room, such as 

coworkers traveling together or families splitting across multiple rooms. He said this makes their 

parking estimates conservative relative to actual need. 

He agreed that accommodating larger vehicle stalls was a reasonable idea and something the 

applicant would be willing to work with, though he wasn't sure how it could be addressed in 

code language. He noted that in the past, they've implemented internal policies prohibiting guest 

parking on the street, since frustrated guests unable to park is something hotel operators actively 

want to avoid. Based on a 75% occupancy assumption, he estimated actual nightly parking need 

at roughly 95 stalls, leaving flexibility for larger vehicles such as trucks and trailers. He noted 

that while guests are generally discouraged from bringing such vehicles due to shared lot space 

with other guests, the applicant does have internal policies addressing this. 

Harold Dudley indicated that he wanted to raise a broader reflection on parking requirements. He 

referenced the earlier comment about transit-oriented development and noted he generally leans 

toward trusting property owners to understand their market and parking needs better than 

government mandates can, while acknowledging parking still ties into health, safety, and welfare 

considerations — which is why ordinances setting minimum stall counts remain necessary.  He 

said he found the applicant's data informative and believed it was accurate but noted that similar 

data from apartment developers in the past, while true at the time, hadn't always held up over 

time, since car ownership patterns evolve. He gave the example of his own children, who don't 

own homes and therefore, without mortgage payments, tend to own more vehicles than he did at 

their age. He acknowledged uncertainty about whether this was helpful, describing his struggle 

as a tension between not trusting governments to know more than the marketplace. assumptions. 

Patrick O'Brien responded that the concerns raised about TOD, apartments, and townhomes are 

valid ones the city has encountered. He noted that in TOD townhome developments, subletting 

has driven additional demand for off-site parking, an issue the city hadn't fully anticipated. With 

apartments, he explained that some developments met the minimum parking requirement on-site 

but then charged tenants for that parking, which pushed residents to park on the street instead — 

resulting in two TOD apartment complexes that are only about 50% utilized in their own parking 

lots, despite being fully occupied by tenants, because the remaining residents choose street 

parking rather than pay. He said this context was worth sharing, though not necessarily a direct 

issue for the current proposal. He noted that while he could understand paid parking 
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arrangements in a major urban center, he didn't anticipate that dynamic applying in a market like 

American Fork, and acknowledged the applicant's data was a helpful, relevant example. 

Harold Dudley added that he continues to struggle with the issue, noting it has been a very hot 

summer and, while not an expert on heat, he's aware that a lot of asphalt parking areas often go 

unused. He said he'd sit back and defer to others he considers more knowledgeable on the topic, 

acknowledging he can see both sides of the issue. 

Blake Heiman added that this hotel does not include conference space or a restaurant.  It's 

intended for people working in or around American Fork on any given day. As a result, he noted 

there wouldn't be additional daytime traffic that would push parking demand beyond the stall 

count already discussed. 

Christine Anderson asked whether the bottom-row figures shown, based on 75% occupancy, 

account for scenarios where the hotel is at 100% occupancy.  She noted the upcoming Olympics 

as an example of a time when the hotel would hopefully be fully booked and how that would 

factor into the parking numbers presented. 

Blake Heiman indicated that even at full occupancy, he estimates roughly five to seven stalls of 

buffer, since some two-car guests are offset by others who don't bring a car at all. He noted 

staffing is lowest at night when parking demand peaks, further offsetting need. In a "dream 

scenario" of full occupancy with a fully ramped brand, demand might approach the proposed 129 

stalls, but any shortfall such as from an oversized vehicle would likely happen only a few times a 

year, since guests typically stay several days and settle into a consistent parking routine. 

Boyd Preece noted that since the property doesn't include a swimming pool, it's less likely to 

attract large families coming for weekend stays, which he felt reinforced by the pattern Blake 

had described regarding parking demand. 

Rodney Martin shared that he counted the parking spots at the neighboring Holiday Inn and 

checked its room count, which is 80 rooms with 120 parking spaces, a ratio of 1.5 stalls per 

room.  He noted that this exceeds the city's minimum requirement by a significant margin. He 

argued that this comparison highlights the core problem that under-parking this development 

could likely push overflow parking onto neighboring properties, which he considered unfair and 

not something the Commission should be encouraging. His recommendation was either to reduce 

the size of the hotel or to utilize both parcels for the development. 

Blake Heiman asked why that would encumber their hotel. 

Chris Christiansen indicated that if you run out of spots, people will park next door at the 

Holiday Inn. 

Blake Heiman responded that in his experience, neighboring hotels generally maintain a good 

working relationship, similar to the concern about street parking.  It isn't good for the community 
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or for the hotel to have a poor relationship with a neighboring property or to absorb their parking. 

He said this type of cross-property parking conflict isn't a problem they commonly encounter. He 

acknowledged that while a formal parking-sharing agreement between competing hotels might 

not be the most natural arrangement, in his experience — drawing on the applicant's broader 

portfolio of nearly 3,500 hotel rooms — the proposed stall count relative to room count has not 

been a problem they've encountered. He added that the company wouldn't be investing $15–16 

million into the project if they believed the parking approach would become a hindrance to the 

business. 

Geoff Dupaix noted that this issue is a tricky one, noting he's seen other proposals with no 

parking at all due to proximity to transit corridors, paired with significant on-street parking 

problems nearby. He said he was willing to compromise somewhat, roughly splitting the 

difference on the 24-stall gap under discussion. He acknowledged the applicant's point that this 

hotel is geared more toward workers rather than a typical leisure/family hotel.  He commented 

that this represents a different use case.  He said he was willing to grant some leeway on the 

reduction, though not all the way down to the applicant's original request. 

Chris Christiansen indicated this would increase the room size to 16. 

Blake Heiman explained that when evaluating new sites, he consults his company's operations 

team who are responsible for long-term performance and typically retain ownership of their 

hotels and asks what their ideal parking scenario would be. He said the consistent answer from 

operations, across their portfolio of 41 hotels, has been a 1:1 ratio.  One parking stall per guest 

room as the number that has historically proven to work well, accounting for the variability in 

guest parking needs he'd described earlier. 

Geoff Dupaix indicated that he was trying to find a workable middle ground, noting that having a 

large amount of unused parking spaces isn't ideal either. He emphasized that the Commission 

wasn't trying to be arbitrary but rather trying to find a balance that works both for the applicant 

and for the city. He suggested that if there were some willingness on the applicant's part to 

increase the proposed stall count somewhat, it could help reduce the risk of overflow parking. 

Blake Heiman explained that increasing the stall count as suggested would, based on the site 

plan, require adding an additional loop of parking along the east side of the property line — 

something he said the neighboring property owner isn't particularly interested in accommodating 

and would likely charge a significant amount for that additional real estate. He noted that doing 

so would effectively require adding another full row of parking, which he said they had already 

looked into early in the process. He acknowledged not being fully versed in the technical site 

details but explained that this approach would substantially increase parking on the east side 

while also potentially requiring a reduction in building size. Which would hurt the project's 

economics, since fixed costs would remain the same while revenue-generating rooms decreased, 

making the numbers less favorable. 
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Rodney Martin estimated that accommodating the additional parking loop would require 

acquiring roughly another 40 feet of land, which would yield about 32 additional parking spots 

well beyond what the city's 1.25-stall-per-room requirement calls for. He noted that 40 feet of 

frontage real estate along I-15 would come at a cost exceeding what he earns, underscoring the 

expense involved. 

Geoff Dupaix asked whether the parking constraints described were inherent to the dimensions 

of the lot itself, or whether they resulted from choices the applicant made in designing the site 

plan.  He asked whether the applicant had ever produced a design showing 153 stalls to meet the 

city's standard requirement, or whether they instead started from their desired room count and 

only reduced it as needed to work backward into meeting the city standard. 

Boyd Preece answered that yes, a design existed that met the city's standard requirement, but 

noted that the current layout represents the maximum number of parking stalls they were able to 

fit on the site. 

Blake Heiman added that the 122-room count reflects the applicant's standard prototype building 

design, 

Boyd Preece commented that a larger room count offers an advantage to the city through 

increased tax revenue. He also noted that if the applicant were to acquire additional land from the 

neighboring Woodbury property to expand parking, it would come with an opportunity cost since 

Woodbury would then have less land available to develop something of its own on that site. He 

said the tradeoffs to weigh are this opportunity cost and the potential loss of hotel rooms. 

Geoff Dupaix asked staff what the implications would be if the Commission were to approve the 

requested parking reduction. 

Patrick O'Brien responded that staff is aware parking is a genuine challenge, and acknowledged 

the point raised about this also being an economic development consideration balancing trust in a 

business to understand its own model against the risk of placing an undue burden on the broader 

community. He clarified that staff has not yet conducted a full review of the request, including 

site layout, arrangement, or code compliance.  No review of fire marshal turn radius 

requirements, engineering standards, parking dimensions, or landscaping has been done at this 

stage. He explained the purpose of bringing the item forward now is to gauge whether a parking 

reduction would be acceptable in concept before the applicant invests significant money into 

design and engineering, only to potentially be denied later. He emphasized that any approval at 

this stage would only establish an acceptable stall number.  For example, approving 129 stall and 

would not vest the applicant in any particular site layout or design; the applicant would still need 

to meet that minimum number within whatever final layout is ultimately reviewed. 

Geoff Dupaix asked if this is very preliminary. 
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Patrick O'Brien explained that the request is conceptual at this stage. He said staff wanted to 

bring it before the Planning Commission and City Council as early as possible given upcoming 

meeting deadlines. He noted the item was originally intended for the previous meeting, but the 

request came in only a week before that meeting, leaving no time for review. He explained that 

the intent was simply to sit down with Blake and his team, along with Woodbury, to determine 

whether the request was feasible and whether the proposed parking reduction would be 

something the Commission could support. 

Geoff Dupaix indicated that in all honesty, hearing that turning movements, engineering issues, 

and other site details haven't yet been reviewed made him feel less comfortable committing to a 

position either way on the request. 

Patrick O'Brien responded that regardless of the outcome, the applicant would still need to meet 

whatever stall number the Commission ultimately decides on, and that this number may end up 

impacting the layout of the site and building. He noted this is a familiar challenge with this type 

of early-stage request. He explained that in the past, other applicants have come in after 

completing full design and review, seeking a smaller parking reduction, having already gone 

through full fire, engineering, and planning/zoning review, with staff confirming compliance on 

those fronts even though the parking requirement wasn't fully met. He contrasted that with the 

current situation, where this request is coming in before any of that detailed review has occurred. 

Blake Heiman indicated that he could state with fairly good confidence that factors like turning 

movements and engineering had already been factored into the site plan as designed. He 

characterized Patrick's point as being about setting an approved floor of 129 stalls now, subject 

to the applicant still passing all standard reviews. He explained the applicant's concern is that 

without some indication of support now, they would risk investing significant time and design 

costs into full engineering and review, only to potentially be told no at the end of the process. 

Harold Dudley asked for more clarification on the applicant's product, referencing an earlier 

comment that it's tailored more toward business travelers than typical road travelers. He noted 

that, even though the area isn't urban, he understood the concept to be more of a business-

oriented hotel that likely wouldn't generate as much of the parking demand associated with 

families or leisure travel.  

Boyd Preece and Blake Heiman explained that the brand is Woodspring Suites, noting there is 

currently only one location in the entire Salt Lake City metro area. They described the target 

guest as more like traveling nurses, traveling engineers, and similar longer term business 

travelers. In response to a question about room size, they clarified the rooms are actually larger 

than typical hotel rooms, with more in room amenities and fewer shared out of room amenities. 

They noted the property still includes a workout facility and common area space, but explained 

that the target guest typically isn't looking to use amenities like a pool, preferring instead to settle 

in and relax after work.  They then asked staff whether the city's 1.25 stalls per room requirement 
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applies uniformly to all hotels without differentiating by hotel type, asking staff to confirm 

whether that was accurate. 

Patrick O'Brien confirmed that was correct, explaining that the interpretation challenge staff has 

faced in the past is that the 1.25 stalls per room requirement applies to commercial lodging 

generally, without differentiating by hotel type. He noted that in cases where a hotel includes 

additional amenities like conference space or a restaurant open to the public, not just guests, 

those uses generate additional parking demand on top of the base 1.25 stalls per room, since 

outside visitors may attend conferences or dine there without staying at the hotel. In this 

instance, he clarified that the 1.25 requirement applies to the room count. 

Harold Dudley indicated he felt somewhat conflicted, but could see supporting a modest 

reduction, perhaps to around 1.2 stalls per room, while cautioning he didn't have enough 

information to go lower than that. He reiterated his preference for government not to be overly 

restrictive on development, while acknowledging the city's responsibility to avoid pushing 

overflow parking onto neighboring properties or streets. He noted that a quick search suggested 

nearby municipalities tend to require roughly a 1 to 1 ratio, with urban hotels generally trending 

lower, around 0.7, and suburban hotels closer to 1 to 1.2. 

Christine Anderson asked staff whether this parking reduction request is administrative or 

legislative in nature, noting the discussion had taken on a more legislative tone. 

Patrick O'Brien explained that since the applicant is asking for a reduction beyond adopted 

parking standards, the Commission must weigh the information and studies presented and use 

judgment to determine what's acceptable. This gives the process a somewhat legislative 

character, and the Commission's decision would ultimately go forward as a recommendation to 

City Council. 

Cody Opperman and Patrick O'Brien clarified further that because the Commission's role here is 

to make a recommendation rather than a final decision, the process is legislative in character. 

The Commission is expected to weigh all the information presented and forward its 

recommendation to City Council, which holds final decision-making authority. 

Christine asked what kind of precedent this decision might set.  

Patrick clarified that any approval would be site-specific, it would not amend the parking 

requirements for hotel uses generally. If another applicant proposed a hotel on a neighboring 

property, they would need to make their own separate request; this decision would not 

automatically apply to future projects. 

Christine Anderson added that she was wary of getting too deep into assumptions about what 

type of guest this hotel would attract, since in her own experience, she just picks whatever hotel 

is convenient rather than considering its target market. She argued all hotels tend to draw a mix 
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of guests, and that the Commission should plan for full occupancy since it will happen often 

enough to matter. 

Rodney Martin commented that extended-stay hotels like this one tend to draw a distinct 

demographic, citing nearby properties frequented by construction workers with large trucks who 

leave early for job sites, plus guests there for corporate training. He argued this site is too small 

to accommodate that kind of demand and that the applicant would need to find another solution. 

Blake Heiman added that, despite the differing opinions in the room, the request remains subject 

to a traffic impact study, meaning a professional, independent assessment would ultimately 

weigh in beyond his own opinion on the matter. 

Rodney Martin clarified for the record, that City Council retains the authority to approve 

whatever parking arrangement it chooses, regardless of the Commission's recommendation. 

Chris Christiansen commented that a small redesign of the building might allow for five or six 

additional stalls on the south side, but noted that even with that adjustment, the total still 

wouldn't come close to meeting the 1.25 stalls per room standard. 

David Bird indicated that the project would be a great addition to the city, and that the area could 

use stable development like this. He said he leans toward Harold's view of accommodating good 

businesses rather than applying the code too rigidly, but acknowledged the Commission is still 

limited by what the code allows, leaving him torn. 

Claire Oldham suggested the applicant explore talking with the neighboring property owner 

about a possible shared parking agreement, noting that during periods when the applicant's lot is 

over capacity, an arrangement with the neighbor (such as during holidays or off-peak times) 

might help absorb overflow parking. 

Geoff Dupaix noted that the Commission had dealt with a similar situation involving apartment 

developments near, where staff had tried to work out arrangements for handling overflow 

parking from those properties as well. 

Patrick O'Brien commented that in that apartment situation, the development actually has a 

significant amount of off-site parking, structured so that the area currently used for parking has 

potential to later become a commercial or retail pad, with the parking able to be relocated 

elsewhere within a defined area, up to a certain limit. He noted, however, that this arrangement 

works because the parking and the development are under the same ownership, giving that owner 

full control, unlike a shared parking agreement with a separate party, where complications could 

arise if that other party later decided to increase their own unit count and encroach on the shared 

stalls. 
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Geoff Dupaix added that those details represent some additional nuances to consider and noted 

that this is roughly where the Commission had landed in a similar past situation, trying to find a 

way to support a fellow business or developer. 

David Bird offered this as just a thought, not a formal suggestion. He noted there are other 

businesses in the area besides the adjacent hotel, and suggested it might be worth exploring 

overflow parking, with oversized vehicles directed to a separate designated area. 

 

David Bird moved to recommend approval for the proposed American Fork Hotel Request 

for Consideration relating to a reduction in parking stalls, located at 714 S 600 E in the 

GC-2 Zone, to 129 stalls to their 122 rooms. 

 

Geoff Dapaix seconded the motion. 

 

                        Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 
Chris Christiansen  NAY 
Rodney Martin   NAY   

Claire Oldham   NAY 
David Bird   AYE 
Harold Dudley   NAY 
Geoff Dupaix   AYE 
 

 

The motion failed 

 

Rodney Martin moved to recommend denial for the proposed American Fork Hotel 

request for consideration relating to a reduction in parking stalls, located at 714 S 600 E in 

the GC-2 Zone. 

 

Chris Christiansen seconded the recommend of denial 
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Voting was as follows: 

 

David Martin    NAY 
Harold    AYE 
Claire Oldham   AYE 
Geoff Dupaix    NAY 

Chris Christiansen   AYE    

Rodney Martin   AYE 
Christine Anderson   AYE 

 

Recommending denial of request 5 to 2 

 

Christine Anderson indicated that the city would love to have their business. 

Harold Dudley added that the applicant can still go directly to City Council. 

Blake Heiman asked whether, if the neighboring property owner two doors down (Woodbury) 

were willing to allow it, a shared parking agreement covering that nearby lot, just a short 

distance away, could be a viable option. 

Patrick O'Brien replied that under city code, a shared parking arrangement generally must 

involve an adjacent property, though some flexibility might be possible depending on how the 

parcels are currently laid out.  

 

c. Review and recommendation on a proposed zone for an annexation, known as 

Chipman and Stake Center #2 Annexation, located at approximately 100 W 700 S, 

American Fork City. Consisting of approximately 24 acres, the property is proposed 

to be annexed into American Fork City and is proposed to receive the PR-3.0 zoning 

designation. 

 

Patrick O'Brien gave background on the Chipman and Stake Center #2 annexation, noting it's 

come before the Commission several times, with issues in the annexation agreement now largely 

worked out, including the sale of some city-owned land. He said this appearance is to get 

Planning Commission's clarification and recommendation confirming the proposal aligns with 

the land use plan.  He noted the surrounding land is low-density residential, currently 

unincorporated, with land to the west already annexed under similar zoning. The proposal would 
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rezone the property from R1-27,500 to PR 3.0, allowing more single-family detached homes and 

less attached product. He said the annexation agreement would require that development be 

limited to single-family detached homes only, with no additional density. 

Christine Anderson asked if this was a decrease in density. 

Patrick O'Brien explained that the applicant would be able to cluster some of the permitted 

density due to site constraints, including the river and unusable land to the east of it. He 

reiterated that regardless of clustering, the resulting product would be single-family detached 

homes, which is what the city is requiring. 

Rodney Martin thanked the staff for all the work they have put in on this project. 

Patrick O'Brien noted that state legislators changed the applicable process partway through this 

annexation, requiring the city and applicant to adjust to those changes as they worked through 

the agreement. 

 

Geoff Dupaix moved to recommend approval for the proposed Annexation Agreement and 

proposed zoning, located at approximately 100 W 700 S, American Fork City, subject to 

any conditions found in the staff report. 

 

Claire Oldham seconded the motion. 

 

                        Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 
Chris Christiansen  AYE 
Rodney Martin   AYE 

Claire Oldham   AYE 
David Bird   AYE 
Harold Dudley   AYE 

Geoff Dupaix   AYE 
 

 

The motion passed 
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d. Review and recommendation on an update to the American Fork General Plan to 

update all sections to establish an updated vision for growth and development in the 

City. 

 

Patrick O'Brien presented on the American Fork General Plan update, noting the process has 

been ongoing since the end of spring 2024. He described early public and stakeholder 

engagement that shaped an initial framework, followed by significant revisions incorporating 

feedback, work with MAG (which funded 85% of the project), and updates required to address a 

state-mandated water use element. 

He recalled that the plan came before the Planning Commission for a public hearing in February, 

drawing around 350 attendees, and noted that nearly all public feedback focused on the land use 

map, since that element ties directly to zoning changes and the ongoing code rewrite; other 

elements, such as open space, trails, and transit connectivity, drew little to no public comment. 

Following that hearing, staff took the lead on revising the plan, applying a fresh perspective 

informed by feedback gathered at the public hearing and through subsequent outreach, calls, and 

emails. Key updates included ensuring the land use map aligns with existing zoning citywide, 

along with adjustments to vision for two areas needing to shift to accommodate future growth: 

the commercial area around the boat harbor, and the city's "gateway" zones, an eastern gateway 

on State Street transitioning into Pleasant Grove, and a northern gateway near the Temple and 

Developmental Center, on land currently owned by the state. He noted that while some mixed-

use concepts were considered for these areas, public feedback largely opposed adding density 

there. 

He explained the slides presented were the same ones used at the public open house, showing the 

existing land use map alongside the proposed updates, noting that although colors changed due 

to a GIS software transition, the underlying uses remain largely consistent. He emphasized that 

the overall land use plan isn't changing dramatically, but is being updated to reflect current 

conditions, accommodate growth over the next 10 to 15 years, and bring the general plan into 

compliance with state requirements. 

He outlined the plan's seven required elements: land use, multimodal transportation, moderate 

income housing (a state-mandated component), development focus areas (which ties into the 

upcoming polycentric city center master plan), parks and open space/trails, public facilities and 

water, and historic preservation, the latter reflecting a priority to preserve American Fork's 

historic character while still allowing continued growth and improvement. 

He noted current population estimates range from about 41,000–45,000 depending on the data 

source, with the city's own projections, based on building permits issued since the last census, 

closer to 46,000. The plan is designed with a 10–20 year growth horizon in mind. 
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Addressing earlier parking and transit discussions, he clarified that transit service through UTA 

is largely outside the city's control, though the city continues to coordinate with UTA. Parking, 

by contrast, is being actively addressed, though primarily through zoning and the city code 

update rather than the general plan itself, since parking is fundamentally a zoning matter. 

He closed by noting the plan has been circulated extensively, with many Commission members 

having participated in stakeholder sessions and the public open house and invited the 

Commission to proceed with questions or a decision. 

 

Christine Anderson thanked the staff for all the work they have put into this project.   

Geoff Dupaix emphasizes that land use and transportation connectivity are closely linked. He 

expressed a continued concern that the plan falls a bit short in providing better connectivity and 

interconnectivity between developments, particularly in creating a stronger grid network. He 

specifically felt this shortfall is more pronounced on the south side of the city and reiterated his 

belief that some corridors are still missing. 

Christine Anderson agreed with Geoff Dupaix’s comment. 

Patrick O'Brien responded that this connectivity concern has been discussed previously, and 

while it falls partly outside the scope of the general plan itself, the city's transportation master 

plan, which will be updated and attached alongside the general plan, is intended to address these 

issues more specifically going forward. He offered to pull up the general plan to show the current 

connectivity standards for those less familiar, in order to gather more targeted feedback from the 

Commission on how to improve connectivity moving forward. 

Harold Dudley commented, as staff pulled up the general plan, that he wanted to acknowledge an 

earlier speaker at the public hearing who had noted being unfamiliar with the process. He 

reassured the speaker that their comments were heard, and encouraged them, along with anyone 

with similar questions, to feel welcome to meet directly with planning staff during business 

hours for follow-up or clarification on the process, noting that staff can address questions in 

more detail than what's possible in a public meeting setting. He affirmed that the earlier 

comments were valued. 

Patrick O'Brien pulled up the classification and intersection control map, noting it shows all 

planned roads in the city. He acknowledged Commissioner Dupaix's concern, noting that some 

connectivity gaps aren't currently planned at all, and where connections are planned, a major 

obstacle is that they often cross railway-owned land, which limits the city's ability to force those 

connections through. He agreed that, given these constraints, the city should be looking at 

providing additional connectivity options where possible. 
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Geoff Dupaix clarified his point, saying he's comfortable including planned connectivity lines on 

the map even across properties not currently part of the city, since this is a long-term planning 

document. He emphasized the importance of looking ahead to how these connections could 

eventually link into the broader roadway network, supporting mobility regardless of travel mode. 

He reiterated that, even with the current plan, he still sees notable gaps, and would like to see 

improved connectivity, particularly in the east-west direction. 

Patrick O'Brien agreed that north-south routes are in noticeably better shape than east-west 

connectivity, which he acknowledged has consistently been a major challenge for the city. He 

then turned to the city engineer, noting he didn't want to speak for him, and invited him to weigh 

in on the topic.   

Ben Hunter responded that, in the areas Geoff was referring to, particularly the southern area 

near the industrial zone transitioning into residential, around Boat Harbor Road and the section 

south and east of I-15, one of the primary challenges is the railroad crossing. He explained that 

any new east-west connections in that area would typically need to be grade-separated to meet 

railroad requirements, or would otherwise require eliminating existing crossings, which isn't a 

desirable option since it would reduce east-west connectivity rather than improve it. 

Geoff Dupaix indicated that in his experience working with other communities, he's encountered 

similar challenges, noting that grade crossings are difficult to secure, though not impossible. He 

argued that the city needs to start pursuing harder solutions, observing that while roads can act as 

barriers, railroads often function as nearly insurmountable ones, largely because communities 

rarely push back. He said the city needs to take a firmer stance with the railroad, communicating 

clearly that it is acting as a barrier to city connectivity and needs to work with the city rather than 

against it. He emphasized, for the record, that he felt strongly about this point, criticizing a 

pattern of the city repeatedly backing away from the issue instead of confronting it. 

Rodney Martin responded that the issue isn't so much bureaucracy, but resistance from a for-

profit business that doesn't see a benefit in accommodating the request. 

Patrick O'Brien noted he had condensed the presentation but was happy to expand on any section 

the Commission wanted revisited, though he didn't want to over-review material everyone is 

already familiar with. He said the primary goal tonight was completing the public hearing 

process, which had now been satisfied, following extensive prior work sessions and direction 

from both the Planning Commission and City Council aimed at refining the plan and 

incorporating resident concerns.  He emphasized that the plan is intended to be a living 

document, not something finalized and left untouched for the next 20 years. He said that if 

significant changes occur in the city that shift the plan's underlying assumptions, the city would 

revisit and update it accordingly. He highlighted that the plan includes a robust implementation 

strategy, consistent with other recent planning efforts, describing this as one of the most critical 

components of the document. He explained the goal isn't just to set a vision, but to pair that 
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vision with concrete policies, goals, and programs needed to achieve it, since without an 

implementation strategy, the plan risks being nothing more than words left unused on paper. 

Christine Anderson asked whether there's an established protocol for how often, or under what 

circumstances or threshold, the general plan would be revisited and updated going forward. 

Patrick O'Brien responded that staff would likely monitor the plan on an ongoing basis and 

pursue formal updates roughly every five years if needed, guided by the plan's implementation 

strategy. He noted that major developments, such as changes tied to the Pioneer Crossing or 

Pony Express/Vineyard Connector areas, or unexpected shifts in density or development patterns 

elsewhere, could prompt an earlier review.  He emphasized that the land use plan is meant to 

reflect the city's intended direction over roughly the next five to ten years, and when applicants 

request changes, staff needs to carefully evaluate whether a proposed change benefits an 

individual applicant in the short term without meaningfully advancing the city's long-term goals, 

versus whether it represents a genuine long-term strategy that helps steer future growth in a 

positive direction. He said staff intends to bring forward more robust, fact-based analysis of the 

pros and cons of future applications, minimizing opinion, to support decisions that genuinely 

benefit the community's long-term future. 

 

Geoff Dupaix moved to recommend approval for the updated American Fork General 

Plan. 

 

David Bird seconded the motion. 

 

                         

Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 
Chris Christiansen  AYE 

Rodney Martin   AYE 

Claire Oldham   AYE 
David Bird   AYE 
Harold Dudley   AYE 
Geoff Dupaix   AYE 
 

 

The motion passed 
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Other Business 

 

Patrick O'Brien provided an update on the polycentric city center master plan, describing it as 

identifying a number of core areas across the city and functioning essentially as a set of 

coordinated small-area plans. He said the goal is to tie these areas together, with particular 

attention to active transportation and vehicular transportation, while ensuring all components of 

the city center are properly connected throughout the community. He credited Cody and the team 

for strong work on the project and said it should be finalized within the next few weeks, likely 

coming forward first for a final work session and then for a formal recommendation.  He noted 

the plan includes conceptual graphics and encouraged the Commission not to be alarmed by 

them, explaining they're meant to illustrate what could be achieved in the community rather than 

finalized designs. He reiterated the importance of pairing this with a solid implementation 

strategy, including a funding strategy developed with help from Sciences Public Finance, 

crediting Susie and her team for their strong work on that piece. He said the document is close to 

completion and would ultimately be brought forward as an amendment to the general plan, 

incorporating the polycentric city center master plan as part of it. 

  

Christine Anderson clarified that her earlier comment about connectivity near the rec center was 

specifically related to this polycentric city center master plan, expressing hope that the rec center 

could somehow be connected into one of the identified core nodes in the plan. 
 

Rodney Martin shared, under other business, that UTA On Demand launched in North Utah 

County that Monday, offering rides at $2.50 per ticket with a $5 daily cap and $20 weekly cap. 

The service runs 16 minivans (8 ADA-compliant), currently focused on connecting Saratoga 

Springs to the Frontrunner station, though people are also using it for things like school drop-

offs. He noted plans to expand the zone toward Cedar Hills, calling it a promising step toward 

solving the "first mile, last mile" transit gap, and mentioned an existing distance limit is being 

reconsidered. 

 

Patrick O'Brien responded that this ties into the broader plan, noting the city conducted a transit 

circulator study to help connect community nodes and address the first mile/last mile gap. He 

said the ultimate goal is to support a sustainable transit system, whether through UTA or a city-

run alternative, and that this UTA On Demand launch is an early step in that direction. 
 

Conversation between staff and Commissioners:  In discussing UTA On Demand, the group 

noted it operates as an app and functions similarly to other on-demand transit services that have 

seen notable success in other parts of the state and along the Wasatch Front. The city's goal is to 

work with UTA's team to analyze usage data, particularly trip start and end points, to identify 
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demand hotspots throughout the community that weren't originally anticipated. While On 

Demand service was seen as a helpful tool, the group agreed that becoming more genuinely 

transit-friendly would likely require changes to development patterns along key corridors, a trend 

observed elsewhere along the Wasatch Front. It was clarified that this doesn't mean eliminating 

detached single-family residential development, but that transit tends to work best when 

development is concentrated, frequent, and convenient along specific corridors. The group 

acknowledged that pursuing a more transit-friendly approach would likely come with some 

growing pains along the way. 

 

Christine Anderson reminded Commissioners about the September 2nd and September 16th 

meetings. 

 

 

Adjournment 

 

Geoff Dupaix motioned to adjourn the meeting.  

 

Claire Oldham seconded the motion. 

 

Voting was as follows: 

 

Christine Anderson  AYE 
Chris Christiansen  AYE 
Rodney Martin   AYE 
Claire Oldham   AYE 

David Bird   AYE 

Harold Dudley   AYE 
 

 

The motion passed 
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Meeting adjourned at 8:18 PM 

 

 

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

and staff. 


