
 
  

Amended Planning Commission Agenda 
Wednesday, November 4, 2026 
80 South Main Street in the Council Chambers at Library Hall 
  
Planning Commission Agenda 
PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Planning Commission of Spanish Fork, Utah, will hold a meeting in the City 
Council Chambers at Library Hall, on the second floor, 80 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah, with a work session 
commencing at 5:00 p.m., and the Planning Commission Meeting commencing at 6:00 p.m. on November 4, 2026. 
Planning Commissioners 
 
Michelle Carroll 
Michael Clayson 
Paul Dayton 
Dave Woodhouse 
Darrin Mellor 
Megan Johnson  
 
SPANISH FORK CITY does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in 
the employment or the provision of services. The public is invited to participate in all Spanish Fork City Planning 
Commission Meetings located at the City Council Chambers at Library Hall, 80 South Main Street, Spanish Fork. If you 
need special accommodation to participate in the meeting, please contact the Community Development Office at 
801-804-4580.  
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1. 5:00 pm WORK SESSION- No formal actions are taken in a work session   
2. 6:00 pm Agenda Items   
3. Approval of Minutes   

3.1 October 7, 2026 
minutes.planningcommission.10-7-2026.pdf   

3 

 
4. Action Items   

4.1 Swenson Industrial Preliminary Plat 
This proposal involves approval of a Preliminary Plat for one industrial lot located 
at 1730 West SR-77. 

16 
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report.pc.swensonindustrialplat.11-4-2026.pdf   
  

5. Public Hearings   
5.1 South Valley Village Zone Change & Preliminary Plat 

a. South Valley Village Annexation (No Public Hearing) 

b. South Valley Village Zone Change 

c. South Valley Village Preliminary Plat 

d. South Valley Village (Anderson) Preliminary Plat 

This proposal involves changing the current zoning of multiple  
properties from I-1, B-P and C-2 to P-F, C-2 and the R-4 with the Master  
Planned Development Overlay to accommodate commercial lots and  
two residential subdivisions with a combined total of 896 multi-family  
residential units as a Master Planned Development to be located at  
approximately 2400 North Canyon Creek Parkway. This proposal also involves a 
request to annex 18.76 acres of land into the city. The subject parcels are located 
at approximately 2400 North Canyon Creek Parkway. 

report.pc.southvalleyannexation.11-4-2026.pdf  

report.pc.southvalleyvillage.11-4-2026.pdf  

  
 

20 

 
6. ADJOURN  
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Draft Minutes  

Spanish Fork City Planning Commission 

80 South Main Street  

Spanish Fork, Utah 

October 7, 2026  

 
Commission Members Present: Chairperson Michelle Carroll, Paul Dayton, 

Dave Woodhouse, Darrin Mellor, Megan Johnson.  

 

Staff Members Present: Dave Anderson , Community Development Director; Brandon 

Snyder , Senior Planner; David Mann , Senior Planner; Josh Wagstaff , Assistant City 

Engineer; Joshua Nielsen , Assistant City Attorney.  

 

Citizens Present : Jill Franklin, Shayne Clayson, Paula Clayson, Paul Pullman, Ashley 

Christiansen, Rich Smith, Cindy Smith, Adam Fratto, Brett Wichoite, Susan Jurkatis, Greg 

Jurkatis, Kelly Porter, April Porter, Mike McDonald, Ethan McEntire, Steven Lord, Brandon 

Denison, Joseph Earnest, Cary Conners.  

 
WORK SESSION  

 

Chairperson Michelle Carroll called the meeting to order at 5:58 p.m.  

 
PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES  

 

Pledge of Allegiance  

Commissioner Mellor led the pledge.  

 
MINUTES  

 

September 2, 2026  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse moved to approve the minutes of September 2, 2026. 

Commissioner Dayton seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  
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ZONE CHANGE  

 

Builders FirstSource  

 

David Mann reviewed a request to change the zoning of property in the industrial area of 

the City adjacent to an existing railroad. The property had been annexed approximately 

one year earlier with a Rural Residential zoning, while the surrounding City properties and 

the General Plan designation were Industrial. The applicant proposed an industrial 

building and outdoor lumber yard. A concept plan had been provided, but a Site Plan 

application had not been submitted.  

 

Brett Wilhoite, Director of Construction for Builders FirstSource and project manager, 

explained that increased customer demand and anticipated growth required a larger 

facility than the company's existing Spanish Fork lumber yard. He stated that the proposed 

use would be similar to the existing operation and would provide room for expansion and 

rail service. The company was conducting due diligence for the property purchase and 

seeking the necessary light industrial zoning.  

 

In response to questions from Commissioner Dayton about rail service, Mr. Wilhoite 

described a proposed spur from the existing Union Pacific line. He said each spur would 

accommodate approximately six or seven center -beam railcars. The company expected 

conceptual development approval before the end of the year, followed by a construction 

approval process that Union Pacific indicated could take up to 12 months.  

 

Commissioner Mellor asked about operating hours and deliveries. The existing yard 

generally operates from 6:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. in summer and 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. in 

winter, with occasional later vehicle returns. Rail deliveries would follow the railroad's 

schedule and could occur after business hours. Mr. Wilhite explained that the railroad 

could access the secured yard to deliver cars when company personnel were not present.  

 

Chairperson Carroll opened the public hearing at 6:05 p.m. 

There was no public comment.  

Chairperson Carroll closed the public hearing at 6:05 p.m.  

 

During Commission discussion, Commissioner Dayton stated that the proposal was 

straightforward and consistent with the planned use of the area.  
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Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend approval of the proposed Builders 

FirstSource Zone Map Amendment based on the following findings:  

 

Findings:  

1.  

Industrial.  

2. That the surrounding properties in Spanish Fork are currently zoned I -1. 

 

Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  

 
ZONE CHANGE AND PRELIMINARY PLAT  

 

Nelson Commercial  

 

Brandon Snyder reviewed the request for a Zone Change and Preliminary Plat for slightly 

more than three acres on the west side of South Main Street. The property was zoned 

Rural Residential, contained an existing home and outbuildings, and had a Commercial 

General Plan designation. The applicant proposed C -2 General Commercial zoning and 

subdivision into five commercial lots.  

 

Mr. Snyder described a shared access between Lots 1 and 2 and ongoing coordination with 

UDOT. He noted that the applicant had contacted adjacent property owners about 

coordinated redevelopment but that a joint proposal had not been reached. The proposal 

included utility connections from infrastructure installed with the townhome development 

to the south. He explained that the Zone Change would be a recommendation and that 

the Commission would act administratively on the Preliminary Plat, with any approval 

contingent upon Council approval of the Zone Change.  

 

Mike McDonald described the property as having limited Main Street frontage and 

substantial depth. He proposed recorded access easements to the north and south to 

allow adjoining properties to connect if they redeveloped. Potential uses included smaller 

office or retail -office buildings, such as dental offices, with shared parking. No individual 

building plans had been submitted to the city.  

 

Mr. McDonald explained that a substantial hill affected the rear portion of the property. He 

was working with an engineer on grading and wall requirements and had discussed 

possible hill removal with an adjoining owner. He stated that development of the affected 

lot would depend on resolving the grading issues through subsequent review. Regarding 

Main Street access, he said UDOT had directed the access toward the center of the  
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frontage, rather than combining commercial access with the existing neighboring 

residential driveways.  

 

Chairperson Carroll opened a combined public hearing for the Zone Change and 

Preliminary Plat at 6:17 p.m.  

 

Kelly Porter, 2198 South Main Street, stated that he lived immediately south of the  property 

and opposed the proposal. He described severe dust, sand, weeds, tumbleweeds, noise, 

and construction impacts from nearby developments, including damage to his home and 

yard.  He stated that repeated complaints had not resolved those problems.  He 

questioned locating commercial development between existing residences and expressed 

concern about property values, loss of views, and the future of his  property.  

 

Chairperson Carroll closed the public hearing at 6:20 p.m.  

 

Mr. Woodhouse asked whether the city could improve dust control and construction -hour 

enforcement. Dave Anderson acknowledged the severity of dust associated with the 

Sunroc development referenced by Mr. Porter and described frequent inspector 

involvement and the practical difficulty of controlling dust after extensive vegetation 

removal. Mr. Anderson stated that noisy construction should not occur before 7:00 a.m. 

and generally should end by 10:00 p.m., and described coordination with inspectors and 

police when violations were reported.  

 

Mr. McDonald stated that he understood a six -foot decorative concrete wall would be 

required around the property as part of the development improvements. He expressed the 

view that the proposal would not devalue neighboring property.  

 

Commissioner Mellor asked about the existing land use designations around the subject 

property. Mr. Snyder clarified the difference between the Commercial General Plan 

designation and existing zoning and noted that the surrounding mapped Commercial 

areas were anticipated to develop commercially over time.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse moved to recommend approval of the proposed Nelsen 

Commercial Zone Change based on the following finding:  

Finding:  

1. The proposal is consistent with the City's General Plan land use designation  of 

Commercial.  

 

Commissioner Dayton seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  
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Commissioner Dayton stated that the neighboring resident's concerns should not be 

dismissed and encouraged the city to support complaints and enforce applicable 

requirements.  

 

Commissioner Dayton moved to approve of the proposed Nelson Commercial Preliminary 

Plat based on the following finding and conditions:  

 

Finding:  

1.  

Commercial.  

 

Conditions:  

1.  

zoning requirements and other applicable City ordinances.  

2. That the Applicant addresses any remaining  redlines.  

3. That the Preliminary Plat approval is contingent upon the City  Council 

approving of the associated Zoning Map  Amendment.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  

 
GENERAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE  

 

Shady Oaks Event Center  

 

Mr. Mann reviewed the proposed event center near the golf course at River Bottoms Road 

and Powerhouse Road. The property contains an existing residence in the R -1 -30 Zone, 

and has a Medium Density Residential General Plan designation. Earlier residential 

concepts had encountered challenges because of substantial grade changes, existing 

landscaping, and vegetation. The Applicant proposed the Commercial Office Zone and a 

Mixed Use General Plan designation.  

 

The concept would retain and remodel the existing home, add event space, and a parking 

lot between the building and River Bottoms Road. Mr. Mann said the intent was to disturb 

the property as little as possible and preserve its natural grade and vegetation. Staff and 

the Development Review Committee recommended approval of both amendments.  

 

The Commission asked questions about feasibility, parking, road improvements, and 

occupancy. Mr. Mann indicated that the concept appeared to provide approximately 60 to 

65 parking spaces, exceeding the estimated requirement for the proposed use and floor  
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area. Buffering and frontage improvements would be addressed during Site Plan review. 

Mr. Mann described the difficulty of constructing conventional improvements along the 

steep Powerhouse Road frontage without extensive grading and vegetation removal.  

Maximum occupancy would depend on the final building design and applicable building 

requirements.  

 

Rich and Cindy Smith described plans for a greenhouse -style event space with a glass roof, 

interior greenery, and masonry or similar finishes. They intended to preserve existing oak 

trees and adapt the house for dressing rooms, kitchen, storage, and family areas. They said 

the neighboring property owners generally supported the proposed reuse when they had 

met to discuss the concept.  

 

Mr. and Mrs. Smith described approximately 2,400 to 2,500 square feet of new event space, 

with seating for about 12 to 15 tables of eight people, depending on layout. They did not 

anticipate hosting 200 to 300 people at one time. Events would initially be indoors, with a 

possible outdoor ceremony area considered in a later phase. They anticipated year -round 

operations and said they would not use outdoor speakers for amplified parties. A six -foot 

masonry wall was proposed along the adjoining residential area.  

 

Chairperson Carroll opened the public hearing for the General Plan Map Amendment and 

Zone Change at 6:43 p.m.  

 

Jill Franklin, who lives in the adjoining cul -de -sac, expressed concern about adequate on - 

site parking, overflow into residential streets, and enforcement. She requested signs 

discouraging event parking in residential areas and fencing extending beyond the 

proposed masonry wall to protect neighboring privacy. She said the concept was attractive 

compared with other proposals but questioned what could occur under Commercial Office 

zoning if this business did not proceed. She also described existing traffic noise and the 

desire to preserve the neighborhood's residential  character.  

 

Susan Jurkatis, trustee of the property, expressed support. She described her family's long 

connection to the home and said the proposal would preserve the trees and qualities her 

mother valued.  

 

Cary Connors, an adjacent resident, expressed concern about a lasting change to 

commercial zoning and the range of possible future uses. The speaker was not necessarily 

opposed to the proposed building but questioned assurances about noise and parking and 

asked that the City enforce parking restrictions if the project proceeded.  
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Shane Clayson expressed concern about fencing and visibility into his property and a 

bedroom window, noise, lighting, and late -night impacts.  

 

Paul Pullman, a resident directly north of the property, stated that he initially opposed the 

proposal but supports it now after meeting the applicants. He expressed concern about 

parking and supported signs, while considering the event center preferable to other 

previously discussed development options. He also described severe dust from the nearby 

Edge Homes development, criticized the effectiveness of City enforcement, and requested 

action to address the impacts on neighboring homes and yards.  

 

Chairperson Carroll closed the public hearing at 6:54 p.m.  

 

Commissioner Dayton discussed signs to discourage event parking in nearby residential 

areas. Mr. Anderson explained that lawful parking on public streets generally could not be 

reserved for neighborhood residents based on where a driver lived. A prohibition would 

apply to everyone in the affected area. He identified spillover parking as a significant 

concern for this type of business, while noting that the concept appeared to provide a 

substantial amount of on -site parking for the anticipated size of the venue.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse also discussed screening along the steep property line. Mr. 

Anderson explained that the masonry wall requirement might be balanced with the 

damage that construction could cause to the slope and existing vegetation. The detailed 

Site Plan process would identify an appropriate transition to another screening material or 

fence design. Commissioners suggested a solid fence, such as vinyl, to maintain privacy 

where masonry construction was impractical.  

 

In response to concern about future uses, staff stated that zoning could be changed again 

but would not revert if the event center did not proceed. Mr. Anderson described 

Commercial Office as the City's least impactful commercial zone and noted that it allowed 

reception centers. Commissioners discussed the proposed use as a relatively limited 

commercial activity near existing roads, while acknowledging uncertainty about future uses 

and impacts.  

 

Commissioner Mellor moved to recommend approval of the proposed Shady Oaks Event 

Center General Plan Map Amendment based on the following findings:  

 

Findings:  

1.  

residential development.  
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2. Additional residential development would likely require substantial land for 

roadway and cul -de -sac improvements.  

3. . 

Highway 6 supports consideration of a broader range of uses.  

4. The proposed Mixed Use designation is consistent with the requested 

Commercial Office zoning.  

 

Commissioner Dayton seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  

 

Commissioner Dayton moved to recommend approval of the proposed Shady Oaks Event 

Zone Change based on the following findings and subject to the following condition:  

 

Findings:  

1. The C -O Zone allows less intense uses when compared to the C -1  Zone.  

2. The C -O Zone would accommodate the proposed event center, subject  to 

applicable City  requirements.  

3. 

nonresidential use.  

4. The requested zoning is consistent with the proposed Mixed Use General Plan 

designation.  

 

Condition:  

1. That the City Council approve the associated General Plan Map Amendment.  

 

Commissioner Mellor seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  

 
GENERAL PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, ZONE CHANGE, AND PRELIMINARY PLAT  

 

Ridgeline Townhomes  

 

Mr. Snyder reviewed the proposed redevelopment of part of the former Anderson wrecking 

yard south of the existing Ridgeline Apartments. The property was zoned C -2 General 

Commercial. Its General Plan designation had recently changed from Mixed Use to 

Business Park. The applicant requested a residential designation, R -3 zoning with the 

Master Planned Development Overlay, and Preliminary Plat approval for 45 townhomes.  

 

Mr. Snyder explained that the applicant began work when the former Mixed Use 

designation allowed residential uses up to 12 dwellings per acre. Staff and the 

Development Review Committee supported extending the adjoining High Density  
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Residential designation to the subject property, rather than restoring Mixed Use. The High 

Density Residential designation allowed eight to 12 dwellings per acre. Staff considered 

the proposal an appropriate extension of the residential use to the north.  

 

The proposal included predominantly rear -loaded townhomes, with front -loaded units 

along the west side, two -car garages, and homes facing State Street. It would extend the 

existing trail, landscaping, and fencing improvements. A central amenity area would 

include a pavilion, grass, a fire pit, and a playground connected by internal sidewalks.  

Proposed perimeter treatments included retaining walls with wrought iron fencing and a 

masonry wall along the west boundary.  

 

Staff discussed access from the south and a proposed access and utility easement  through 

the apartment property to the north. Mr. Snyder noted that more than 35 units required a 

second access and that this arrangement was therefore important to the  project.  

Mr. Snyder described coordination with the State's Voluntary Cleanup Program to address 

contamination from the former wrecking yard. Continued participation and completion of 

the cleanup process under State oversight were identified as an approval condition. The 

project would remove identified contaminants and install vapor barriers beneath the 

homes.  

 

Brandon Dennison, representing the applicant, explained that environmental investigation 

began in 2021 and had included Phase I and Phase II assessments, soil testing, and 

additional reports. He stated that a State -approved remedial action plan would govern 

removal and disposal of contaminated soil during the initial site work, with vapor barriers 

installed before construction of the homes. He identified benzene and other chemical 

contaminants associated with the former vehicle operations. No basements were 

proposed.  

 

The Commission asked whether cleanup would still occur if the zoning were not changed. 

Dave Anderson said the existing Commercial zoning could support a future commercial 

use, but residential development appeared more financially attractive and could result in 

earlier cleanup. Mr. Dennison said commercial alternatives had been considered, but 

investigation and remediation costs made townhome development more feasible. He also 

described the proposal as a transition from the apartments and a potential ownership 

option for residents wishing to remain in the area.  

 

Commissioners discussed parking, particularly the reliance on garages and limited visitor 

spaces. The applicant stated that the plans provided 118 spaces, including garage spaces, 

compared with a requirement of approximately 113. Commissioners counted 

approximately 27 non -garage spaces and noted that fire lanes and internal access areas  
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could not serve as additional parking. Mr. Dennison said the developer had negotiated 

access through the apartments but did not own that property and could not assume  its 

parking would be  available.  

 

The Commission discussed households acquiring additional vehicles over time and 

whether driveway parking could be added, while recognizing that this would affect the 

layout and unit count. Other comments noted that the proposal exceeded existing 

requirements and that garage use and nearby transit could help meet parking needs. The 

applicant stated that plans included space for each unit's garbage and recycling  containers 

along the collection  routes.  

 

Joseph Earnest discussed the balance between providing parking and increasing housing 

costs through additional land requirements. He considered 2.5 spaces per townhome a 

comparatively high requirement and asked that the proposal be treated consistently with 

other projects because it exceeded the adopted standard. Commissioners expressed 

differing views about whether the city should increase parking requirements in the future.  

 

Chairperson Carroll opened the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. 

There was no public comment.  

Chairperson Carroll closed the public hearing at 7:35 p.m.  

 

Commissioner Johnson moved to recommend approval of the proposed Ridgeline 

Townhomes General Plan Map Amendment based on the following findings:  

 

Findings:  

1. That when the Zone Change application was submitted by the Applicant, the 

General Plan land use designation of the property was Mixed  Use.  

2. That the proposed development plan conforms to the residential  density  

 

Density Residential.  

3. That an expansion of the adjacent High Density Residential designation for 

additional housing at this location is more appropriate than maintaining  the 

Business Park land use  designation.  

4. That the proposal will complement the existing residential  development.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  
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Commissioner Dayton noted that the General Plan was a living document and expressed 

support for the amendment.  

 

Commissioner Dayton moved to recommend approval of the proposed Ridgeline 

Townhomes Zone Change based on the following findings:  

 

Findings:  

1. That the location is suitable for additional housing.  

2.  

land use designations of Mixed Use and High Density Residential.  

3. That the proposal meets the findings and intent of the Master Planned 

Development Overlay.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the motion passed all in favor.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse moved to recommend approval of the proposed Ridgeline 

Townhomes Preliminary Plat for a Master Planned Development based on the following 

findings and subject to the following conditions:  

 

Findings:  

1. That when the application was submitted the General Plan Designation of the 

property was Mixed Use.  

2. 

land use designations of Mixed Use and High Density Residential.  

3. That the proposal meets the findings and intent of the Master  Planned 

Development  Overlay.  

4. That should the City Council determine that a change to the General Plan  is 

needed, that it can be  done.  

 

Conditions:  

1.  

zoning requirements and other applicable City ordinances.  

2. That the Applicant addresses all red -line review  comments.  

3. That the Applicant completes the environmental cleanup of the  subject  

 

Program.  

4. That the Applicant provides all necessary cross access and offsite  utility 

easements.  

5. That the Preliminary Plat approval is contingent upon the City  Council 

approving of the associated zoning map  amendment.  
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Commissioner Dayton seconded and the motion passed 4-1, with Commissioner Mellor 

opposed.  

 
TITLE 15 AMENDMENTS  

 

Planning Commission  

 

Mr. Mann presented proposed amendments addressing recent State legislation concerning 

Planning Commission appointments, potential removal, conduct, and related operating 

requirements. He explained that the changes were intended to be limited to what was 

required and to reference State Code rather than duplicate its provisions, reducing the 

need for future local amendments when State requirements changed.  

 

Commissioner Dayton asked if there were other changes being proposed besides what 

addresses the recent changes in state code. Mr. Mann stated that no additional 

requirements unique to Spanish Fork were proposed. Training requirements were not 

included in the amendment and would be addressed through Commission rules and 

procedures or other City policies.  

 

Mr. Anderson described a recent legislative audit that requested records of training 

received by appointed and elected officials. Staff had relied on minutes to identify 

attendance at past training meetings. He noted the need for additional administrative 

practices to maintain those records. He also explained that Spanish Fork had historically 

delegated substantial decision -making responsibilities to the Commission, including 

preliminary plats and conditional uses, beyond acting solely as a recommending body.  

Commissioners Mellor and Dayton expressed support for additional training and 

appreciation for the training provided earlier that day.  

 

Chairperson Carroll opened the public hearing at 7:43 p.m. 

There was no public comment.  

Chairperson Carroll closed the public hearing at 7:43 p.m.  

 

Commissioner Dayton moved to recommend approval of the proposed Title 15 

amendments based on the following finding:  

 

Finding:  
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1. The proposed language brings the Spanish Fork Municipal Code into 

compliance with recent State Code regarding the Planning Commission.  

 

Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the motion passed all in  favor.  

 

Mr. Anderson reviewed the upcoming joint Planning Commission training scheduled for 

Thursday, October 29, from 5:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at the old Utah County Courthouse in 

downtown Provo. He indicated that the location was expected to be the main  ballroom 

on the third floor and that a calendar invitation and email had been  sent.  

 

Mr. Anderson stated that Utah County would host the training and that Spanish Fork would 

host the following year. The program would include new presenters and topics, with 

participation from planning commissioners in nearby communities. He emphasized the 

opportunity to discuss common issues and learn from questions raised by other 

commissions.  

 
ADJOURNMENT  

 

Commissioner Dayton moved to adjourn. Commissioner Woodhouse seconded and the 

motion passed in favor.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:46 p.m.  

 
Adopted:    

Kasey  Woodard  

Community Development  Secretary  
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40  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET  | SPANISH  FORK,  UT  84660  | SPANISHFORK.GOV   

PROPOSAL  

PLANNING CO MMISSION      NOVEMBER 4 , 2026 

 
 

Swenson Industrial  
Preliminary Plat  
1730 West 3 800  North  
61.77  acre s 
I-1  Zone  
Industrial  General Plan Designation  
 

 
 
 

 

The Applicant applied  for  Preliminary Plat  approval for a 1 -lot  subdivision on the south west corner of 1730 
West and 3800 North . The plat shows property dedicated for right of way improvements on the north, 
east , and south sides of the property.  The Applicant currently has no plans to further subdivide the 
property.  
 
The  DRC reviewed the project on October 21 and recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat  
 

 STAFF R ECOMMENDATION   

That the proposed Swenson  Industrial  Preliminary Plat  be approved  based on the following  finding  and 
subject to the following condition s: 

 

Finding  
 
1. That the proposal conforms to the City’s General Plan Designation  and Zoning Map . 
 
Condition s 
 
1. That the A pplicant meets the City’s d evelopment and c onstruction 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. Preliminary Plat  

3. Civil Plans
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EXHIBIT 1  

 

 
 

 

 

 

AERIAL MAP  

LAND USE MAP  

ZONING MAP  
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EXHIBIT 2  
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EXHIBIT 3  
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PROPOSAL  

PLANNING COMMISSION       NOVEMBER 4 , 2026 
 
 
South Valley Village  
Annexation  Petition  
2400 North Canyon Creek Parkway  
18.7 6  acres  
R -4  Residential  Proposed  Zone  
Gateway  General  Pla n Designation  
 
 
 

 
 

 
The Applicant has proposed that parcel s totaling 18.7 6 acres, located at approximately 2400 North 
Canyon Creek Parkway  be annexed. The subject property is currently outside City boundaries but is 
located within the City’s Annexation Policy Boundary and Growth Management Boundary.  The Applicant 
also has a Zone Map Amendment and Preliminary Plat applications under review with the city . 
 
On July 7 , 202 6 , the City Council accepted this annexation proposal for further study. The protest period 
for the annexation ended on August 28 , 202 6 wi th no protests received.  
 
During the reviews of the submitted development applications, issues involving the existing railroad, 
access, and timing of development have not been sufficiently addressed by the Applicant.  
 
The DRC reviewed the proposed annexation on  October 7 and recommended denial  based on 
uncertainty about area land uses and development potential . 

 

 STAFF RECOMMENDATION   

That the proposed Annexation  be denied  based on the following finding s: 

 

Finding s 
 
1. That the subject property is located within the City’s Annexation Policy Boundary and Growth 

Management Boundary.  
2. That the c ity’s General Plan Land Use Designation for the annexation area is Gateway . 
3. That the city has received a Zone Map Amendment and Preliminary Plat applications for the annexation 

area that . 
4. That uncertainty about area land uses and development potential  makes the annexation premature. . 
 

 

 EXHIBITS   

 

1. Area  Maps  

2. Annexation  Plat  
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EXHIBIT 1  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

AERIAL MAP  

ZONING MAP  

LAND USE MAP  
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EXHIBIT 2  
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PROPOSAL 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

PLANNING COMMISSION                                                                                        NOVEMBER 4, 2026 
  

South Valley Village 
Zone Change and Preliminary Plat Approval 
2400 North Canyon Creek Parkway 
86.07 acres 
General Plan Land Use Designations of 
Commercial and Gateway 
P-F, C-2 and R-4 with the Master Planned 
Development Overlay Zone 

 
 

 
 

The Applicant has requested approval of a zoning map amendment and preliminary plat approvals for a 
proposed Master Planned Development. The project area also includes approximately 19 acres that the 
Applicant has requested to be annexed into the city. 
 
The request involves changing the current zoning of multiple properties from I-1 Light Industrial, B-P 
Business Park and C-2 General Commercial to P-F Public Facilities, C-2 and the R-4 Residential with the 
Master Planned Development Overlay to accommodate two commercial lots and two residential 
subdivisions with a combined total of 896 multi-family residential units as a Master Planned Development 
to be located at approximately 2400 North Canyon Creek Parkway.  
 
Project Data South Valley Village: 

• 72.81 acres 
o North (RR) 21.67 acres 
o South (RR) 27.36 acres 
o City Park (6.18 acres) 
o Commercial Lots (7.96 acres) 

 North (RR) 6.46 acres 
 South (RR)1.5 acres 

o Additional acreage in sensitive lands and easements. 
• Unit Counts (663 total units) 

o North (RR) 365 units 
 240 apartments (for rent) 
 125 townhomes 

o South (RR) 298 townhomes 
• Density 11.3 units per acre 

o North (RR) 16.84 units per acre 
o South (RR) 10.98 units per acre 

 
Project Data South Valley Village (Anderson): 

• 13.26 acres 
• Unit Counts (233 total units) 

o 176 condominiums (for sale) 
o 57 Townhomes 

• Density 17.57 units per acre 
 
The Development Review Committee (DRC) reviewed the proposal on October 7, 2026, and 
recommended denial. 
 
 
 
 
South Valley Village Zone Change: 
 
That the proposed South Valley Village Zone Change be recommended for denial based on the following 
findings: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That uncertainty about future land uses and development potential in the area makes the zone change 

inadvisable at this time.  
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2. That the associated preliminary plats fail to meet the City's land use regulations in a number of ways. 
3. That there is uncertainty about whether the proposed preliminary plats conform to the Land Use Element 

of the General Plan.   

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
South Valley Village Preliminary Plat: 

That the proposed South Valley Village Preliminary Plat for a Master Planned Development be 
recommended for denial based on the following findings: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That uncertainty about future land uses and development potential in the area makes the zone change 

inadvisable at this time.  
2. That the associated preliminary plats fail to meet the City's land use regulations in a number of ways. 
3. That there is uncertainty about whether the proposed preliminary plats conform to the Land Use Element 

of the General Plan. 
4. That a portion of the proposed preliminary plat is not currently located within Spanish Fork City. 
5. That a development agreement should not be used as a vehicle for variances from the City's adopted 

legislative standards. 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
South Valley Village (Anderson) Preliminary Plat: 

That the proposed South Valley Village (Anderson) Preliminary Plat for a Master Planned Development be 
recommended for denial based on the following findings: 
 
Findings 
 
1. That uncertainty about future land uses and development potential in the area makes the zone change 

inadvisable at this time.  
2. That the associated preliminary plats fail to meet the City's land use regulations in a number of ways. 
3. That there is uncertainty about whether the proposed preliminary plats conform to the Land Use Element 

of the General Plan. 
4. That a portion of the proposed preliminary plat is not currently located within Spanish Fork City. 
5. That a development agreement should not be used as a vehicle for variances from the City's adopted 

legislative standards. 
 
 

 
 

 
The Land Use Element of the General Plan indicates the following for the Gateway designation: 
 

The Gateway designation combines high-density housing with commercial uses to create vibrant, 
mixed use neighborhoods that mark a key northern entrance to the city. Unlike the Mixed Use 
designation, properties with this designation can accommodate taller buildings and greater 
residential intensity. Residential densities in this Focused Study Area should range from 20 to 50 
homes per acre, with an emphasis on modern, integrated mixed use development. This area is 
strategically positioned along a new major transportation corridor that will provide more 
accessibility. 
 
Developments are envisioned as mixed use projects, often featuring retail or commercial spaces on 
the ground floor with high-density residential units above. This arrangement promotes walkability, 
encourages active streetscapes, and supports a live-work-play lifestyle. This designated land use 
accommodates future growth by prioritizing urban-designed development to create dynamic, 
attractive spaces that integrate housing, shopping, dining, and personal services. (Land Use Element, 
p. 25). 

 
The Gateway land use designation was created with the recent General Plan update. The Canyon Creek 
area near the new Dry Creek Parkway I-15 Interchange is a northern entry point into Spanish Fork and is 
the only location that this designation is applied. The Gateway designation provides the opportunity for 
mixed-use development, retail and higher density residential housing in excess of 20 units per acre. 
Currently the City has not adopted new zoning districts to better implement the purpose and intent of 
the Gateway designation.  
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Staff have raised questions regarding the use of the R-4 Zone, the amount of commercial, and the 
proposal’s consistency with the Gateway designation of the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  
(The R-4 Zone currently limits density to no more than 20 units per acre). The Applicant has indicated that 
given the City’s current parking requirements, market conditions, and available housing products, that the 
proposed plan represents a balance between these objectives, with the higher-density components 
reflecting what is currently feasible. 
 
Staff has reviewed the proposal and has requested modifications and additional details to verify 
compliance with the requirements of the R-4 Zone and to confirm that the requirements, intent and 
findings of the Master Planned Development Overlay Zone are met. (The MPD Overlay Zone is necessary 
due to the proposed housing types of condominiums, apartments and townhomes). 

• The Anderson Preliminary Plat does not meet the garage, parking and amenity requirements of 
the proposed R-4 Zone. 

o The plans lack an indoor social area that is centrally located. (Municipal Code 15.3.16.032 R-4 
Residential District - Amenities.) 

o The required guest parking is not evenly distributed throughout the south portion. 
o The proposal does not meet the minimum parking requirements of the R-4 Zone. The 

plans indicate incorrect parking calculations of 2.25 per unit instead of the required 2.5 per 
unit. (Municipal Codes 15.3.16.032 R-4 Residential District and 15.3.20.080 Master Planned 
Development Overlay District.)  

 The applicant also proposes for approval by the City Council to count on-street 
parking spaces. (On street parking on public streets may count for up to 20% of the 
overall parking requirement). 

o The Applicant proposes no garages for the condominiums. The Applicant proposes to 
include the townhomes in the R-4 Zone, and that the townhomes will be used to meet the 
garage requirements for the proposal.   

 Municipal Code 15.3.16.032 R-4 Residential District: Minimum parking shall include 
two and one-half (2.5) spaces for each unit in the development. Enclosed garages 
shall be provided for 60% of the units and one-half (0.5) spaces for each unit shall be 
made available for guest parking. 

o The Applicant has proposed a development agreement to address the following 
deficiencies: Multi-Family Parking Ratio, Multi-Family Garage Requirement and the Indoor 
Amenity Space. The Applicant is requesting exceptions to the standard zoning 
requirements. However, it is unclear from the plans and development agreement if other 
aspects of the project are being enhanced in light of the deficiencies.   

• Comments associated with both Preliminary Plats: 
o The Applicant proposes reduced setbacks. Staff has concerns with the setbacks, the 

amount of open space and the usability of the open spaces. The Applicant proposes the 
structures to be closer to the public streets and less distance between the structures. 

 Open space appears insufficient and not usable. Many open space areas also are 
storm drain basins and contain improvements not suitable to be placed in a basin. 
Open space should be centrally located and when possible, clustered to create the 
most beneficial and efficient use of space. Revisions to the landscaping plans are 
needed to meet buffer, tree and planting coverage requirements. 

o Staff has requested further details to verify compliance with the R-4 Zone regarding the 
condominiums, apartments and townhomes.  

 Building materials for multi-family structures shall consist of at least 50% brick, 
stone, or synthetic stone on all sides of the structure. No more than 25% of the 
structure may be clad in stucco or similar material. The City Council may grant a 
waiver of this requirement based upon superior architectural design plans which 
involve other materials. 

 Minimum finished living space shall be provided as follows: Other multi-family units, 
600 square feet for each studio unit, 800 square feet for each one-bedroom unit, 
1,080 square feet for each two-bedroom unit, 1,240 square feet for each unit with 
three or more bedrooms. (15.3.16.032 R-4 Residential District.) 

• Housing exhibit layout map also recommended. (Provide a housing exhibit 
identifying what housing type is proposed where and what options or color 
palettes apply. 

 
The Applicant has also requested that the City Council approve an exception to the public street frontage 
requirements of the R-4 Zone. The R-4 Zone requires that all multi-family structures front onto a public 
right-of-way. The City Council may grant exceptions to this rule for: Multi-family structures that have eight 
(8) or fewer units and comprise less than twenty (20) percent of the homes in the development. An 
example of where this exception is being requested is located in the south east corner of the project along 
the south side of the railroad tracks near Williams Lane and Chappel Drive. (See sheet 4A). The Applicant 
has also been asked to coordinate street connections with Springville City by providing stub roads and 
modifying street alignments. 
 
Staff has shared concerns with the potential uncertainty from the letter received from the State of Utah 
regarding the railroad, such as: timing, potential for new road or utility crossings, surplus process, cost to 
purchase and cleanup the rail area, UPRR rights, and the potential to incorporate into the development as 
trail and open space. Further discussion is also needed regarding the railroad and what fencing or wall 
type is appropriate. Generally, a masonry wall is required along railroad tracks. It may be appropriate to 
incorporate additional buffer space with additional landscaping and trees. The Applicant currently 
proposes 4-foot wrought iron fencing with the intent that the rails will eventually be removed and 
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converted to trail space. 
 
 
 

1. Area Maps 
2. Zoning Exhibit 
3. Preliminary Plats  
4. Landscaping Plan 
5. Building Elevations 
6. Amenities 
7. Sharp-Tintic Railroad Letter 
8. Municipal Codes (R-4 and MPD Overlay) 
9. Minutes DRC 10-7-2026 
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AERIAL MAP 

LAND USE MAP ZONING MAP 
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