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PAYSON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Payson City Center, 439 W Utah Avenue, Payson UT 84651 
Wednesday, October 26, 2016          7:00 p.m. 

 
CONDUCTING   Kirk Beecher, Acting Chair 
 
COMMISSIONERS Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, Taresa Hiatt 
 
COMMISSIONERS EXCUSED Harold Nichols, Blair Warner, John Cowan 
 
STAFF     Jill Spencer, City Planner  

Kim Holindrake, Deputy Recorder 
 
CITY COUNCIL   Linda Carter, Mike Hardy 
 
OTHERS    Kendall Call, Sara Call 
 
1. Call to Order  
 
This meeting of the Planning Commission of Payson City, Utah, having been properly noticed, was 
called to order at 7:08 p.m. 
 
2. Roll Call 
 
Four commissioners present. 
 
3. Invocation/Inspirational Thought  
 
Invocation given by Commissioner Billings. 
 
4. Consent Agenda 

4.1 Approval of minutes for the regular meeting of October 12, 2016 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To approve the minutes from October 12, 2016. Motion 
seconded by Commissioner Hiatt. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, 
Taresa Hiatt. The motion carried. 
 
5. Public Forum 
 
No public comments. 
 
6. Review Items 

6.1 PUBLIC HEARING – Proposed amendments to Title 19, Zoning Ordinance and Title 20, 
Subdivision Ordinance  
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MOTION: Commissioner Billings – To open the public hearing to hear those items. Motion 
seconded by Commissioner Hiatt. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, 
Taresa Hiatt. The motion carried. 
 
Staff Presentation: 
Jill Spencer reported that staff is proposing amendments to Title 19, Zoning, and Title 20, 
Subdivisions, of the Payson City Code. One item is a discussion and the others are discussions and 
recommendations.  
 
1. Section 19.5.5, Road and Street Standards  

This is a request from the city engineer to add a new section to address road and street standards 
and clarify the responsibility of the applicant in the construction of these transportation 
facilities. The city has a street master plan, which is adopted by the city council, and indicates 
the locations and alignments of major roads in the city such as arterial, collector, and major 
neighborhood roads for connectivity. ire a wider width and thicker asphalt because of the truck 
traffic and amount of traffic on the road. These types of roads require a wider width as well as 
thicker asphalt. The city carries some responsibility to participate with construction of these 
types of roads because the applicant is only responsible for the demand created by the 
development. After consulting with the city attorney and looking at case law on what a city can 
exact, it was determined that the additional width is the developer’s responsibility so staff wants 
that to be clear in the ordinance. Also if a geotechnical report indicates that additional subbase 
or standards are required, then that should be the developer’s responsibility. Establish the width 
of roads and responsibilities of applicant. If a future road is proposed through a parcel of land, 
the developer is responsible for half the width plus 10 feet. The remainder of the road would be 
constructed when the other side of the road is developed. If a developer doesn’t have the 
required width, they are responsible to negotiate with the adjoining property owner in order to 
construct the half plus 10 feet.  

 
2. Section 19.6.7, R-MF Zone (See below) 
 
3. Section 19.6.8.6, RMO-1 Overlay Zone 

The RMO-1 Overlay Zone is the twin homes and duplex overlay zone. This overlay zone is only 
allowed in the R-1-9, R-2-75, and R-1-75 zones. During development reviews, staff noticed that 
the R-2-75 Zone required a 25-foot front setback and a 20-foot side setback while the RMO 
Zone required a 25-foot setback on both sides. The RMO Zone needs to be consistent with the 
underlying zones. Staff is proposing a 25-foot front setback and a 20-foot side setback. The 
definition section determines what side is the front, which his normally where the front door is 
located.  

 
4. Sections 19.6.14.14 (S-1 Zone); 19.6.15.2 (BPD Zone); 19.6.20.2 (CT Zone); and 19.6.20.13 

(CT Zone) 
Staff is proposing minor amendments to clarify the title and types of day care facilities allowed 
in commercial zones. There have been issues as to where childcare facilities and adult daycare 
facilities are allowed. These zones were established with only childcare in mind. There is a need 
for adult daycare, which still needs to be addressed better. In chapter 19.28, definitions, minor 
changes are proposed because of Utah Code. Adult daycare is listed in the definitions but it’s 
not allowed in any zone. It needs to be more fully addressed in the special needs chapter of the 
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ordinance. Adult daycares are regulated by the state. The city needs to understand this type of 
use better and allow them in the community.  

 
5. Section 19.6.29.16, MH-2, Mountain and Hillside Zone 

This amendment accommodates private on-site utility systems such as wells and septic tanks for 
single-family dwellings constructed on legal lots of record. This is at the request of 
Councilmember Hardy who was contacted by a resident. The Development Review Committee 
addressed the issue first. The committee addressed the situations that would need to be present 
in order to allow private utility systems. This provides property owners the opportunity to use 
their property now. The city doesn’t want wells and septic tanks to be the norm with multiple 
housing lots but only for existing lots with frontage that meet the criteria. It is set up to be 
addressed at the staff level with a deferral agreement approved by the city council. It would be 
for all properties in the MH-2 zone only. A list of requirements was created that a resident 
would have to address in order to allow private systems. When utilities are within a certain 
distance to the property the utilities would have to be connected. 

 
a. The property has to have access and frontage on a public street but not necessarily the 

required frontage. 
b. The property has to be at least 1,000 feet from the existing public utility system. Each utility 

would be addressed independently. 
c. Culinary wells and septic tanks require approval from other agencies such as Utah County, 

the Health Department and the Utah Division of Water Rights. Written approval 
documentation would be required from those entities prior to the issuing of permits. 

d. The owner will be required to provide a public safety plan consistent with the fire code 
relative to fire flow, ingress/egress, and other fire protection standards. The fire chief 
indicated the homes would have to be sprinkled.  

e. Payment of impact fees would be required. Discussion - Impact fees could be paid with the 
building permit, then it has been addressed when connection is required. It would not 
become a financial burden later when looking at the cost of running lines. Impact fees could 
be included in the deferral agreement at the current rate instead of an increased rate later. 
This way the amount is set. It may be less expensive to run the needed lines compared to the 
cost of a culinary well or septic tank. These individual wells are not big enough for city use 
and would be abandoned. Only the water rights are transferred to the city. It may be difficult 
for a property owner to get a loan when they have to include the cost of a well and septic 
tank. The city doesn’t want to promote putting in wells and septic tanks; the city needs 
assurance that eventually the property will connect to the city systems. At some point the 
requirements in the deferral agreement come due. It could be a large burden to pay all the 
expenses at the time of connecting to the city’s systems. Staff will work on tying up the loop 
holes.   

 
Public Comment: 
Kendall Call stated he is representing his mother who owns property in the area. His sister Sara Call 
is here as well and owns property up along the canal. The discussion has brought up great points. 
It’s hard to get money out of people down the road or after the fact. His personal take is leaning 
towards paying the fees now. Then when hookups are available, it has been paid. With his mother 
and sister, the infrastructure may never come close enough, which makes it difficult. He questioned 
if it were possible to pay a reduced fee now and then some later. He appreciates Jill Spencer and her 
work on this. It looks like a well could supply water for both his mother and sister’s homes.  
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Sara Call stated if the utilities never come, then the property owner will never get the money back.  
 

Further Discussion – The city could charge 50% of the current impact fees and then 50% of the 
then current fees at the time of connection. The city and property owner need to see if it is 
reasonable and feasible to extend the services. The question is which is more cost effective. The 
ordinance requires an agreement that if a utility line is extended, any other connections to that 
line would pay a connection fee. This could assist in alleviating some of the financial burden for 
the property owner who initially puts in a line. Landlocked parcels would not be eligible for a 
home because the long driveways or shared driveways create other issues with regards to fire 
access and garbage removal. Staff wants to see how this will work in the MH-2 Zone and then 
evaluate it for other zones later if it works. At the end of the day, the city wants utilities 
extended. If the city keeps making exceptions or deferral agreements, the infrastructure never 
gets installed. Some property owners own a portion of the road in front of their homes, which 
needs to be addressed. The property owner is still required to meet any other requirements of the 
city code beyond this section of the code.   

 
6. Section 19.15.3.5, Real Estate Signs  

Staff is proposing to amend the size requirement for a real estate sign for large master-planned 
commercial projects. Currently the ordinance states real estate signs are not regulated by the 
sign ordinance if a certain size, which is the typical sign you would see on a residential lot and 
is small. Commercial projects are large and could have multiple frontages. This section is under 
the exemptions in the sign ordinance and may not be the best place. For large commercial 
projects, the proposal allows approval by the public service director with a size not to exceed 
120 square feet and eight feet in height from grade level to the top of the sign. This size 
requirement would create a six-foot tall sign that is 20 feet long, which is probably not the best. 
The sign needs to meet the visibility requirements on corners and setbacks. The number of signs 
needs to be clarified. The size and number could depend on the amount of acres in the 
development. The current ordinance doesn’t distinguish between residential and commercial so 
this section could be moved to the that section distinguishing between residential and 
commercial. There is a concern with developers using RV’s or vehicles to support signage 
especially along the freeway. Residential signs are used once the project has been approved. 
Commercial is different because they want to create the interest for business to come into the 
development. Timing of removal and conditions of the sign needs to be addressed. Staff will 
take another look and bring it back.  

 
7. Chapter 19.28, Definitions  

This section includes minor amendments to the definitions of adult daycare facilities and child 
care centers to be consistent with Utah Code. Adult daycare facilities would be four hours up to 
24 hours. Appendix A will amend the classification of commercial daycare to indicate 
commercial child care center to be consistent with the term used in Utah Code. Staff will check 
the state code as to the age of a child. 

 
8. Section 20.12.1.3, Courtesy Notices 

This was changed previously from 1,000 feet but a few sections were missed. Staff is proposing 
to fix those sections.   
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9. Chapter 19.2, Land Use Approval Expiration 
Staff provided this information because it was brought up at the last meeting. The commission 
could direct staff to make changes in this section.   

 
2. Section 19.6.7, R-MF Zone 

Staff has been working on the proposed amendments to the R-MF, Multi-Family Residential 
Zone to accommodate the densities included in the recently adopted South Meadows Specific 
Area Plan. Staff is asking for a discussion about densities, design, and project amenities. There 
were some neighborhoods in the south meadows planning area where it indicated it would allow 
10, 20, and even 52 units per acre. As the R-MF Zone is currently written, it is focused on 15 -
20 units per acre. The problem is amenities and parking requirements are really based on 15-20 
units per acre. There is a current applicant, which if he applies the requirements of the current 
R-MF Zone, would have to put in significant improvements and amenities to meet just the base 
requirement.  It doesn’t make sense for a 10-units-per-acre project. Staff is looking at rewriting 
the entire R-MF Zone. The direction is to create an R-MF 10, 15 and 20, which would make it 
very clear in the ordinance and on the zoning map. Projects would still have to meet the 
minimum requirements for 10 and 15 per acre. The higher density projects would require 
addressing storage, design, and height of structures as well as the fire code. Off-street parking is 
based on the overall density with two required spaces and one has to be covered. Questions to 
address are when do you require garages, how are project amenities addressed, and when is a 
pool required. These amenities provide the open space for the development because there are no 
yards. Another question is how much flexibility should be allowed for different amenities. The 
code needs to address a balance on what is required and what improvements the developer 
wants to market the project. The commission discussed requiring certain amenities with certain 
levels of square footage. Visitor parking is always an issue; there is never enough. Currently RV 
parking is a requirement; should there be flexibility.  

 
MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To close the public hearing. Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Billings. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, Taresa Hiatt. 
The motion carried. 
 
In conclusion the consensus of the commission is as follows:  
 
1. Road and Street Standards – No concerns. 
2. R-MF Zone – Remand back to staff. 
3. RMO-1 Overlay Zone – No concerns.  
4. Daycare Facilities – Staff will check the definitions to match state code and make the necessary 

changes.   
5. MH-2 Mountain and Hillside Zone – Staff will clean up the proposal and add options on fees 

and right-of-ways. 
6. Real Estate Signs – Staff will rework the amendments entirely. 
7. Definitions – No concerns.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To recommend approval of items 1, 3, 4 and 7 as outlined 
by staff. Motion seconded by Commissioner Hiatt. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, 
Ryan Frisby, Taresa Hiatt. The motion carried.  
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MOTION: Commissioner Billings – To remand items 2 and 6 back to staff for reworking. 
Motion seconded by Commissioner Frisby. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan 
Frisby, Taresa Hiatt. The motion carried. 
 
The commission readdressed the MH-2 Mountain and Hillside Zone. It may not be possible to pay 
50% of the current impact fees and then 50% the then current fee later because of how impact fees 
are created. A legal review may be needed on when the impact fees are required.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Billings – To remand item 5 back to staff for further review of 
when the impact fees would be required. Motion seconded by Commissioner Hiatt. Those voting 
yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, Taresa Hiatt. The motion carried. 
 
7. Commission and Staff Reports (9:05 p.m.) 
 
Meeting Schedule 
There will be only one meeting in November and December.  
 
Joint Council Meeting with Elk Ridge 
The City Council met with the Elk Ridge City Council regarding annexation boundaries. The result 
is more meetings with a first step to review annexation declaration boundaries.  
 
Joint City Council and Planning Commission Meetings 
Staff would like to schedule at least two joint meetings with the City Council and Planning 
Commission to discuss city goals. This allows everyone to be on the same page. Staff will look at 
scheduling a meeting after the first of the year.  
 
Springside Meadows 
Until recently the information staff had was they could not build any additional units on the current 
system until the sewer trunk line was installed. Their project engineer recently provided information 
that additional units could gravity feed the existing system. They could process some plats for 
additional phases. Jill Spencer has a meeting with them tomorrow to address future phases and 
approvals. The project was originally approved in 2006 for 413 units. Everything will be 
readdressed and new approvals addressed. 
 
8. Adjournment 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Billings – To adjourn the meeting. Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Frisby. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Adam Billings, Ryan Frisby, Taresa Hiatt. 
The motion carried. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
__/s/ Kim E. Holindrake_________________________ 
Kim E. Holindrake, Deputy City Recorder 


