
 
 

ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
NOTICE is hereby given that the PLANNING COMMISSION of Alpine City, UT will hold a Regular Meeting 
 at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah on Tuesday, March 19, 2019 at 7:00 pm as follows: 
 
I. GENERAL BUSINESS 
 

A. Welcome and Roll Call:          David Fotheringham 
B. Prayer/Opening Comments:        Sylvia Christiansen 
C. Pledge of Allegiance:  By Invitation  

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENT            

 
Any person wishing to comment on any item not on the agenda may address the Planning Commission at this point by  
stepping to the microphone and giving his or her name and address for the record.  
 

III. ACTION ITEMS 

 
A. Major Subdivision Preliminary Plan Review – Montdella – Alan Cottle 

 Planning Commission will review Preliminary Plans for a 55+ Community in the Business/Commercial Zone 
  and Senior Housing Overlay, and make a recommendation to City Council. 
 

IV.   COMMUNICATIONS 
  

V.     APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: March 5, 2019  
         
         
ADJOURN      
 
      Chairman David Fotheringham 
      March 19, 2019 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO ATTEND ALL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS. If you need a special accommodation to 
participate in the meeting, please call the City Recorder's Office at 801-756-6347 ext. 5.  
 
CERTIFICATION OF POSTING. The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was 
posted at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, UT. It was also sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, UT a local 
newspaper circulated in Alpine, UT. This agenda is also available on the City’s web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public 
Meeting Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html.  

 



 
PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE 

 
 

 
Please remember all public meetings and public hearings are now recorded.  
 

• All comments must be recognized by the Chairperson and addressed through the microphone.  
 

• When speaking to the Planning Commission, please stand, speak slowly and clearly into the microphone, and 
state your name and address for the recorded record.  

 

• Be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting. Please refrain from conversation with 
others in the audience as the microphones are very sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.  

 

• Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
 

• Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (i.e., booing or applauding).  
 

• Exhibits (photos, petitions, etc.) given to the City become the property of the City.  
 

• Please silence all cellular phones, beepers, pagers or other noise making devices.  
 

• Be considerate of others who wish to speak by limiting your comments to a reasonable length, and avoiding 
repetition of what has already been said. Individuals may be limited to two minutes and group representatives 
may be limited to five minutes. 

 

• Refrain from congregating near the doors or in the lobby area outside the council room to talk as it can be very 
noisy and disruptive. If you must carry on conversation in this area, please be as quiet as possible. (The doors 
must remain open during a public meeting/hearing.) 

 
Public Hearing vs. Public Meeting 
 
If the meeting is a public hearing, the public may participate during that time and may present opinions and evidence for 
the issue for which the hearing is being held. In a public hearing there may be some restrictions on participation such as 
time limits.  
 
Anyone can observe a public meeting, but there is no right to speak or be heard there - the public participates in presenting 
opinions and evidence at the pleasure of the body conducting the meeting.  
 
 



ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Major Subdivision Preliminary Plan Review – Montdella 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 19 March 2019 

 

PETITIONER: Alan Cottle 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Recommend Approval of the 

Preliminary Plat and Plans 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

The developer is seeking approval of the preliminary plat and plans for the proposed 

Montdella Subdivision, a 55+ Community, which consists of 25 dwelling units on 3.94 

acres. Dwelling units range in size from approximately 2,400 square feet to 3,500 square 

feet. The property is located in the Business/Commercial Zone and Senior Housing 

Overlay. 
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Staff Report  Montdella Townhomes – Preliminary 

 
 

ALPINE CITY 

STAFF REPORT 

March 14, 2019 

 

To:  Alpine City Planning Commission 

   

From:  Staff 

 

Prepared By: Austin Roy, City Planner 

  Planning & Zoning Department 

   

Jed Muhlestein, City Engineer 

Engineering & Public Works Department 

 

Re: Montdella Subdivision, 55+ Residential Community - Preliminary  

 Applicant:   Alan Cottle, Cottle Capital Group 

 Project Location: 242 S. Main Street 

 Zoning:  Business/Commercial Zone; Senior Housing Overlay 

 Acreage:  Approximately 3.94 Acres 

 Lot Size:  Townhomes range in size from approx. 2,400-3,500 sq. ft. 

 Request:  Recommend and approve preliminary plans 

 

 

SUMMARY 

The developer is seeking approval of the preliminary plat and plans for the proposed Montdella 

Subdivision, a 55+ Community, which consists of 25 dwelling units on 3.94 acres. Dwelling 

units range in size from approximately 2,400 square feet to 3,500 square feet. The property is 

located in the Business/Commercial Zone and Senior Housing Overlay. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

On August 28, 2018 a concept plan was brought before City Council seeking approval of a 

Senior Housing Overlay. The City Council reviewed and approved the request for the Senior 

Housing Overlay. 

 

The developer is now returning seeking approval for preliminary plans. Business/Commercial 

Zone, Senior Housing Overlay, and Gateway/Historic requirements should all be taken into 

consideration when reviewing the preliminary plat and plans for approval. 
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ANALYSIS 

 

Lot Area and Width 

A Senior Housing Project shall be at least 2 acres in size, but no more than 6 acres in size. A 

maximum of 8 dwelling units is allowed per acre, with an overall project cap of 32 units (Article 

3.18.070). The proposed plans meet these criteria. 

 

Setbacks 

Plans show setbacks of 30 feet off of Main Street, 20 feet on side rear setbacks, and 25 feet from 

the high water mark of Dry Creek. Dwellings structures are spaced at least 10 feet apart. All 

proposed setbacks meet the requirements of the underlying zone. 

 

Use 

The development is proposed as a 55+ community, with combination of single and attached 

dwellings. The proposed use is permitted in the Business/Commercial Zone within a Senior 

Housing Overlay (Article 3.07 and 3.18). 

 

Sensitive Lands (Wildland Urban Interface, etc.) 

The property contains a flood plain area. Flood Damage Prevention Overlay requirements will 

need to be met. See the below Engineering Review for further details. 

 

Trails 

The Alpine City Trail Master Plan shows a proposed trail that runs through this property along 

the northern boundary, from the northeast corner to the southwest corner of the property. This 

proposed trail is an extension of the existing Dry Creek Corridor Trail. The developer has 

included this trail in the plans as a proposed 8-foot-wide walking/jogging trail, which will follow 

the existing creek and connect to Main Street. Trail is shown on all plans but not on the 

subdivision plat. However, the trail must be shown on the plat before it can be recorded. Trail 

requirement has been included with other minor redlines for the plat and plans. 

 

Gateway/Historic 

The Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines state that new developments should:  

a) Mimic details of older buildings 

b) Use similar materials 

c) Make mundane uses look good 

d) Include design features on blank walls 

 

Colored perspectives and architectural renderings have been submitted for the project. Building 

materials appear to be primarily brick and other masonry. The design appears to have taken into 

consideration all criteria from the Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines. Staff has no 

concerns with the overall design. 

 

General Plan 

The plat and plans as proposed are compatible with the General Plan. 
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REVIEWS 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT REVIEW 

The analysis section in the body of this report serves as the Planning and Zoning Department 

review.  

 

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT REVIEW 

 

Streets 

All site plans must adhere to the Off-Street Parking Ordinance (Article 3.24). The applicant has 

submitted a parking plan which appears to be in compliance with the ordinance. Parking stalls 

are dimensioned correctly and not located in a setback area, an all-weather surface of asphalt is 

proposed, a lighting plan was submitted and approved, and it is graded to retain all storm water 

onsite. Storm drain calculations and plans were submitted and approved for the design of the 

parking lot.   

 

The application shows a 24-foot wide private street through the development that will connect to 

an existing parking area to the south. This design provides more than one access to the 

development.  The Fire Chief will review the plans and comment on street width. 

 

The applicant provided a traffic study with the application. The study shows very low traffic 

volumes generated from the development; 140 trips per day and only 12 trips during the peak 

hours of the day. Though volumes were very low, the study recognizes the current traffic 

problem during peak hour traffic due to the charter school. The study offered ideas for restricting 

how traffic turns in and out of the development. The two optional ideas would not allow left 

hand turns coming in or out of the development. Staff does not feel that any restrictions should 

be imposed on the development in terms of traffic flow due to the following: 

1. the overall daily low volume; 

2. the low volume expected during peak hours; 

3. restricting north-bound, left hand turns would force northbound vehicles more northward 

into the areas of congestion already created by the charter school; 

4. there is more than one exit within the development, residents will have more than one 

northbound option if traffic is congested on main street; 

5. A traffic study was recently done specifically for the charter school.  One of the remedies 

for congestion was to re-stripe main street and add a center turn lane.  If the new center 

turn lane was painted from the round-a-bout to approximately 100 South, a safer 

area would exist for left hand turning in and out of the development.  This would be 

Engineering’s recommendation. 

 

The street master plan requires a landscaping plan along arterial and collector roads (of which 

Main Street is). The applicant has turned in a landscaping plan along with architectural 

renderings for review by the Planning Commission. There are some tree species that have large 

shallow root systems which can damage sidewalks, which is one reason why the City adopted a 

tree guideline recently.  Engineering verified the trees proposed closest to the sidewalk met the 

City’s tree guideline and were safe trees to plant near a sidewalk.   
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The applicant shows the location of proposed street lights which is accepted.   

 

Utilities 

Culinary water is proposed to “loop” through the development and connect to existing lines on 

both the Main Street side and west side.  There is an existing 8-inch main in Main Street and a 

10-inch main on the west side which the plans show connection to.  New service laterals are 

shown for each unit.  Horrocks Engineer’s reviewed the development; their review shows the 

development is in compliance with the water master plan and should have plentiful flows for fire 

flows.  There are two existing water service laterals that are shown to be removed and capped at 

the main, which is the standard for disconnecting services that will no longer be in use. 

 

Pressurized irrigation will connect to an existing lateral for the development.  All common areas 

will be irrigated via this connection.   

 

A new sewer line will be extended from an existing manhole on the west side of the development 

to serve the units.  New sewer laterals are shown for each unit.  

 

As mentioned in the streets section, a storm drain design was submitted and approved.  The 

storm drain system collects water from the development and stores it in a detention pond on the 

south west corner of the property.  The water is pre-treated through an oil/water/trash separator 

prior to entering the detention pond.  The pond was sized correctly for the 100-yr event and 

releases water at pre-development flow rates back in to Dry Creek. 

 

Other 

A flood plain exists on the property.  No homes, structures, or even the proposed trail are in the 

flood plain.  The plan appears to be in compliance with the City’s flood plain ordinance 

(3.12.08). 

 

Retaining walls are shown on the plan.  Retaining walls require a separate permit and are 

regulated during the construction period (Article 3.32).   

 

A Land Disturbance Permit would be required prior to construction which ensures a Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is followed.  All disturbed areas of the site are required to be 

revegetated after construction. 

 

A condition of approval should be to fix some minor redlines on the plat and plans.   

 

 

LONE PEAK FIRE DEPARTMENT REVIEW 

See the attached review from the Lone Peak Fire Department. 

 

HORROCKS ENGINEERING REVIEW 

See the attached review from Horrocks Engineers. 

 

NOTICING 

Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in City and State Code 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Review staff report and findings and make a recommendation to City Council to either approve 

or deny the proposed subdivision. Findings are outlined below. 

 

Findings for a Positive Motion: 

A. Plans follow and meet Planning and Zoning requirements. 

B. Plans follow and meet Engineering requirements. 

 

Findings for Negative Motion: 

A. None. 

 

 

MODEL MOTIONS  

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO APPROVE 

 

I motion to recommend approval of the proposed Montdella Subdivision Preliminary Plans with 

the following conditions: 

• The Developer address redlines on the plat and plans; 

• The Developer address all concerns from the Fire Department. 

 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO DENY 

 

I motion to recommend that the proposed Montdella Subdivision Preliminary Plans be denied 

based on the following: 

• ***Insert Finding*** 



3/14/2019 Gmail - Re: Montdella Development

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=0200b7ee86&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1627940472102914909&simpl=msg-f%3A16279404721… 1/1

Austin Roy <aroy.alpinecity@gmail.com>

Re: Montdella Development 
1 message

Reed Thompson <rthompson@lonepeakfire.com> Wed, Mar 13, 2019 at 6:56 PM
To: Brandon Parr <bparr@focusutah.com>
Cc: Alan Cottle <acottle@cottlecapital.com>, aroy@alpinecity.org

Brandon,  
 
I apologize as I was out of the office yesterday with training, and today I was out sick.  
 
In reviewing the plans I had three comments to be addressed.  
 
1.  The road width will need to be 26’ to accommodate an aerial fire apparatus.  The plans show 24’ including the rolled curb.
2.  The round about island will need to be reduced to accommodate placement of fire apparatus in that area during a fire and address the turning radius negotiation of
apparatus travel.
3.  Due to the close proximity of the housing units and the risk of fire exposure spread, at least one additional fire hydrant will be required midway through the private
street.
4.  Based on limited access to the rear of the structures on the north side, we will likely restrict the use of barbecue grills on floor two rear patios.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks,
 
Reed M. Thompson 
Fire Chief 
Lone Peak Fire District 
rthompson@lonepeakfire.com
801-330-4380
 
 
On Mar 13, 2019, at 5:10 PM, Brandon Parr <bparr@focusutah.com> wrote: 
 

Hello Reed,

I am working on the Montdella Development in Alpine with Alan Cottle.  He mentioned you had some concerns with the development.  I am
going to be addressing some minor comments from planning and engineering in the next few days and would love to get any of your
comments addressed at the same time.  Can you please let me know what your concerns/comments are as soon as possible so that we can
get everything addressed at the same time.  Feel free to give me a call if you have any questions.

 

Thanks,

Brandon

 

 

mailto:rthompson@lonepeakfire.com
mailto:bparr@focusutah.com
tel:1-801-352-0075
tel:1-801-910-2066
mailto:bparr@focusutah.com
https://www.focusutah.com/
https://goo.gl/maps/nnha5vDiLxH2


2162 West Grove Parkway Suite 400     Pleasant Grove, UT  84062      Telephone (801) 763-5100 
 

C:\Users\Jed\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\Q41IDGRD\Alpine Townhomes Hydraulic Modeling Results and 
Recommendations.docx 

  To:  Jed Muhlestein 
  Alpine City 
 
 From: John E. Schiess, P.E. 
 
 Date:   Jan 26, 2019  Memorandum 
 
 Subject: Alpine Townhomes Hydraulic Modeling Results and Recommendations 
 

 
The proposed development consists of 26 townhomes located on Main Street just south of Dry Creek.   
 
The development proposes 26 culinary ERC’s, 2.33 irrigated acres, and 26 sanitary sewer ERU’s.  The current 

master plan anticipated 20.4 culinary ERC’s, 0.6 irrigated acres, and 20.4 sanitary sewer ERU’s.  Proposed 
connections are slightly higher than anticipated for this area. 

 
The proposed culinary water improvements have been modeled in both the current and buildout models.  The 

proposed improvements fit well within the City’s culinary water master plan and modeling shows them to be 
adequate. The following comments and recommendations are noted for the proposed culinary water system. 

 
The proposed pressurized irrigation improvements have been modeled in both the current and buildout models 

under both wet and dry year supply conditions.  The proposed demands are more than the City’s pressurized 
irrigation master plan but modeling shows them to be adequate.  The following comments and recommendations are 
noted for the proposed pressurized irrigation system. 

 
The proposed sanitary sewer improvements have been modeled in both the current and buildout models.  The 

proposed improvements fit well within the City’s sanitary sewer master plan and modeling shows them to be 
adequate.  The following comments and recommendations are noted for the proposed sanitary sewer system. 

 
Recommendations: 
1. None. 

 
Comments: 
2. Fire flow available in the area surrounding the proposed improvements should be over 3000 gallons per 

minute at 20 psi for the proposed lines.   
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& INSTALL ORIFICE PLATE

PER CITY STNDS.

STA. 0+67.96 2.09' L
FLARED END #102

RIM=4919.94
INV. OUT=4918.00 (W)

PER CITY STNDS.

STA. 1+03.10 0.00'
FLARED END #101

RIM=4920.44
INV. IN=4918.50 (SE)

PER CITY STNDS.

STA. 1+54.10 0.00'
SD COMBO #101

TBC=4923.42
INV. OUT=4919.24 (NW)
INV. IN=4919.24 (SE)

WITH 3' SUMP & SNOUT
PER CITY STNDS.

STA. 1+82.56 0.00'
SD INLET #101

TBC=4923.34
INV. OUT=4919.38 (NW)

PER CITY STNDS.

#DATEDESCRIPTION

REVISION BLOCK

6

5

4

3

1

2

ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC
32 WEST CENTER STREET

MIDVALE, UTAH 84047  PH: (801) 352-0075
www.focusutah.com

Z:\_2018\18-421 Alpine Townhome\design 18-421\dwg\sheets\Final\PP05 - STORM DRAIN OUTFALL.dwg

ALPINE, UTAH

MONTDELLA --------
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--------
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ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Minutes March 5, 2019 
 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 19 March 2019 
 

PETITIONER: Staff   
 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Minutes 

      

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

Minutes from the March 5, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting. 

 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Review and approve the Planning Commission Minutes. 
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ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, UT 

March 5, 2019 

 

I.  GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

 A. Welcome and Roll Call: The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Chairman 

David Fotheringham.  The following were present and constituted a quorum: 

 

Chairman:  Dave Fotheringham 

Commission Members: Bryce Higbee, Alan MacDonald, John MacKay, Jane Griener, John 

Gubler, Sylvia Christiansen 

Staff: Austin Roy, Marla Fox, Jed Muhlestein 

Others:  

 

 B.  Prayer/Opening Comments:  Bryce Higbee 

 C.  Pledge of Allegiance:  Loraine Kirton  

 

II.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

There were no public comments. 

 

III.  ACTION ITEMS 

 

A. Exotic Animal Request – Peacocks – Loraine Kirton 

Austin Roy explained that Alpine City ordinance approved various types of animals such as horses, 

pigs, goats, and chickens.  He said any other animal was required to come before Planning 

Commission and City Council for recommendation by the Planning Commission and approval by 

the City Council. 

 

The petitioner, Loraine Kirton, lived at 1118 East Village Way and was interested in acquiring two 

peacocks which would be considered exotic animals.  Specifically, they were “Blue Peacocks” and 

would be coming from a property in Cedar Hills.  The birds had lived in Utah for some time and 

were used to the climate and weather.  The birds were friendly, and the petitioner was seeking two 

so that they could keep each other company.  The proposal was for the birds to be free roam on 

the petitioner’s property with no animal enclosure being required.  The birds primarily fed on bugs 

and table scraps, and the owner planned to keep them well fed to keep them happy. 

 

Austin Roy stated that the petitioner would only acquire the birds if the neighbors all agreed and 

approved of the request.  It was important to the petitioner that the neighbors be okay with the 

animals, since they may wander onto neighboring properties from time to time.  If the neighbors 

did not agree then the petitioner would not acquire the peacocks. 

Article 3.21.090.4 stated: 

Other animals. Exotic animals or animals not mentioned above may be permitted after review and 

recommendation by the Planning Commission and approval by the City Council. 
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Austin Roy presented an aerial map of the Kirtons’ property, noting that they lived on 

approximately one-half acre.  He said peacocks were not customarily kept in a cage, as they tended 

to graze like ducks.  The Kirtons were proposing to have a fence around their property; however, 

the birds do fly and may wander around the vicinity.  The key to keeping them in one area was to 

keep them well fed, which as stated previously, the would be well-cared for by their owners.  The 

applicant would like to move forward unless there was opposition from their neighbors. 

 

Jane Griener said her neighbor in the back of her home had peacocks and she had thus observed 

their behavior.  She said peacocks roamed around a bit but stayed close to their food source. 

Occasionally they flew off and ended up on someone’s roof.   She said they were fun and quirky 

but could be loud, especially during the spring.  While the City had allowed peacocks for other 

people in the City, each decision was determined according to how much space was available to 

the animals.  

 

Alan Macdonald asked if any input from the neighbors had been received either verbally or in 

writing.  Austin Roy said Mrs. Kirton had not checked with any of her neighbors yet and because 

she wanted to propose the idea to the Planning Commission first.   Jane Griener asked if there were 

currently any requirements pertaining to minimum lot size; she recalled the Planning Commission 

turning down a fox because the property was too small.  Austin Roy explained that in the case of 

the fox, the property was only a quarter acre and the applicant didn’t have enough room for an 

animal enclosure that would meet the ordinance.  He stated that animal enclosures needed to be 

seventy-five feet away from a neighboring house.  Since peacocks were free roaming animals, they 

did not need an enclosure, and therefore these same requirements did not apply. 

 

Alan Macdonald asked if the peacocks would wander in the road.  John MacKay said the peacocks 

would try to find a place to roost in the night, which would likely be in a tree or someplace similar. 

Peacocks were very curious and usually greeted cars in the vicinity by jumping up on the hoods 

and looking at their reflections in the glass.  They also made noise and he didn’t think this type of 

an animal was appropriate for a half-acre property. 

 

Sylvia Christiansen had a question about fouls in the ordinance.  She said she thought the City 

allowed chickens but not roosters because they were noisy.  Austin Roy said roosters were strongly 

discouraged, but the City currently did not have an ordinance that prohibited them.  Jed Muhlestein 

said the idea was brought forward to ban roosters, but it was turned down. 

 

Loraine Kirton explained that her kids had a treehouse where they planned to put a balcony; since 

peacocks liked to be up high, the balcony would help protect them from predators like raccoons.  

She stated that the peacocks would be coming from a farm in Cedar Hills and were tame.  If the 

neighbors didn’t like them or there were any issues, the current owner said he would take them 

back.  She confirmed that they liked to eat bugs, snails, and food scraps, which she would supply. 

Mrs. Kirton said these birds were used to the cold and had been raised in this environment.  

However, when it got especially cold, they would stay in the treehouse at night where there would 

also be a warming light.  Mrs. Kirton said the peacocks would stay in the treehouse at night and 

wander around during the daytime.  Most people thought they were beautiful animals, but if her 

neighbors were not okay with them living next door, they she wouldn’t get them because she 

valued her relationships with her neighbors. 



3 
 

PC March 5, 2019 

 

Jane Griener said one thing to consider was that peacocks made large messes that could spread to 

other properties.  She said she didn’t think a half-acre was large enough for these animals.  There 

was subsequent discussion regarding the best decision to make on this item.  

 

MOTION: Jane Griener moved to recommend approval of the Exotic Animal request for two 

peacocks for Loraine Kirton with the following condition: 

 

1. Notification of neighbors within 175 feet and getting their approval. 

 

Sylvia Christiansen seconded.  There were 7 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded below).  The motion 

passed. 

 

Ayes:     Nays: 

Bryce Higbee                                      None    

Alan MacDonald 

John MacKay        

   David Fotheringham 

Jane Griener 

John Gubler 

Sylvia Christiansen 

 

B. Business Commercial – Car Dealership – Lonny Layton 

The petitioner was interested in putting a small car dealership on a lot within the 

Business/Commercial Zone located at approximately 235 South Main Street.  A proposed concept 

site plan had been prepared which showed building layout, parking, access, lighting, landscaping 

and other intended uses for the lot.  

The development code did not expressly outline “car dealership” or “car lot” as a permitted use 

within the Business/Commercial Zone.  However, there was language within Article 3.7 which 

may be interpreted to allow for such a use.  The petitioner was asking that the Planning 

Commission review the proposed site plan and Business Commercial section of the Development 

Code and make a recommendation to the City Council. 

Austin Roy read the following language from the Development Code in the Business Commercial 

Zone:  

General retail stores and shops providing goods and services for sale at retail in the 

customary manor provided that all storage and sales activity shall be contained within the 

building.  

He explained that this meant all sales should occur inside a building.  However, there was a 

“Special Provisions, Uses” section in the Development Code, which stated the following: 

All commercial activities and storage shall be conducted entirely within a fully enclosed 

building except those uses deemed by the City to be customarily and appropriately 

conducted in the open.  

Austin Roy said examples were gasoline dispensing, nurseries, parked automobiles, and Christmas 

trees. 
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Austin Roy said the applicant felt like the ordinance supported what they wanted to do with the 

car dealership.  He presented a landscaping plan for the lot, which showed an ADA handicapped 

ramp on Main Street, and a sidewalk that went to the back of the property, the building where the 

offices would be located, three display stalls, landscaping that included trees and bushes, and an 

area in the center with xeriscape.  Austin Roy said they had plenty of parking space with about six 

stalls on each side.  The Planning Commission needed to determine if this was a permitted use 

inside the Business Commercial Zone and what recommendation to make to the City Council. 

 

The Planning Commissioners had a discussion on whether or they thought the proposed business 

met the ordinance.  Austin Roy explained that the City’s ordinance had permitted and conditional 

uses.  In the permitted uses, specific uses were permitted in the Business Commercial Zone.  This 

type of business was not included in the list of permitted uses, nor was it a conditional use.  

However, it was retail sales, for which there was language in the ordinance.  The City had 

conflicting ordinances in that one stated that sales had to occur indoors whereas another that stated 

it could be done outdoors.  Austin Roy read from Section 12 of the Permitted Uses: 

Other uses which are determined by the Planning Commission to be similar to and 

compatible with the forgoing uses, and the intent of the zone. 

 

Alan MacDonald asked Austin Roy if he believed this proposal should be approved.  Both he and 

Jed Muhlestein stated that the proposal could not be denied based on how the code was written.  

Bryce Higbee said in reviewing the minutes from the last meeting, the Attorney, David Church, 

said he thought it was okay as well.  Austin Roy added that David Church had said if the Planning 

Commission wanted to interpret this as a permitted use, there would be no argument on the matter.  

Jane Griener said that some people would interpret it one way whereas others would interpret it 

another way; basically, the Attorney indicated he would not fight it either way.  Austin Roy said 

if the Planning Commission recommended approval and the City Council gave final approval of 

the proposal, the Planning Commission would have the power to determine the details of the site 

plan.  There was further discussion regarding how the business would fall under the Gateway 

Historic Guidelines, and as such, be regulated by those guidelines.  Jane Griener listed some of the 

guidelines and how the look and feel would fit in on Main Street. 

 

Lonny Layton said the purpose of the special provisions section of the code was for direction to 

be given to peculiar projects that were not otherwise thoroughly satisfied or detailed within the list 

of permitted uses.  The retail sales language was very vague.  There was no way to add every 

business plan in the code, which was why a special provisions section was added. 

 

Lonny Layton presented a second site plan which showed what the business could look like in the 

future if it were to be expanded.  Regarding xeriscape, he explained that he would like to bring the 

building back into shape.  He would like to have a dealership license so he could sell cars legally.  

Mr. Layton noted that he was a pilot by day, and selling cars was a hobby that he did on the side; 

therefore, all sales would be by appointment only.  He believed this would be a good resource for 

Alpine.  If this business were to get bigger, he would like to focus on Alpine residents.  He said he 

had no intention on advertising or hiring employees.  Mr. Layton stated that other commercial 

buildings had parking out front, so he did not feel his proposal would significantly change the look 

and feel of Main Street. 
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MOTION: Sylvia Christiansen moved to recommend approval of the proposed Lonny Layton 

business use as a car dealership. 

 

John Gubler seconded the motion.  There were 7 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded below).  The motion 

passed. 

  

Ayes:    Nays: 

Bryce Higbee                          None   

Alan MacDonald 

John MacKay        

David Fotheringham 

Jane Griener 

John Gubler 

Sylvia Christiansen 

 

C.  Rules of Procedure - Discussion 

In 2011, the City adopted rules of procedure for conducting of all meetings of the Alpine City 

Council.  The rules of procedure adopted by the City Council defined and outlined notice and 

agenda requirements, roles of the Mayor and City Council, and a code of conduct.  Included in the 

rules of procedure were ten rules of order, detailed as follows: 

   

1. Meetings were governed by the agenda. 

2. Matters requiring a decision shall be done by motion. 

3. One question and one speaker at a time. 

4. General Consent may be used for all motions except those used for the purpose of the 

meeting minutes. 

5. Only three forms of motions are allowed: Initial Motions, Motions to Amend, and 

Substitute Motions. 

6. Up to three motions can be on the floor at the same time. 

7. Debate can continue as long as members wish to continue to discuss. 

8. Quorum is needed to pass an item. 

9. A motion to reconsider requires a majority vote to pass. 

10. Mayor and Council members shall adhere to code of conduct. 

 

The City Council rules of procedure were being presented to the Planning Commission for review 

and discussion, with the intention being that the Planning Commission consider adopting 

something similar for Planning Commission meetings. 

 

David Fotheringham stated that he would meet with Austin Roy and work on the verbiage of the 

Rules of Procedures.  He would then present these rules to the Planning Commission.   

   

IV.  Communications 

There were no communication items. 

 

V. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES:  February 19, 2019 
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MOTION: John Gubler moved to approve the minutes for February 19, 2019, as written. 

 

Sylvia Christiansen seconded the motion.  There were 7 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded below).   The 

motion passed. 

 

Ayes:     Nays: 

Bryce Higbee                             None  

Alan MacDonald 

John MacKay         

David Fotheringham 

Jane Griener 

John Gubler 

Sylvia Christiansen 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 pm.  

 




