
AMERICAN FORK CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION 

SEPTEMBER 18, 2019 
 
 

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular 
session on September 18 at the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing 
at 7:00 p.m.  The agenda shall be as follows: 
 
1.  Pledge of Allegiance 

 
2. Review and action on a site plan for a fence located at 741 East Utah Valley Drive in the PI-

1 Planned Industrial zone 
 

3. Hearing, review and action on a District Framework Plan for the NBFF TOD Project located 
in the area of 500 South 1000 West in the TOD zone 

 
4. Hearing, review and action on adding Section 15.01.1417 to the American Fork City 

Municipal Code, a new detail for placement of 1.5” and 2” PI meters 

 

5. Other Business 
 

6. Site Plan Committee Report 
 

7. Review and action on the minutes of the September 4, 2019 Planning Commission Regular 
Session 

 
8. Adjournment 
 
 
John H. Woffinden, P.G. 
Planning Commission Chairman 

 
 

 

The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the commissioners, public and staff 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY          MEETING DATE:  September 18, 2019   
PLANNING COMMISSION             STAFF PRESENTATION:  Adam Olsen 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Review and action on a site plan for a fence located at 741 E. Utah 
Valley Drive, in the PI-1 (Planned Industrial) zone. 
  
ACTION REQUESTED:  Approval of the site plan. 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 741 E. Utah Valley Dr. 

Applicants:  Ryan Lawson 
Existing Land Use: Commercial 
Proposed Land Use: N/A 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Commercial 
South Commercial 
East Commercial 
West Commercial 

Existing Zoning:   PI-1 (Planned Industrial) 
Proposed Zoning:   N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PI-1 (Planned Industrial) 
South PI-1 (Planned Industrial) 
East PI-1 (Planned Industrial) 
West PI-1 (Planned Industrial) 

Land Use Plan Designation: Design Commercial 

Zoning within density range?      x Yes           No 
 
Background 
 
Thermoworks, located in the Utah Valley Business Park, wishes to construct an 8’ tall 
fence, along a portion of the eastern property line.  Because the fence is taller than 6’, 
the ordinance requires that it receive Planning Commission approval.  Included in the 
submittal materials are a picture of the proposed fence, and location of the proposed 
fence. 
 
Staff recommends approval.   
 
Consistency with the Land Use Plan: 
 
The Land Use Plan designates this area as “General Commercial”.  The site is consistent 
with the Land Use Plan.  
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FINDING OF FACT  
 
After reviewing the application for site plan approval, the following finding of fact is offered 
for consideration: 
 

1. The proposed fence is allowed pursuant to Planning Commission approval, per 
Section 17.5.115 of the Development Code. 

 
POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
 
APPROVAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the site plan for an 8’ tall fence, located at 741 E. 
Utah Valley Dr. with the finding listed in the staff report, and subject to any findings, 
conditions, and modifications listed in the Engineering Report.   
 
DENIAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we deny the site plan for the 8’ tall fence.  
 
TABLE 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we table action on the site plan for the 8’ tall fence. 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY          MEETING DATE:  September 18, 2019   
PLANNING COMMISSION             STAFF PRESENTATION:  Adam Olsen 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Hearing, review and action on the NBFF District Framework Plan, 
located in the area of 500 South 1000 West, in the TOD (Transit Oriented Development) 
zone. 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: Approximately 500 South 1000 West 

Applicants:  White Horse Developers/Community One 
Existing Land Use: Agriculture 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Agriculture 
South Agriculture 
East Agriculture 
West Agriculture 

Existing Zoning:   TOD (Transit Oriented Development) 
Proposed Zoning:   N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North TOD 
South Residential Agriculture 5 (Utah County) 
East TOD  
West Residential Agriculture 5 (Utah County) 

Land Use Plan Designation: TOD (Transit Oriented Development) 

Zoning within Land Use Plan 
designation?      x Yes           No 

 
Background 
 
The area comprising the NBFF District Framework Plan consists of approximately 22 
acres.  It is located in the area of 500 South 1000 West; and runs from north to south.  
Nearly the entirety of the property lies within the Garden District; an exception being the 
very southern portion, which lies outside the TOD overlay.  Within this district, the General 
Mixed-Use and Neighborhood Edge sub-districts are present.  South of this area, a 
traditional low-density 3 du/ac designation is present.    
 
District Framework Plans are covered in Section 4 of the recently adopted TOD Code.  A 
District Framework Plan lays the overall groundwork, or backbone, of forthcoming 
development.  District Framework Plans proceed through Planning Commission and 
ultimately City Council.  Following approval of a District Framework Plan, subsequent 
development submittals are reviewed and either approved or denied by staff; the 



 - 2 - 

exception being formal subdivision plats, which still proceed through Planning 
Commission and City Council.  Per Section 4.01.3 of the Code, District Framework Plans 
expire 24 months after approval “if not acted upon further through the submittal of a block 
plan”.  Extensions may be granted by the Council, if requested and deemed appropriate.   
 
Section 4.02 of the TOD Code outlines submittal requirements for a District Framework 
Plan.  Those requirements, as well as submission materials particular to this District 
Framework Plan, are detailed below. 
 
Consistency with the Land Use Plan: 
 
The Land Use Plan designates this area as “Transit Oriented Development”.  The District 
Framework Plan is consistent with the Land Use Plan designation. 
 
Section 4.02 of the TOD Code, “Submission Requirements” 
 
A District Framework Plan submittal must include the following exhibits: 
 

a. Exhibit 1: Legal Description. 
 

A legal description of the area comprising the District Framework Plan has been 
submitted and labeled as Exhibit 1. 
 

b. Exhibit 2: Boundary Survey. 
 
A boundary survey, highlighting the parcels included in the District Framework 
Plan, has been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 2. 
 

c. Exhibit 3: Development Area Plan. 
 

The underlying Development Area Plan, adopted at the time of TOD Code 
approval, is provided and labeled as Exhibit 3.  The area comprising the 
District Framework Plan is highlighted within the overall Development Area 
Plan; illustrating the district (Garden District).  The sub-districts (General 
Mixed Use and Neighborhood Edge) are illustrated and labeled on Exhibit 6.   
 

d. Exhibit 4: Boundary Map. 
 

Similar to the boundary survey provided in Exhibit 2, a boundary map has 
been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 4.  Included in the boundary map is the 
following, as required: 
 
i. Name and ownership of the properties. 
ii. Acreage of the properties. 
iii. Boundaries of the properties. 
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iv. Existing land use of all properties within 500 feet.  Existing land use is 
agriculture. 

 
e. Exhibit 5: Constraints Map. 

 
A constraints map is intended to identify areas such as flood plain, wetlands, 
water bodies, or other sensitive lands.  A constraints map has been submitted 
and labeled as Exhibit 5.  This map identifies the following constraint: a pond 
due to a high-water table.  All future submittals will work within the parameters 
of this constraint. 
 

f. Exhibit 6: District Framework Plan 
 

A district framework plan has been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 6 (multiple 
pages).  Included in the exhibit is the following, as required: 
 
i. Block type boundaries and IDs and a data table including block type 

assignment, net acreage and gross acreage of each block type.  This 
has been illustrated in the exhibit.  The area of this District Framework 
Plan falls within block types 2 and 3.  Block type locations have been 
identified, as have net and gross acreage of each block type.   
 
**Of note: applicants request that block type 3 replace block type 2.  This 
extension (block type 3) was approved with the ADG District Framework 
Plan (directly east), due to access restrictions off of 900 West, and for 
the allowance of rear-loaded product.  Applicants request a similar 
extension of block type 3, to create consistency with the ADG 
Framework Plan; creating cohesive, consistent block types.  Applicants 
also request that block type 3 be replaced with block type 4.  A similar 
request, to replace block type 3 with block type 4, was approved with the 
Hoggard District Framework Plan, directly adjacent to the east.  Again, 
Applicants request the change in order to create consistent block types 
adjacent to one another.  The Planning Commission and Council is not 
required to approve the requests and the Applicants will likely speak to 
these requests in greater detail at the Planning Commission meeting.** 

 
ii. Civic district boundaries, and a data table including types, acreages, and 

any assigned uses.  Civic spaces, such as open space, is identified as 
a percentage of required open space: 10-20% for both sub-districts 
within the Garden District.  It is too early in the process to identify where 
all open space will lie.  Open space requirements will be met utilizing the 
allowable types of open space as identified in the TOD Code (Section 
7).  Staff will ensure open space types and percentages are met, through 
future submittals.   

iii. A data table including gross acreage and net acreage of the district, net 
acres of developable land and total acreage assigned to thoroughfares.   
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iv. A data table indicating the total aggregated gross acreage of each block 
type and civic district and percentage of the gross character district 
acreage.  

 
g. Exhibit 7: Transportation Network Plan 

 
A transportation network plan has been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 7.  
Included in the exhibit is the following, as required: 
 

i. A key showing the thoroughfare network of the governing development 
area plan and the transportation master plan.  The thoroughfare network 
of the underlying development area plan is illustrated, along with the 
corresponding street types as identified in the City’s Transportation 
Master Plan. 

ii. Existing, new, and modified thoroughfares.   
**Applicants request modifications of roads within the underlying 
operational overlay.  They have coordinated with Engineering on these 
modifications; preserving the integrity of the underlying operational 
overlay, as well as providing connections to adjacent properties.  
Engineering will discuss proposed modifications in greater detail.** 

iii. New and modified intersections.  Intersection assemblies are identified 
and provided for in Exhibit 13.   

iv. Existing, new, and relocated major utility easements.   
v. A data table including all thoroughfares within the character district, 

indicating ownership, right-of-way widths, number of vehicular lanes, 
thoroughfare type, and transportation provisions.   

 
h. Exhibit 8: Thoroughfare Naming Plan 

 
A thoroughfare naming plan has been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 8.  
Included in the exhibit is the following, as required: 
 

i. Names for each thoroughfare within the character district in accordance 
with the City’s street naming ordinance.  Exhibit 8 indicates the names 
of thoroughfares provided.  These names are in accordance with the 
City’s street naming system. 

 
i. Exhibit 9: Bicycle Network Plan 

 
A bicycle network plan has been submitted and labeled as Exhibit 9.  Included 
in the exhibit is the following, as required: 
 

i. Existing and new bicycle networks.  The exhibit notes that there will be 
buffered cycle track along both sides of 1100 West.         

 
j. Exhibit 10: Traffic Study 
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Preliminary projected traffic counts for the area have been provided and labeled 
as Exhibit 10. 
 

k. Exhibit 11: Civic District Plan 
 

An exhibit, noting the types of allowable open space within block types 3 and 4 
has been presented.  Exact locations and networks of open space will be 
identified in future reviews.  Staff will ensure compliance with open space types, 
locations, and percentages in future reviews; pursuant to the applicable 
sections of the TOD Code.   
 

l. Exhibit 12: Thoroughfare Assemblies 
 
A thoroughfare assembly is provided and labeled as Exhibit 12.  Cross-sections 
and assembly types are provided for neighborhood streets and neighborhood 
collectors, as identified in the exhibit.         
 

m. Exhibit 13: Intersection Assemblies 
 
An intersection assembly exhibit has been provided and labeled as Exhibit 13.  
Types of proposed intersections are identified.    
 

n. Exhibit 14: Phasing Plan 
 
A phasing plan, indicating phase boundaries and sequence of each phase, has 
been provided and labeled as Exhibit 14.  The area will be developed in two 
phases, as indicated in the exhibit.   
 

o. Exhibit 15: Detailed Architectural Standards 
 
Conceptual architectural themes are provided and labeled as Exhibit 15.  
Refining of architectural standards and themes will be reviewed at future 
submittals.  Themes are provided to give an idea of what may be placed within 
the area, per the block types found therein; however, approval of such 
standards is not part of a District Framework Plan approval.   
 

p. Exhibit 16: Special Requirements. 
 
As identified in previous exhibits, applicants request realignment of certain 
streets; extension of block type 4 to coincide with approval of block type 4 
directly to the east (Hoggard DFP); extension of block type 3 to the southern 
boundary of the project to coincide with approval of block type 3 directly to the 
east (ADG DFP).  The TOD Code allows Block Type 3 to be adjacent to single-
family zoned properties (found directly south of the TOD overlay).  Exhibit 16 
illustrates these requests.   
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In addition, a “reference” exhibit has been provided, illustrating the related 
developers and proximity of properties to the NBFF properties.  This provides 
a visual representation of alterations to the underlying transportation network 
approved with the Hoggard and ADG district framework plans; while preserving 
connectivity and the integrity of the operational overlay. 

 
FINDING OF FACT 
 
After reviewing the application for District Framework Plan approval, the following finding 
of fact is offered for consideration: 
 

1. The District Framework Plan complies with the applicable requirements set 
forth in Section 4 of the TOD Code. 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the requests made by applicants 
(realignment of certain streets, and designations of block types 3 and 4) 
permissible. 
 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
 
APPROVAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend approval of the NBFF District Framework Plan, 
with the findings as outlined in the staff report, and subject to any findings, conditions and 
modifications listed in the engineering report.   
 
DENIAL  
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend denial of the NBFF District Framework Plan.  
 
Findings of denial may be attached to a recommendation of denial. 
 
TABLE 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we table action on the NBFF District Framework Plan. 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  9/18/2019 

This report is a summary of the American Fork City Engineering Division plan review comments 
regarding the subject plan as submitted by the applicant for American Fork City Land Use Authority 
approval: 

Project Name:  NBFF District Framework Plan 

Project Address: 500 South 1000 West 

Developer / Applicant’s Name: White Horse Developers/Community One 

Type of Application:  
 ☐  Subdivision Final Plat ☐  Subdivision Preliminary Plan ☐  Annexation 

 ☐  Code Text Amendment ☐  General Plan Amendment ☐ Zone Change 

 ☐  Commercial Site Plan ☒  District Framework Plan 
 
Engineering Division Recommendation:  The Engineering Division recommends APPROVAL of the 
proposed development subject to the following findings and conditions: 

1. All Standard Conditions of Approval and items denoted as “Plan Modification(s) Required” in the 
9/18/2019 Engineering Division Staff Report for the City Land Use Authority shall be addressed on 
all final project documents. 

Project Map: 
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STANDARD CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Standard Conditions of Approval: 

APPLICANT is responsible and shall submit/post/obtain all necessary documentation and evidence to 
comply with these Standard Conditions of Approval prior to any platting, permitting, or any other form 
of authorization by the City including plat recording or other property conveyance to the City and prior 
to scheduling a pre-construction meeting. All recording shall take place at the Utah County Recorder’s 
Office.  

1. Title Report: Submit an updated Title Report not older than 30 days or other type of appropriate 
verification that shows all dedications to the City are free and clear of encumbrances, taxes, or other 
assessments. 

2. Property Taxes and Liens: Submit evidence that all the property taxes, for the current and/or 
previous years, liens, and agricultural land use roll over fees have been paid in full.  

3. Water Rights: Submit evidence that all the required water rights have been conveyed to American 
Fork City. 

4. Performance Guarantee: Post a performance guarantee for all required public and essential 
common improvements.  

5. Easements and Agreements: Submit/record a long-term Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Maintenance Agreement signed and dated by the property owner and any required easement 
documentation. 

6. Land Disturbance Permit: Obtain a Land Disturbance Permit. 
7. Compliance with the Engineering Division Plan Review Comments: All plans and documents 

shall comply with all the Technical Review Committee comments and the City Engineer’s final 
review.  

8. Commercial Structure: Record an Owner Acknowledgment and Utility Liability Indemnification if 
the proposed building is a multi-unit commercial structure served by a single utility service. 

9. Sensitive Lands: Record all applicable documents required for compliance with the City’s Sensitive 
Lands Ordinance. 

10. Utility Notification Form: Submit a Subdivision Utility Notification Form. 
11. Professional Verification: Submit final stamped construction documentation by all appropriate 

professionals. 
12. Fees: Payment of all development, inspection, recording, street light, and other project related fees. 
13. Mylar: Submit a Mylar. All plats will receive final verification of all formats, notes, conveyances, 

and other items contained on the plat by City staff (recorder, legal, engineer, GIS, planning). 
 

Plan Modifications Required: 

1.  



District Framework Plan – Application Exhibits

July 8, 2019

AMENDED: July 9, 2019

AMENDED: August 14, 2019

http://www.commun1ty.one/
Jake Horan
NBFF PROPERTY



Approval Requests

1. Reassignment of Block Types from BT-2 & BT-3 to BT-3 & BT-4 (EXHIBIT 6)

2. Reassignment of Sub-District for block adjusted from BT-2 to BT-3 (EXHIBIT 6)

3. Palette of civic open space types for use with BT-2 & BT-3 (EXHIBIT 11)

4. Use of Neighborhood Street cross section outside of subject property (EXHIBIT 12)

5. Use of four-way & T intersections outside of subject property (EXHIBIT 13)

6. Block type and boundary adjustments to coincide with actual parcel boundaries 

(EXHIBIT 16)

7. Development unit “allowances” based upon block boundary adjustments (EXHIBIT 16)

8. Development unit “allowances” based upon block type adjustments (EXHIBIT 16)



EXHIBIT 1: Legal Description

PARCEL 1:

Commencing 13.50 chains West and 14.20 chains South of the Northeast corner of the Southwest quarter

of Section 22, Township 5 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Meridian; thence South 5 chains; thence West 10

chains; thence North 5 chains; thence East 10 chains to the point of beginning. Subject to the effects of

that certain Boundary Line Agreement recorded May 19, 2015 as Entry No. 42923:2015 of official records.

PARCEL 2:

Commencing 18.54 chains West and 6.12 chains North of the Southeast corner of the Southwest quarter

Of Section 22, Township 5 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Meridian; thence North 46°42' East 7.14 chains;

thence North 10 chains; thence West 10 chains; thence South 15 chains; thence East 5.10 chains to the

point of beginning.

The above two described Parcels are both together with a perpetual easement and right-of-way for

vehicular and pedestrian traffic as disclosed by that certain instrument recorded June 10, 1992 as Entry

No. 28578 in Book 2948 at Page 188, and also a perpetual easement and right-of-way for vehicular and

pedestrian traffic for agricultural purposes only as disclosed by that certain instrument recorded July 15,

1992 as Entry No. 35376 in Book 2966 at Page 437 of official records.



EXHIBIT 2: Boundary Survey
* Click to download PDF

https://www.dropbox.com/s/9pq11n2tdhq38mp/Survey.pdf?dl=0


EXHIBIT 3: Development Area Plan

Business District

Transit Core

East

Neighborhood

West

Neighborhood

Subject Property

Garden District



EXHIBIT 4: Boundary Map
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American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 4: Boundary Map

Subject Property

AF 21, LLC

APN: 13:040:0059

6.08 acres

Binch Children, LLC

APN: 13:043:0121

13.30 acres

Harbor View Development, LLC

APN: 13:040:0012

3.96 acres

Bradley Buckwalter

APN: 13:040:0020

5.00 acres

Utah County

APN: 35:280:0500

0.33 acres

NBFF

APN: 13:040:0045

8.13 acres

NBFF

APN: 13:040:0010

13.68 acres

500 feet

Harbor View Development, LLC

APN: 13:040:0013

15.00 acres

Olive Tree Enterprises

APN: 13:40:0042

9.25 acres

Olive Tree Enterprises

APN: 13:040:0044

1.69 acres

Olive Tree Enterprises

APN: 13:040:0043

1.80 acres

William & Marcia Roundy

APN: 13:040:0014

20.00 acres

American Fork City

Utah County

Bradley Buckwalter

APN: 13:040:0034

5.87 acres

Bradley Buckwalter

APN: 13:069:0012

18.75 acres

AF PD, LLC

APN: 35:280:0002

5.39 acres

AF PD, LLC

APN: 35:280:0001

5.00 acres

Bradley Buckwalter

APN: 13:040:0034

5.87 acres

American Fork City

APN: 13:040:0057

3.47 acres

AF 21, LLC

APN: 13:040:0058

2.16 acres

AF 21, LLC

APN: 13:040:0060

3.82 acres

Horan Family Trust

APN: 13:040:0052

10.79 acres



EXHIBIT 5: Constraints Map

Subject Property

Pond
High Water Table

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

Subject Property

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

PERMITTED USES ED-R MU-G OF-C MU-C

A. Residential

Mixed-Use X X

Multi-Family X X

Single Family: Attached X X X

Single Family: Detached X

Senior Housing X X X

Work/Live Unit X X

Accessory Dwelling Unit X X

Dormitory X X

B. Lodging

Hotel (no room limit) X X

Inn (up to 12 rooms) X X

Bed & Breakfast (up to 5 rooms) X

AirBnB X X X

C. Business

Office Building X X

Home Occupation X X

D. Retail

Open Market X X

Neighborhood Retail X X X

Display Gallery X X

Restaurant X X X

Food Truck X X X X

Drive-through X X

Kiosk X X X

Push Cart X X X

SUB-DISTRICT

PERMITTED USES ED-R MU-G OF-C MU-C

E. Automotive

Gas Station X

Automobile Serv ice

Drive-through X

F. Civil Support

Assembly X X X X

Cemetery X X

Funeral Home X X

Hospital X X X

Medical Clinic X X X

Library X X

Museum X X X

Post Office X X X

Public Safety X X X X

Laboratory X

Transit Stop/Station X X X X

G. Education

College X X

Trade School X X X

High School X X X

Junior High School X X X

Elementary School X X X

Childcare Center X X

Charter School X X X

H. Infrastructure

Parking Lot X X

Parking Structure X X X

Utility & Infrastructure X X X X

Open Space X X X X

SUB-DISTRICT



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

DT Garden District

Acres Required TOTAL

BT

BT-2 32.01 32.01

BT-3 29.40 29.40

BT-4 17.51 17.51

O/S 10-20% 12.5 to 25.0 0

Streets 46.08 46.08

TOTAL 125.00

Subject Property

Garden District
125 gross acres



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

Subject Property

Block Types

Block Type 2 (BT-2)

Block Type 3 (BT-3)

Block Type 4 (BT-4)

Block Type 5 (BT-5)

Block Type 6 (BT-6)

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

DT Garden District

ST

Neighborhood Edge

General Mixed-Use

Office Core

Mixed-Use

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

Current Boundary Conditions

BT-3
6.76 ac

34-137 DUs

BT-2
8.29 ac

14-93 DUs

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

Requested Block Boundary & Type Adjustments

Subject Property

Block Types

Block Type 2 (BT-2)

Block Type 3 (BT-3)

Block Type 4 (BT-4)

Block Type 5 (BT-5)

Block Type 6 (BT-6)

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

DT Garden District

ST

Neighborhood Edge

General Mixed-Use

Office Core

Mixed-Use

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT-4
7.37 ac

56-266 DUs

BT-3
9.67 ac

49-196 DUs

American Fork City

Utah County

NOTE: Block Type adjustments are to account for block to block consistency with approval given to Ardero DFP.



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan
NOTE: All blocks shall be sized as per TOD Code requirements by working with adjacent property owners - Ardero DFP

(as per block size requirement identified in Table 4E of TOD Code).

TABLE 4E - BLOCK CHARACTERISTICS

CHARACTER DISTRICTS Block Size (net acres) Block Shape

Business District

4 acre min.                                    

8 acre max.                                

12 acre for sensitive lands

Orthogonal or 

Rhomboidal

Transit Core

4 acre min.                                    

8 acre max.                                

12 acre for sensitive lands

Orthogonal or 

Rhomboidal

West Neighborhood

6 acre min.                                    

10 acre max.                                

12 acre for sensitive lands

40% min. 

Orthogonal or 

Rhomboidal

Garden District

6 acre min.                                    

10 acre max.                                

12 acre for sensitive lands

40% min. 

Orthogonal or 

Rhomboidal

East Neighborhood

6 acre min.                                    

10 acre max.                                

12 acre for sensitive lands

50% min. 

Orthogonal or 

Rhomboidal

Requested Block Boundary Adjustments

Subject Property

American Fork City

Utah County

BT-4
7.37 ac

56-266 DUs

BT-3
9.67 ac

49-196 DUs



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

Lot Type Assignments

Block Type
Lot Type Percentages

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT-1 40 - 80% 0-30% 10 - 30% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

BT-2 n/a 40 - 60% 20 - 50% 0-20% 0-10% n/a n/a n/a n/a

BT-3 n/a n/a 0-40% 10 - 40% 30 - 50% 0-5% n/a n/a n/a

BT-4 n/a n/a n/a 0-20% 20 - 50% 10 - 20% 0-30% n/a n/a

BT-5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0-40% 20 - 40% 10 - 40% n/a

BT-6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0-30% 20 - 40% 0-40%



EXHIBIT 6: District Framework Plan

Block Type 3

Allowed 

% Range
16' 22' 33' 44' 55' 66' 77' 88' 99' 110' 121' 132' 143' 154' 165' 176' 187' 198'+

LT-3 0-40%

LT-4 10-40%

LT-5 30-50%

LT-6 0-5%

Block Type 4

Allowed 

% Range
16' 22' 33' 44' 55' 66' 77' 88' 99' 110' 121' 132' 143' 154' 165' 176' 187' 198'+

LT-4 0-20%

LT-5 20-50%

LT-6 10-30%

LT-7 0-20%

LOT WIDTH

66 ft - 132 ft

36 ft - 88 ft

22 ft - 78 ft

LOT WIDTH

36 ft - 88 ft

22 ft - 78 ft

16 ft - 100 ft

16 ft - 100 ft

16 ft - 200 ft



EXHIBIT 7: Transportation Network Plan

Neighborhood Collector

Subject Property

Major Arterial

American Fork City

Utah County

https://afcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/10023/TOD-Roadway-Cross-Sections-PDF?bidId=
https://afcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/10023/TOD-Roadway-Cross-Sections-PDF?bidId=
https://afcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/10023/TOD-Roadway-Cross-Sections-PDF?bidId=


EXHIBIT 7: Transportation Network Plan

Source: American Fork City – Transportation Element of the General Plan (Page  28)

* ROW lengths in AF City – Transportation Element of the General Plan don’t coincide with ROW lengths shown in Public Works TOD Cross Sections.

Neighborhood Collector
89’ ROW | 2 Travel Lanes

Major Arterial
84’ ROW | 4 Travel Lanes

--- 84

--- 89

--- 62

--- 47

--- 82 --- 38

--- 24

--- 30

https://afcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/68/Transportation-Master-Plan-PDF?bidId=


EXHIBIT 8: Thoroughfare Naming Plan
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Utah County



Exhibit 9: Bicycle Network Plan

5’ colored concrete cycle track with a

2’ buffer in each direction
(Neighborhood Collector)

Subject Property

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 10: Traffic Study

Projected year 2050 roadway ADT

Source: American Fork TOD Trip Generation Study (Page  5)

Subject Property

https://www.dropbox.com/s/x24hsov9w8kh5vo/American%20Fork%20200%20South%20TOD%20TGS%202018111.pdf?dl=0


EXHIBIT 10: Traffic Study

Future 2050 evening peak hour traffic volumes

Source: American Fork TOD Trip Generation Study (Page  7)

Subject Property

https://www.dropbox.com/s/x24hsov9w8kh5vo/American%20Fork%20200%20South%20TOD%20TGS%202018111.pdf?dl=0


EXHIBIT 11: Civic District Plan

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

NOTE: Palette of civic open space types as identified for future consideration and use with BT-3 & BT-4 as reflected in this submittal.

ENTRANCE PARK                                      

(EP)

Formal delineation of a residential 

community entrance through landscaping 

and monumentation.  It provides passive uses 

and creates neighborhood identity

1/4 to 1/2 mile radius

Up to 2 acres

Building

Recreation, accessory structures, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Passive

POCKET PARK                                           

(PP)

Small and frequent, generally with passive

recreation that ensures walkable green 

space access for everyone. May contain 

specialized facilities that serve a 

concentrated or limited population or group 

such as tots, pets, or senior citizens.

1/4 mile radius

2,500 sqft to 1 acre

Building

Tot lots, formal and informal seating, 

gazebos, barbecue equipment, picnic 

benches, crochet lawns, water features, 

small play areas, gardens.

Formal, Informal,                                       
Active, or Passive

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK                         

(NP)

The neighborhood park remains the basic 

unit of the park system and serves as the 

recreational and social focus of the 

neighborhood. The focus is on informal

active and passive recreation. The park 

should be centrally located within the 

neighborhood.  Frequently these parks are 

developed adjacent to civic uses such as 

an elementary school.

1/4 to 1/2 mile radius

3 to 10 acres

Building

Recreation, accessory structure, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Active

COMMUNITY PARK                                 

(CP)

The focus of this park classification is on meeting 

community based recreational needs, as well as 

preserving unique landscapes and open spaces. They 

allow group activities and offer other recreational 

opportunities not feasible at the neighborhood level. 

They should be developed for both active and passive 

recreation activities and serve two or more 

neighborhoods. Regardless of size, parks will be deemed 

Community Parks if they provide restroom facilities, 

parking lots, or other amenities that would service 

patrons who travel to the park.

1/2 to 2 mile radius

10 to 20 acres

Building

Recreation, accessory structure, water fountains, 
paths and trails

Formal, Informal,                                                 
Active, or Passive

CIVIC OPEN 

SPACE TYPE

DIAGRAM

DESCRIPTION

SERVICE AREA

SIZE

FRONTAGE

TYPICAL FACILITIES

DISPOSITION AND 

USAGE

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6



EXHIBIT 11: Civic District Plan

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

CIVIC OPEN     

SPACE TYPE

DIAGRAM

DESCRIPTION

SERVICE AREA

SIZE

FRONTAGE

TYPICAL FACILITIES

DISPOSITION AND 

USAGE

PARKWAY/BOULEVARD                         

(PB)

Urban streets that provide comfortable and 

safe pedestrian and cyclist connections. 

May include landscaped center median, 

large shade trees, on or offstreet bikeways 

and seating.

Varies

Varies

Building

Recreation, accessory structure, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Informal,                                       
Active, or Passive

TREE LAWN                                                 

(TL)

Open space within a public right-of-way that 

allows for passive use, bus stops, shade trees 

and ornamental landscaping. (Only the 

portion of a tree lawn that exceeds the city 

standard of 6 feet in width may be applied 

towards open space.

Varies

Varies

Varies

Recreation, accessory structure, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Passive

CONNECTOR TRAIL                                          

(CT)

A connector trail is a linear public open space type that 

accommodates two or more users on the same, 

undivided trail providing primary and/or secondary 

public connections.  Trail users could include pedestrians, 

bicyclists, skaters, etc.  A connector trail frequently 

provides an important place for active recreation and 

creates a connection to regional paths and biking trails. 

Connector trails within greenways or neighborhood parks 

shall be naturally disposed with low impact paving 

materials so there is minimal impact to the existing 

natural environment and/or landscaping.

Varies

Varies

Varies

These include drinking fountains, scenic view 

posts, fitness stations, and directional signs, 

and may be spread along the trail or grouped 

in a trailhead area.

Formal, Informal,                                                   
Active, or Passive

PASEO                                                             

(PS)

Linear pedestrian corridor that is defined by 

homes fronting the space.  Often includes 

passive activities as well as tot lots, 

community gardens, and neighborhood 

games.

Varies

Varies

Varies

Recreation, accessory structure, water fountains, 
paths and trails

Formal, Informal,                                       Passive

NOTE: Palette of civic open space types as identified for future consideration and use with BT-3 & BT-4 as reflected in this submittal.



EXHIBIT 11: Civic District Plan

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

CIVIC OPEN     

SPACE TYPE

DIAGRAM

DESCRIPTION

SERVICE AREA

SIZE

FRONTAGE

TYPICAL FACILITIES

DISPOSITION AND 

USAGE

SPECIAL USE                                                     

(SU)

Covers a broad range of parks and recreation facilities 

oriented toward single purpose use. Special uses generally fall 

into three categories: Historic/Cultural/Social Sites (ex: historic 

downtown areas, performing arts parks, arboretums, 

ornamental gardens, indoor theaters, churches, public 

buildings and amphitheaters). Recreation facilities (i.e. either 

specialized or single-purpose facilities) fall into this category; 

for example, community centers, senior centers, hockey 

arenas, marinas, golf courses and aquatic parks. Frequently 

community buildings and recreational facilities are located 

within neighborhood parks and community parks.

Varies

Varies

Varies

Tot lots, formal and informal seating, gazebos, 
barbecue equipment, picnic benches, crochet 
lawns, water features, small play areas, and 
gardens.

Formal, Informal,                                                  
Active, or Passive

COMMUNITY GARDEN                                 

(CG)

Space programmed specifically for 

gardening.  Located in the center of a 

neighborhood to provide convenient and 

safe access. Often included in pocket parks 

or neighborhood parks. They are valued 

assets in urban areas, where residential yards 

are rare.

1/4 to 1/2 mile radius

1.5 to 6 acres

Building

Recreation, accessory structure, water fountains, 
paths and trails

I Informal, Passive

GREENWAY                                            

(GW)

The space is located around or within a 

natural resource area (stream; wetlands) but 

is user based in function. Uses include nature 

viewing and study, modal sport recreation, 

and also function as connections within the 

larger park system allowing uninterrupted 

pedestrian movement. Corridor width 25-200 

feet with 50 feet a standard minimum.

Varies

Varies

Varies

Recreation, accessory structure, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Passive

WATERWAY/CHANNEL                         

(WC)

Linear space defined by a waterway. The

space serves as a pedestrian connection,

recreational opportunity, and property value

creation (waterfront property). It can serve

as a secondary connection to a greenway or 

parkway.

Varies

Varies

Varies

Recreation, accessory structure, water 

fountains, paths and trails

Formal, Passive

NOTE: Palette of civic open space types as identified for future consideration and use with BT-3 & BT-4 as reflected in this submittal.



EXHIBIT 11: Civic District Plan

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

CIVIC OPEN     

SPACE TYPE

DIAGRAM

DESCRIPTION

SERVICE AREA

SIZE

FRONTAGE

TYPICAL FACILITIES

DISPOSITION AND 

USAGE

CLOSE                                                       

(CL)

A Close is a close-ended street that 

incorporates open space in the form of a 

green, playground, tennis court, or other 

amenity, creating a place with high value for 

both the adjacent homes and 

neighborhood. Where close-ended streets 

are desired, the submitter should consider 

the benefits of a Close over a cul-de-sac.

1/8 to 1/4 mile radius

.05 to .10 acres

Building

Recreation, seating, lawns, pet facilities, etc.

Formal, Informal,                                       
Active, or Passive

SQUARE                                                   

(SQ)

A public space, seldom larger than a block, 

at the intersection of important streets, and 

circumscribed spatially by building frontages. 

Its landscape consisting of paths, lawns, trees, 

and civic buildings all formally disposed, and 

requiring substantial maintenance.  Often 

understood as the heart or center of a 

neighborhood or district.

1/8 to /4 mile radius

0.5 to 2 acres

Building

Paths, seating, lawns

Formal, Passive

GREEN                                                      

(GR)

A green is a public space similar to a square 

but more informal and with more green 

space. It often functions as a central 

gathering place within campuses or regional

parks. While most recreation in greens is 

passive, they typically include enough open 

area to support smaller scale active 

recreation.

1/2 mile radius

2 to 5 acres

Building

Paths, pet facilities, lawns

Formal, Informal,                                       
Active, or Passive

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LINEAR PARK                                             

(LP)

As the name suggests, a linear park is 

substantially longer than it is wide, and is 

typically used to activate underutilized 

corridors such as disused railroad beds, 

canals, streams, extended defensive walls, 

highways, or power lines.

1/8 to 1/4 mile radius

Varies

Varies

Paths, pet facilities, seating, green 

infrastructure

Formal, Informal,                                       
Active, or Passive

NOTE: Palette of civic open space types as identified for future consideration and use with BT-3 & BT-4 as reflected in this submittal.



EXHIBIT 12: Thoroughfare Assemblies

Neighborhood Collector

Neighborhood Street

NOTE: All minor thoroughfares require a minimum of 32 feet of asphalt (Section 4.05.6.a).

All thoroughfares on subject property boundary shall be designed and constructed at half-width.

American Fork City

Utah County

https://afcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/10023/TOD-Roadway-Cross-Sections-PDF?bidId=


EXHIBIT 12: Thoroughfare Assemblies

Neighborhood Street

NOTE: All minor thoroughfares require a minimum of 32 feet of asphalt (Section 4.05.6.a).

Travel
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Travel
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32
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Sidewalk
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BOS to BOC



EXHIBIT 13: Intersection Assemblies

4-WAY INTERSECTION

T - INTERSECTION

INTERSECTION 

TYPE
DESCRIPTION ILLUSTRATION

T-INTERSECTION 

(T)
x x x x x x x x x

A standard intersection between two 

thoroughfares where one is 

terminated.  T-intersections cause the 

least vehicle to vehicle and vehicle to 

pedestrian conflict points.  Urban T-

intersections provide opportunities for 

terminated vistas.

4-WAY 

INTERSECTION 

(4W)

x x x x x x x x x

A standard intersection between two 

continuous thoroughfares at or near 

right angles.

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 14: Phasing Plan

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

• As per Section 5.09.3 of the TOD zoning code future submissions, at the Block Plan level will identify sub-phases.

“Phase numbers must be formatted as sub-phase numbers of the district framework plan in the format -

district framework plan phase - block plan phase. (i.e. Phase 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, etc.)”

American Fork City

Utah County



Block 

Type

Dwelling Unit Maximums

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT-1
2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre
n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

BT-2 n/a
4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre
n/a n/a n/a n/a

BT-3 n/a n/a
8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre
n/a n/a n/a

BT-4 n/a n/a n/a
14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre
n/a n/a

BT-5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre
n/a

BT-6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards



EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

https://www.theurbanist.org/2017/05/04/visualizing-compatible-density/


EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

SFD Large (Estate)

< 1-4 du/ac

SFD Medium (Village)

2-12 du/ac

SFD Compact (Cottage)
4-18 du/ac



Bungalow Court

17-29 du/ac

Stacked Duplex

8-30 du/ac

Side-by-Side Duplex

8-30 du/ac

EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

https://missingmiddlehousing.com/types/bungalow-court
http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/duplex-stacked/#prettyPhoto
http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/duplex-side-by-side/#prettyPhoto


Live/Work

15-34 du/ac

Fourplex

14-25 du/ac

Townhouse

18-34 du/ac

EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/livework/#prettyPhoto
http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/fourplex/#prettyPhoto
http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/townhouse/#prettyPhoto


Courtyard Apartments

20-54 du/ac

Live/Work

15-34 du/ac

Courtyard Building

23-52 du/ac

EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

Multiplex: Small

37-44 du/ac

http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/livework/#prettyPhoto
http://missingmiddlehousing.com/building-types/multiplex-small/#prettyPhoto


Stacked Flats

13-26 du/ac

EXHIBIT 15: Conceptual Architectural Standards

LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

2 DUs per 

gross acre

4 DUs per 

gross acre

8 DUs per 

gross acre

14 DUs per 

gross acre

20 DUs per 

gross acre

30 DUs per 

gross acre

42 DUs per 

gross acre

50 DUs per 

gross acre

65 DUs per 

gross acre

Mansion Apartment

11-34 du/ac



EXHIBIT 16: Special Requirements

Subject Property

Block Types

Block Type 2 (BT-2)

Block Type 3 (BT-3)

Block Type 4 (BT-4)

Block Type 5 (BT-5)

Block Type 6 (BT-6)

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

DT Garden District

ST

Neighborhood Edge

General Mixed-Use

Office Core

Mixed-Use

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

Current Boundary Conditions

BT-3
6.76 ac

34-137 DUs

BT-2
8.29 ac

14-93 DUs

American Fork City

Utah County



EXHIBIT 16: Special Requirements

Requested Block Boundary & Type Adjustments

Subject Property

Block Types

Block Type 2 (BT-2)

Block Type 3 (BT-3)

Block Type 4 (BT-4)

Block Type 5 (BT-5)

Block Type 6 (BT-6)

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

DT Garden District

ST

Neighborhood Edge

General Mixed-Use

Office Core

Mixed-Use

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

BT-4
7.37 ac

56-266 DUs

BT-3
9.67 ac

49-196 DUs

American Fork City

Utah County

NOTE: Block Type adjustments are to account for block to block consistency with approval given to Ardero DFP.



DT Garden District

ST

Neighborhood Edge

General Mixed-Use

Office Core

Mixed-Use

BT

BT-1

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

BT-5

BT-6

LT LT-1 LT-2 LT-3 LT-4 LT-5 LT-6 LT-7 LT-8 LT-9

Garden District
  - Low 359       4.6 395,371    

  - High 1,588    20.1 1,746,573 

Block Types

Block Type 2 (BT-2)

Block Type 3 (BT-3)

Block Type 4 (BT-4)

Block Type 5 (BT-5)

Block Type 6 (BT-6)

Sub-Districts

Office Core

Mixed-Use Core

General Mixed-Use

Neighborhood Edge

REFERENCE: Garden District

GD-1
14.80 ac

75-300 DUs

GD-2
6.92 ac

62-250 DUs

GD-4
4.10 ac

37-148 DUs

GD-5
6.40 ac

32-130 DUs

GD-6
7.37 ac

37-150 DUs

GD-7
6.73 ac

34-137 DUs

GD-8
15.30 ac

77-311 DUs

GD-9
8.29 ac

14-93 DUs

GD-10
7.72 ac

13-86 DUs

GD-11
16.00 ac

27-179 DUs

GD-3
6.49 ac

59-234 DUs



REFERENCE: White Horse Developers

Comprehensive Ownership/Control



REFERENCE: White Horse Developers and Ardero

Comprehensive Transportation Plans



Page 1 of 1 

AMERICAN FORK CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  9/18/2019 

This report is a summary of the American Fork City Engineering Division plan review comments 
regarding the subject plan as submitted by the applicant for American Fork City Land Use Authority 
approval: 

Project Name:  Code text amendment - Section 15.01.1417 – 1½” or 2” PI Meter Placement 

Project Address: American Fork City 

Developer / Applicant’s Name: American Fork City 

Type of Application:  
 ☐  Subdivision Final Plat ☐  Subdivision Preliminary Plan ☐  Annexation 

 ☒  Code Text Amendment ☐  General Plan Amendment ☐ Zone Change 

 ☐  Commercial Site Plan ☐  Residential Accessory Structure Site Plan 
 
Engineering Division Recommendation:  The Public Works Department at the request of the Water 
Division has looked at creating a new detail for larger pressurized irrigation water meter vaults to better 
accommodate maintenance and repairs of the meters as needed.  This detail addresses those challenges 
that have historically been experienced by city maintenance personnel.  The Engineering Division 
recommends APPROVAL of the proposed code text amendment. 

 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS:  

APPROVAL 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend approval of the code text amendment.  

DENIAL 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend denial of the code text amendment.  

TABLE 

Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend table of the code text amendment.  

 



IRRIGATION

LEGEND

NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION

27" FRAME AND COVER APWA PLAN 502. CAST IRON LID WITH "IRRIGATION" AND RECESSED

ORION HOLE. PART NUMBER 12.25PBLKWAMthO OR APPROVED

EQUIVALENT.

CONCRETE BOX APWA PLAN 505. 3' MINIMUM FLOOR TO ROOF.

RAISE FRAME TO GRADE.
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ORDINANCE NO. ________________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 15.01 OF THE AMERICAN FORK CITY CODE 
RELATING DETAILED DRAWINGS IN AMERICAN FORK. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City is authorized to enact ordinances as are necessary and proper to 
promote the heatlh, safety, morals, convenience, order, prosperity, and general welfare of 
American Fork; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City is authorized by law to enact ordinances establishing regulations for 
development within the city; and  
 
 WHEREAS, it is in the best interest and general welfare of residents of American Fork to 
amend the city code relating to the conveyance of water for development. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of American Fork, Utah that; 

 
PART I 

Text of Ordinance 
 

1. Section 15.01 be amended to include the additional detail for meter vaults as Section 
15.01.1417 – 1 ½” or 2” PI Meter Placement. 
 



PART II 
Penalty and Adoption 

 
 SECTION 1 – Conflicting Provisions.  Whenever the provisions of this Ordinance 
conflict with the provisions of any other ordinance, resolution or part thereof, the more stringent 
shall prevail. 
 
 SECTION 2 – Provisions Severable.  This Ordinance and the various sections, clauses 
and paragraphs are hereby declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is 
adjudged to be unconstitutional or invalid it is hereby declared that the remainder of the 
ordinance shall not be affected thereby. 
 
 SECTION 3 – Amendment to be Added to the Development Code.  The City Council 
hereby authorizes and directs that insert pages reflecting the provisions enacted hereby shall be 
made and placed in the Official copies of the American Fork Development Code in the office of 
the City Recorder. 
 
 SECTION 4 – Penalty.  Hereafter these amendments shall be construed as part of the 
Development Code of American Fork, Utah, to the same effect as if originally a part thereof, and 
all provisions of said Code shall be applicable thereto, including, but not limited to, the 
enforcement, violation and penalty provisions. 
 
 SECTION 5 – Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall take effect upon its passage and 
publication as required by law.  
 
PASSED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK, 
UTAH THIS ____ DAY OF _______________________, 2019. 
 
       AMERICAN FORK CITY 
 
       ____________________________ 
       BRADLEY J. FROST, MAYOR 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY 1 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 2 

SEPTEMBER 4, 2019 3 
 4 
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on September 4, 2019 at 5 
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m. 6 
 7 
Present: John Woffinden 8 
 Rod Brocious 9 
 Chris Christiansen 10 
 Harold Dudley 11 
 Geoff Dupaix 12 
 Christine Anderson 13 
 Rebecca Staten 14 
  15 
 16 
Absent: Eric Franson 17 
  18 
  19 
Staff Present: Adam Olsen, Senior Planner 20 
 Wendelin Knobloch, Planner 21 
 Lisa Halversen, Administrative Assistant 22 
 Ben Hunter, Engineer 23 
   24 
 25 
Also Present: 26 
 27 
1. Pledge of Allegiance  28 
 29 
Chairman Woffinden welcomed everyone and those present recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 30 
 31 
 32 
2. Hearing, review and action on a zone map amendment from the RA-1 Residential 33 

Agricultural zone to the R1-9,000 Residential zone located at 1195 East 300 North 34 
 35 
Mr. Olsen explained that the applicant proposes to amend the zoning of two properties along the 36 
north side of 300 North, at approximately 1200 East, to the R1-9,000 zone.  This is in anticipation 37 
of a residential subdivision.  The City’s Land Use Plan designates the area as “Low Density 38 
Residential” and the change to the R1-9,000 zone supports the underlying Land Use Plan.  Current 39 
use of the properties is residential/agriculture. 40 

Ms. Anderson asked if the commission can suggest an easement through subdivisions to promote 41 
connectivity and shorter walking distances. 42 

Mr. Olsen replied that they can’t make that a requirement, but it can certainly be an item of 43 
discussion moving forward. 44 
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Mr. Hunter indicated that the Engineering Division recommends approval of the proposed 1 
development.  2 
 3 
Public Hearing Opened 4 

Public Hearing Closed 5 

Mr. Brocious moved to approve the zone map amendment located at 1195 East 300 North.  6 

Mr. Dupaix seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 7 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 8 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 9 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 10 
Christine Anderson  Aye 11 
Harold Dudley  Aye 12 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 13 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 14 

The motion carried. 15 
 16 

 17 

3. Hearing, review and action on a land use amendment from the Residential Low Density to 18 
the Professional Office designation, located at 1254 East 300 North 19 
 20 

Chairman Woffinden indicated that items 3 and 4 will be discussed together but voted on 21 
separately. 22 

 23 
Mr. Olsen stated that the applicant proposes to amend the land use and zone designations of a 24 
parcel located at 1254 E. 300 N.  Current designations are Low Density Residential, and the RA-25 
1 zone.  Proposed designations are Professional Office and the PO-1 zone.  Due to the parcel’s 26 
proximity to existing Professional Office and PO-1 designations, the applicant requests 27 
amendments.  Staff supports the change as it is located adjacent to the hospital, and on the south 28 
side of 300 North.  Past requests for amendments in this area to Professional Office have been 29 
supported.   30 

Mr. Hunter indicated that the Engineering Division has no concerns. 31 

Mr. Dudley asked if it would be a good idea to make changes to the land use map all at once 32 
rather than piecemeal changes. 33 

Mr. Olsen concurred that that would be a good idea, property in this area would most likely be 34 
designated Professional Office. 35 

 36 

Public Hearing Opened  37 

Public Hearing Closed 38 
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Ms. Staten moved to recommend approval of the land use map amendment, from the 1 
Residential Low Density designation to the Professional Office designation. 2 

Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 3 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 4 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 5 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 6 
Christine Anderson  Aye 7 
Harold Dudley  Aye 8 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 9 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 10 

The motion carried. 11 
 12 

4. Hearing, review and action on a zone map amendment from the RA-1 Residential 13 
Agricultural to the PO-1 Professional Office zone, located at 1254 East 300 North. 14 
 15 
 16 

Public Hearing Opened 17 

Public Hearing Closed 18 

 19 
Ms. Staten moved to recommend approval of the zone map amendment, to the PO-1 20 
(Professional Office) zone. 21 
Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 22 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 23 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 24 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 25 
Christine Anderson  Aye 26 
Harold Dudley  Aye 27 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 28 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 29 

The motion carried. 30 
  31 
5. Hearing, review and action on a zone map amendment from the RA-1 Residential 32 

Agricultural zone to the R1-9,000 Residential zone located at 665 West 750 North 33 
 34 
Mr. Olsen stated that the applicants propose an amendment to a portion of property that is zoned 35 
both R1-9,000 and RA-1.  The majority of the property is zoned R1-9,000.  A change to the R1-36 
9,000 zone will bring the entire parcel under one zone designation.  The underlying Land Use Map 37 
designates this area as Low Density Residential.  The proposed amendment is in compliance with 38 
the City’s Land Use Map. 39 
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A Development Code text amendment is proposed (following agenda item) that will affect the 1 
development potential of this area.  However, the zone map amendment acts independent of the 2 
proposed code text amendment, and is supported by the underlying Land Use Map. 3 

Mr. Hunter indicated that the Engineering Division has no concerns. 4 

Public Hearing Opened 5 

Public Hearing Closed 6 

 7 

Mr. Dupaix moved to recommend approval of the zone map amendment for 665 West 750 8 
North. 9 

Ms. Anderson seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 10 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 11 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 12 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 13 
Christine Anderson  Aye 14 
Harold Dudley  Aye 15 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 16 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 17 

The motion carried. 18 
  19 
 20 

6. Hearing, review and action on an amendment to Section 17.7.501.E.1.a of the American Fork 21 
City Development Code relating to the minimum project area in Single-Family Cluster PUD 22 
Projects. 23 

Mr. Olsen said that the proposed amendment modifies the minimum area required for PUD 24 
projects in the R1-9,000 zone.  Currently, a minimum of 5 acres is required.  The applicant 25 
proposes reducing this to 4 acres.  Minimum project area for PUD’s in the R1-7,500 through R4-26 
7,500 zones is 4 acres.  The change would bring the area required for projects in the R1-9,000 27 
zone in-line with the requirements of projects within the R1-7,500 through R4-7,500 zones.   28 

Should the amendment pass, the applicant will return with a PUD proposal on property at 29 
approximately 700 North 700 West.   30 

Mr. Brocious asked if density would increase if this is approved. 31 

Mr. Olsen replied that the overall density does not change. 32 

Mr. Dudley felt that if the density does not change, approval may give more flexibility and the 33 
ability to do more things with the land. 34 
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Mr. Olsen concurred, he didn’t see a negative effect if approved. The underlying density stays 1 
the same, the setback requirements also would stay the same.  The difference in size is made up 2 
for in increased common open space, the footprint of the PUD would just be smaller. 3 

Ms. Anderson said that at first she was leaning against making this city-wide change, she asked 4 
how much R-9 property is left in the city. 5 

Mr. Olsen doesn’t know the amount, but the majority is on the north side of city and already built 6 
out. 7 

Mr. Knobloch said that the difference for this project is where the entry point would be, nothing 8 
else would change. 9 

Mr. John Jensen, representing Davies Design Build, is working with the landowner. This 10 
amendment doesn’t change very much, as only undeveloped parcels would be affected. He said 11 
that he checked to see how many projects are in between 4 and 5 acres, and there are 6 12 
throughout the city. They want the increased flexibility this amendment would provide. The 13 
landowner has been working on this for a year and a half. She doesn’t want to ruin the existing 14 
park.  They believe this to be a neutral proposal. They would like to put homes where the current 15 
homes stand. There are no private streets in their plan. They propose 14 potential lots and home 16 
sites. 17 

Mr. Dudley asks if the existing home will be coming down.   18 

Mr. Jensen replied that tentatively they plan on keeping the home.  19 

Public Hearing Opened 20 

Mr. Brian  Blackhurst, neighbor, owns the house next to the park. The applicant’s home has been 21 
used as a short-term vacation rental and has turned into a fiasco. The police are always being 22 
called. Dancing, karaoke have been going on all night. His concern is that having the open 23 
common space will encourage such activity. John Heiner was the original developer, the current 24 
owner bought their lot and the other 6 lots. He is worried that there will be no way to control the 25 
noise and partying.  The neighbors that were approached by the current developer indicated that 26 
they would rather it just be developed as the original 6 lots than have a PUD in their back yard. 27 
They would be sad to lose the park but that has been outweighed by the noise and partying. 28 

Chairman Woffinden indicated that the city council is currently rewriting the short-term rental 29 
ordinance. He understands and empathizes with the neighbor’s concerns. This property has been 30 
a problem for quite a while, because of noise and parking, etc. and if development means the 31 
problems would be taken care of then that would be a positive development. 32 

Ms. Anderson asked the applicant if the intention is to keep renting the existing home as a short-33 
term rental. 34 

Mr. Francis said that the hope is that there would be a single family in each home. They would 35 
have an HOA, no more Air BnB and VRBO. They want higher-end homes, and that kind of 36 
buyer won’t want short-term rentals in the neighborhood. They have listened to and understand 37 
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the concerns of the neighbors. The main concerns of the neighbors seem to be the short-term 1 
rental issue, not the going from 5 to 4 acres. They want goodwill and a solution to the rental 2 
problem. 3 

Mr. Jensen said that the beautiful park and green area should stay that way and benefit the 4 
neighbors. The homeowner doesn’t have any desire to rip it out to make more lots. 5 

Mr. Christiansen asks if there are really 14 lots there. 6 

Mr. Jensen said that if they keep the stream, there are only 11-12 lots, but that would mean 7 
destroying the park and putting in private streets. They are asking for less than what they could 8 
squeeze in in order to keep the neighborhood nicer. 9 

Chairman Woffinden indicated that the stream is a natural stream and it would cost the developer 10 
a lot to mitigate that. 11 

Mr.  said that he’s probably OK approving the amendment, the short-term rental is a whole 12 
separate issue that doesn’t really pertain to the amendment issue. The commission could make a 13 
requirement of no short-term rentals and put it in the CC&R’s. 14 

Mr. Jensen indicated that they would support such language. 15 

Mr. Brocious said that they want to be clear, such requirements may not be under the purvue of 16 
this commission. 17 

 Mr. Olsen agrees, and added that city council passed an ordinance recently to prohibit short-18 
term rentals. 19 

Mr. Christiansen is hesitant to make changes like this without knowing all the ramifications 20 
throughout the city, unless there is a very compelling reason. 21 

Mr. Lane Scott lives next to the property on the east side, his concern is that with the open area, 22 
the homes would be pushed back next to the existing homes. There also is no current privacy 23 
fence. 24 

Ms. Lisa McDougal is the property owner of Spring Creek Mansion. She indicated that her 25 
property costs 20-30k per month in the summer months to keep up, rental only brings in about 2-26 
3k. monthly. Her rental rules address noise levels of tenants and have usually been complied 27 
with. When her tenants have broken the rules, they have been charged extra.  Vacation rentals 28 
are a pain and she’s tired of dealing with it. She is trying to preserve the years of effort and work 29 
on her property and make it a beautiful place in the city. She wants to leave a legacy of beauty. 30 
She could rip it out and put as many houses in as possible, but she doesn’t want to do that. 31 

Public Hearing Closed 32 

Ms. Staten asked Mr. Jensen if the plans would involve a road and homes on the east side of the 33 
property. 34 



UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

7 | P a g e  
Planning Commission Minutes – September 4, 2019 
 

Mr. Jensen said that the original plan doesn’t propose houses up and down the east boundary, but 1 
one would be at the top and bottom, the lots would be on the outer edges. 2 

Ms. Anderson moved to recommend approval of the code text amendment relating to the 3 
minimum project area in Single-Family Cluster PUD Projects.  4 

Mr. Dupaix seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 5 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 6 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 7 

Chris Christiansen  Nay 8 
Christine Anderson  Aye 9 
Harold Dudley  Nay 10 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 11 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 12 

The motion carried. 13 
 14 
 15 

 Mr. Dudley had a prior commitment and had to leave. 16 
 17 
7. Hearing, review and action on a District Framework Plan for the Castlewood Project, located 18 

at 900 West 200 South in the TOD Transit Oriented Development zone 19 

Mr. Olsen stated that the area comprising this District Framework Plan consists of approximately 20 
9.7 acres.  It is located at approximately 900 West 200 South, and runs north/south.  The property 21 
lies within the Transit Core District, and within the Mixed-Use Core sub-district.  The highest 22 
intensities of use and densities are planned in this area. 23 

District Framework Plans are covered in Section 4 of the TOD Code.  A District Framework Plan 24 
lays the overall groundwork, or backbone, of forthcoming development.  District Framework Plans 25 
proceed through Planning Commission and ultimately City Council.  Following approval of a 26 
District Framework Plan, subsequent development submittals are reviewed and either approved or 27 
denied by staff; the exception being formal subdivision plats, which proceed through Planning 28 
Commission and City Council.  Per Section 4.01.3 of the Code, District Framework Plans expire 29 
24 months after approval “if not acted upon further through the submittal of a block plan”.  30 
Extensions may be granted by the Council, if requested and deemed appropriate. 31 

The Castlewood District Framework Plan was tabled at the June 5, 2019 Planning Commission 32 
meeting.  At that time, the applicant was simultaneously requesting a Code amendment relating to 33 
street types allowed within the block types within the Core sub-district.  The Planning Commission 34 
recommended denial of the proposed amendment, and the applicant withdrew the request prior to 35 
the City Council meeting.  Since that time, the applicant has re-worked the district framework plan, 36 
eliminating the need for a dead-end street.  Staff has reviewed the subsequent plan and has 37 
determined it is ready for Planning Commission review and recommendation.   38 
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Mr. Hunter indicated that the Engineering Division recommends approval of the proposed 1 
development. They have met with the applicant many times since their last submittal, this plan 2 
meets all the requirements of the TOD code. 3 

Mr. Brocious stated that the prior proposal asked for a cul-de-sac, in this current proposal it is a 4 
through street. 5 

Mr. Mike Hathorne is representing Castlewood Development, he clarified that they had to work 6 
through a logistical issue with staff regarding block size in the transportation overlay, and they 7 
also worked through issues regarding streets. It was a very good exercise and they appreciate 8 
working through issues with staff. What they are proposing now is in complete accordance with 9 
the code as written.  10 

Mr. Dupaix expressed that this plan is much better, he thanked Mr. Hathorne for working to get to 11 
a plan that fits within the overlay. 12 

Ms. Anderson discussed measurements of the neighborhood street and asked if wider streets 13 
encourage more speed? 14 

Mr. Hathorne replied that 10 ft travel lanes and 6ft street parking gets you to the 32 ft required by 15 
engineers. 16 

Mr. Hunter indicated that the 32 ft width is required for access and maneuvering by fire engines, 17 
the developer has latitude how to use the space but 32 ft is the minimum requirement. This 18 
configuration of 10 ft travel and 6 ft on-street parking will probably be used throughout the TOD, 19 
the on-street parking also helps solve a parking problem.  20 

Mr. Dupaix felt that narrow lanes contribute to unsafe travel by limiting room for movement while 21 
having competing participants. 22 

Chairman Woffinden said that in his neighborhood travel seems to speed up with narrower lanes. 23 
At times traffic is so heavy that fire vehicles have been blocked out. 24 

Public Hearing Opened 25 

Public Hearing Closed 26 

 27 
Mr. Brocious moved to recommend approval of the District Framework Plan, with the 28 
finding as outlined in the staff report, and subject to any findings, conditions and 29 
modifications listed in the engineering report. 30 

Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 31 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 32 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 33 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 34 
Christine Anderson  Aye 35 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 36 
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Geoff Dupaix   Aye 1 
The motion carried. 2 
 3 

  4 
8. Hearing, review and action on modifications to Section 17.4.608(408) Transit Oriented 5 

Development Table 4A Operational Overlays of the American Fork City Municipal Code 6 
 7 
Mr. Hunter stated that operational overlay maps have been updated as staff have identified 8 
challenges and discrepancies within the TOD area.  As an example, Willow Glen will not 9 
have a road going through it as previously shown. Also, the 200 South on the previous map 10 
didn’t reflect the accurate design plan. 11 
 12 
The road networks are the same, colors have changed to indicate what kind of road they are. 13 
The new maps reflect the Castlewood road and other district framework plan planned roads 14 
and connectivity. Pedestrian thoroughfares are shown as well throughout the TOD.  Staff will 15 
continually update overlays as more developments are approved. 16 

 17 
Mr. Brocious said that there should still be connectivity between streets such as 350 South 18 
and 700 West. 19 
 20 
Mr. Hunter said that projected numbers from traffic studies have influenced decisions about 21 
collector roads.  There are also wetlands that they want to minimize impact to. 22 
 23 
Mr. Brocious said that the two additional collectors seem like natural fits. 24 
 25 

Public Hearing Opened 26 

Public Hearing Closed 27 

  28 
Mr. Dupaix moved to recommend approval of the zone map amendment. 29 
Mr. Brocious seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 30 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 31 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 32 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 33 
Christine Anderson  Aye 34 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 35 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 36 

The motion carried. 37 
 38 
 39 

9. Other Business 40 
 41 
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Mr. Olsen reminded commissioners of the planning commission dinner tomorrow night.  1 
It will be at the Rotary Park at 6:30 pm. 2 

  3 
 4 
10. Site Plan Committee Report 5 
 6 
Mr. Knobloch reviewed the upcoming Planning Commission items, there will be a commercial 7 
fence and the NBFF district framework plan. There will also be an engineering item regarding 8 
pressurized irrigation.  The next meeting will be held on September 18, 2019.  9 
 10 
11. Review and action on the minutes of the August 21, 2019 Planning Commission Regular 11 

Session 12 
 13 

Mr. Dupaix moved to approve the minutes of the August 21, 2019 Planning Commission 14 
Regular Session. 15 
Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 16 
 17 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 18 
  Rod Brocious   Aye 19 

Chris Christiansen  Aye 20 
Christine Anderson  Abstain 21 
Harold Dudley  Aye 22 
Rebecca Staten  Aye 23 
Geoff Dupaix   Aye 24 

The motion carried. 25 
Mr. Dupaix moved to adjourn.  26 
Ms. Anderson seconded the motion.  All concurred. 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
Meeting adjourned at 8:20 pm. 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
Lisa Halversen, Administrative Assistant 41 

 42 
 43 
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