
AMERICAN FORK CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION 

FEBRUARY 19, 2020 
 
 

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular 
session on February 19, 2020 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 the final plat for IFA Subdivision No. 2, located at 504 North 900 

West in the GC-2 Planned Commercial zone 
 

3. Hearing, review and action on a commercial site plan for Bank of America and Apollo 
Burger located at 504 North 900 West in the GC-2 Planned Commercial zone 

 
4. Hearing, review and action on amendments to Section 17.4.608(6) (TOD Zone) of the 

American Fork City Municipal Code 
 

5. Hearing, review and action on amendments to Section 15.01.1850 of the American Fork City 
Municipal Code 

 
6. Other Business 

 
7. Site Plan Committee Report 

 
8. Review and action on the minutes of the February 5, 2020 Planning Commission Regular 

Session 
 

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

 

The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the commission, city staff and the public 



 - 1 - 

AMERICAN FORK CITY          MEETING DATE:  February 19, 2020   
PLANNING COMMISSION             STAFF PRESENTATION:  Adam Olsen 
 
AGENDA TOPICS:   
 
Review and action on the final plat for IFA Subdivision No. 2, located at 504 N. 900 W. 
in the GC-2 (Planned Commercial) zone. 
 
Hearing, review and action on a commercial site plan for Bank of America and Apollo 
Burger, located at 504 N. 900 W. in the GC-2 (Planned Commercial) zone. 
  
ACTION REQUESTED:  Recommendations of approval to City Council. 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 504 N. 900 W. 

Applicants:  Reeve & Associates, Inc. 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Commercial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Commercial 
South Commercial 
East Commercial 
West Commercial 

Existing Zoning:   GC-2 (Planned Commercial)  
Proposed Zoning:   N/A 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North GC-2  
South GC-2 
East GC-2 
West C (Commercial) Lehi City 

Land Use Plan Designation: Design Commercial 

Zoning within density range?      x Yes           No 
 
Background 
 
The site plan and subdivision cover the same area; therefore, one staff report will review 
both items.  The site plan and subdivision consist of approximately 1.5 acres; southwest, 
and in front of, the IFA building at approximately 500 N. 900 W.  The area is currently 
vacant.  At one time, a car was approved for the site, but was never constructed. 
 
The subdivision plat splits Lot 1, IFA American Fork Commercial Subdivision, into two 
separate lots - becoming Lots 6 and 7, IFA Subdivision No. 2.  Apollo Burger is proposed 
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on Lot 6, and Bank of America is proposed on Lot 7.  Points of access are from the interior 
parking area, as well as one additional point off of 900 W.  This will function as right-
in/right-out. 
   
The site plan proposes two structures.  Apollo Burger (3,450 sq. ft.) and Bank of America 
(4,559 sq. ft.).  Parking and landscaping are provided per Code.  Renderings of the bank 
and restaurant structures are included in the submittal materials.   
 
Consistency with the Land Use Plan: 
 
The Land Use Plan designates this area as “Design Commercial”.  The subdivision and 
site plan are consistent with the Land Use Plan Designation.   
 
Section 17.8.211 of the Development Code 
 
The Planning Commission may act to recommend approval of a final plat upon a finding 
that: 

a. The final plat conforms with the terms of the preliminary plan approval. 
 

The final plat is created from an existing lot, and all conditions of a preliminary 
plan have been addressed.  Therefore, no preliminary plan is necessary. 
 

b. The final plat complies with all City requirements and standards relating to 
subdivisions. 
 
This criterion has been met. 
 

c. The detailed engineering plans and materials comply with the City standards 
and policies. 

 
Engineering will address any concerns in their report. 
 

d. The estimates of cost of constructing the required improvements are realistic. 
 

Engineering will make this determination. 
 

e. The water rights conveyance documents have been provided. 
 
The water rights conveyance shall be satisfied prior to plat recordation. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
After reviewing the application for subdivision and site plan approval, the following 
findings of fact are offered for consideration: 
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1. The proposed site plan meets the applicable criteria as found in Section 
17.7.601 (Planned Commercial Development Projects) of the Development 
Code. 

2. The final plat meets the criteria as found in Section 17.8.211 of the 
Development Code. 
 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
 
SUBDIVISION 
 
APPROVAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend approval of the final plat for IFA Subdivision 
No. 2, with the finding (#2) listed in the staff report and subject to any findings, conditions 
and modifications found in the Engineering report.  
 
DENIAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend denial of the final plat for IFA Subdivision No. 
2. 
 
TABLE 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we table action on the final plat for IFA Subdivision No. 2. 
 
SITE PLAN 
 
APPROVAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend approval of the site plan for Bank of America 
and Apollo Burger, with the finding (#1) listed in the staff report and subject to any findings, 
conditions and modifications found in the Engineering report. 
 
DENIAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend denial of the site plan. 
 
TABLE 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we table action on the site plan. 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  2/19/2020 

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:  IFA Subdivision No. 2 

Project Address: 504 North 900 West 

Developer / Applicant’s Name: Wadsworth Development Group 

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 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 
2/19/2020 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. Performance Guarantee: Post a performance guarantee for all required public and essential 
common improvements.  

3. 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. 

4. Land Disturbance Permit: Obtain a Land Disturbance Permit. 
5. 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.  

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

professionals. 
8. Fees: Payment of all development, inspection, recording, street light, and other project related fees. 
9. 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). 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  2/19/2020 

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:  Bank of America & Apollo Burger 

Project Address: 496 North 900 West & 504 North 900 West 

Developer / Applicant’s Name: Wadsworth Development Group 

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 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 
Click here to enter a date. 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. Performance Guarantee: Post a performance guarantee for all required public and essential 
common improvements.  

3. 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. 

4. Land Disturbance Permit: Obtain a Land Disturbance Permit. 
5. 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.  

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

professionals. 
8. Fees: Payment of all development, inspection, recording, street light, and other project related fees. 
9. 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). 
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APPLICATION DETAIL
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Plywood Sheathing
Grade D Bldg. Paper
Metal Lathe
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Stone Veneer
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mild soapy water solution when needed to remove
dust and dirt.  DO NOT USE ACID, HIGH
PRESSURE OR ABRASIVES.

6

5

4

3
2

1

TYPICAL E.I.F.S.
APPLICATION DETAIL
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Grade D Bldg. Paper
Metal Lathe
Mortar
Brick Veneer
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Cleaning: Brush with a soft, dry brush or wash with
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Hearing, review and action on amendments to Section 17.4.608(6) (TOD 
Zone) of the American Fork City Municipal Code 

 
 
The proposed amendments deal with the mixed-use core area of the TOD.  
Proposed amendments include a requirement to provide mixed-use within 
residential structures, as well as minimum story requirements for lot types within 
the core.   
 
The mixed-use core, while intended for the highest residential densities (60+ 
du/ac), is envisioned to hold other uses (office, commercial, etc.) in conjunction 
with density.  While the TOD Code is new, development proposals within the 
core area have consisted strictly of higher density, no mixed-use elements.  
Concern has been expressed that if the core area fills with high density and 
nothing else (no mixed-use), opportunity will have been lost to provide a true 
urban center where density is but one component of overall development.   
 
The amendments propose a requirement to provide an equivalent of 100% of the 
ground floor area to be use/uses other than residential, for buildings fronting 200 
South.  For buildings fronting streets other than 200 South, the requirement is 
reduced to an area equivalent of 25% of the ground floor area.   
 
The amendments also propose a minimum story requirement for buildings within 
the core area.  The Code provides maximum story requirements, but no 
minimum.  Providing minimum requirements will help ensure the area develops 
as densely and intensely as envisioned.       
 
 
Potential Motions: 
 
APPROVAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend approval of the proposed 
amendments. 
 
DENIAL 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we recommend denial of the proposed amendments. 
 
TABLE 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we table action on the proposed amendments. 
 
   
 



Section 6 TOD Proposed Revisions  
 

6.02.1.e(5) (add ‘5’ under subsection e) 
Exhibit 5: Building Use, including: 

1. For multiple uses on a single lot, plans illustrating the location and extent of each use on 
the lot, including common areas. For vertically mixed uses, the location and extent of each 
use must be depicted for each floor, 

2. A data table describing the permitted density, including the lot type, gross lot area, 
maximum permitted density per acre, and the resulting maximum DUs permitted on the 
lot, 

3. A data table describing the proposed density and use, including the area in square feet 
and DUs allocated to each use and a row including the total DUs and building area in 
square feet. For vertically mixed uses, each floor must be listed individually, 

4. For multiple buildings on a single lot, the above data tables must include a key to the 
building ID where each use is located, coordinated with Exhibit 7. 

5. For buildings within the Mixed Use Core sub-district, all buildings fronting 200 South shall 
have an equivalent of 100% ground floor area designated for office and/or retail use 
(Table 6E-Building Use). For all buildings fronting streets other than 200 South, an 
equivalent of 25% ground floor area shall be designated for office and/or retail use (Table 
6E-Building Use). 

6.05.4 (add Section 4) 
Building Use Standards 

1. Density 
1. The maximum density of each lot is calculated in terms of development units (DU) 

per gross lot area where one development unit (DU) equals one residential unit or 
1,100 square feet of non-residential. Gross lot area is calculated as the net lot area 
plus the area of adjacent thoroughfares, alleys and passages between lot lines and 
centerlines. 

2. Maximum density is limited to the following ratios per each lot type: 

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

2 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

4 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

8 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

14 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

20 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

30 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

42 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

50 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

65 DU's 
per 
gross 
acre 

3. Maximum density of each lot may not be less than one DU. Fractional remainders 
are rounded downwards in one-half unit increments. 

2. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
1. An ADU is permissible as per Section 17.5.134 of the American Fork City Code. 



3. Permitted Functions 
1. Building use is limited to the allowable building functions and intensity restrictions 

according to Table 6E - Building Use. 
2. Permitted commercial functions other than office, lodging, educational, and civic 

support are limited to the ground floor of buildings. Buildings accessed by a 
lightwell frontage in LT-6, LT-7, and LT-8 may be permitted a commercial function 
in the basement level in addition to the area located on the ground floor. 
Mezzanine levels are considered ground floor levels for this purpose. 

4. Required Use - Mixed Use Core  
1. For buildings within the Mixed Use Core sub-district, all buildings fronting 200 

South shall have an equivalent of 100% ground floor area designated for office 
and/or retail use (Table 6E-Building Use). For all buildings fronting streets other 
than 200 South, an equivalent of 25% ground floor area shall be designated for 
office and/or retail use (Table 6E-Building Use). 

Add minimum story height to tables (Lot Types 6-9) 

TABLE 6A - LT-6 BUILDING FORM 

BUILDING CONFIGURATION 

Number of Bldgs per Lot limited by max. density 

Height - Principal Building 2 stories min. 4 stories max. 

Height - Outbuilding 2 stories max. 

Height - Structured Parking 40 foot max. 

Lot Coverage 70% max. 

Lot Frontage 16 ft. - 100 ft. 

Second Lot Layer 20 feet 

SETBACKS - PRINCIPAL BUILDING 

(a) Front Setback Principal 0 ft. min. 12 ft. max. 

(b) Front Setback Secondary 0 ft. min. 12 ft. max. 

(c) Side Setback 0 ft. min. 12 ft. max. 

(d) Rear Setback 3 foot min. 

Frontage Buildout 70% min. at setback 

SETBACKS - OUTBUILDING 

(e) Front Setback 40 ft. max. from rear lot line 

(f) Side Setback 0 ft. min. or 2 ft. min. at corner lot 

(g) Rear Setback 3 foot min. 
 



 

TABLE 6A - LT-7 BUILDING FORM 

BUILDING CONFIGURATION 

Number of Bldgs per lot limited by max. density 

Height - Principal Building 2 stories min. 5 stories max. 

Height - Outbuilding 3 stories max. 

Height - Structured Parking 60 foot max. 

Lot Coverage 80% max. 

Lot Frontage 16 ft. - 200 ft. 

Second Lot Layer 20 feet 

SETBACKS - PRINCIPAL BUILDING 

(a) Front Setback Principal 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(b) Front Setbacks Secondary 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(c) Side Setback 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(d) Rear Setback 3 foot min. 

Frontage Buildout 70% min. at setback 

SETBACKS - OUTBUILDING 

(e) Front Setback 40 ft. max. from rear lot line 

(f) Side Setback 0 ft. min. or 2 ft. min. at corner lots 

(g) Rear Setback 5 foot min. 
 

 

TABLE 6A - LT-8 BUILDING FORM 

BUILDING CONFIGURATION 

Number of Bldgs per lot limited by max. density 

Height - Principal Building 3 stories min. 7 stories max. 

Height - Outbuilding n/a 

Height - Structured Parking 60 ft. max. 

Lot Coverage 100% max. 

Lot Frontage 16 ft. - 240 ft. 

Second Lot Layer 20 feet 



BUILDING SETBACKS 

(a) Front Setback Principal 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(b) Front Setback Secondary 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(c) Side Setback 0 ft. min. 24 ft. max. 

(d) Rear Setback 5 foot min. 

Frontage Buildout 80% min. at setback 
 

 

TABLE 6A - LT-9 BUILDING FORM 

BUILDING CONFIGURATION 

Number of Bldgs per lot limited by max. density 

Height - Principal Building 4 stories min. 10 stories max. 

Height - Outbuilding n/a 

Height - Structured Parking 60 ft. max. 

Lot Coverage 100% max. 

Lot Frontage 16 ft. - 260 ft. 

Second Lot Layer 20 feet 

BUILDING SETBACKS 

(a) Front Setback Principal 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(b) Front Setback Secondary 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(c) Side Setback 0 ft. min. 8 ft. max. 

(d) Rear Setback 5 foot min. 

Frontage Buildout 80% min. at setback 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  2/19/2020 

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 of Section 15.01.1850 

Project Address: American Fork City 

Developer / Applicant’s Name: Public Work Department – Engineering Division 

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:  With additional roadway classifications, this an update to 
include all roadway classifications. 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.  

 



Sec 15.01.1850 Intersection And Access Spacing 
Minimum signalized, public street and private access spacing shall be per Table 2.  

Table 2. Access Management Spacing  

Street 
Classification 

Minimum 
Signal Spacing 

(feet)1,8 

Minimum Street 
Spacing 
(feet)1,4,8 

Minimum Commercial 
Access Spacing 

(feet)1,4,8 

Minimum Residential 
Access Spacing 

(feet)1,8 

Arterial street 2,640 660 3302 n/a3 

Major collector 1,320 660 330 n/a3 

Minor collector 1,320 330 150 150 

Local street 1,320 150 150 505,6 

Neighborhood 
Collector7 1320 150 150 505,6 

Business-Core 
Loop7 1320 150 150 n/a6 

Core Collector7 1320 150 150 n/a6 

Rear Lane7 n/a n/a n/a n/a6 

Rear Alley7 n/a n/a n/a n/a6 

Notes: 

1. Measured center-line to center-line 
2. Access to an arterial should only be granted when other reasonable access is not available to a 

collector or local street. If granted, the access shall be limited a right-in/right-out only. 
3. Residential access shall not be granted on arterials, major collectors, business arterial, or major 

arterial. 
4. Minimum street spacing refers to unsignalized intersection spacing; if a traffic signal is present a 

traffic impact study should determine if the minimum street spacing should be longer. 
5. Applicable for single family detached only. 
6. Accesses near a corner shall meet Figure 17.5.110-B.  
7. Maximum speed limit on the TOD roads listed above shall be 25 mph. 
8. Exceptions may be granted by the City Engineer based on justification on why the standard cannot 

be met. 

(Ord. No. 2012-05-15, § 2, 5-8-2012) 



Sec 15.01.1850 Intersection And Access Spacing 
Based on recommendations from the literature and from state-of-the-practice of other municipalities and 
DOTs, recommendations for mMinimum signalized, public street and private access spacing have shall 
been compiled and are shown inper Table 2.  

Table 2. Access Management Spacing Recommendations 

Street 
Classification 

Minimum Signal 
Spacing (feet)1 

Minimum Street 
Spacing 
(feet)1,4,8 

Minimum Commercial 
Access Spacing 

(feet)1,4,8 

Minimum Residential 
Access Spacing 

(feet)1,8 

Arterial street 2,640 660 3302 n/a3 

Major collector 1,320 660 330 n/a3 

Minor collector 1,320 330 150 150 

Local street 1,320 150 150 505,6 

Neighborhood 
Collector7 1320 150 150 505,6 

Business-Core 
Loop7 1320 150 150 n/a6 

Core Collector7 1320 150 150 n/a6 

Rear Lane7 n/a n/a n/a n/a6 

Rear Alley7 n/a n/a n/a n/a6 

Notes: 

1. Measured center-line to center-line 
2. Access to an arterial should only be granted when other reasonable access is not available to a 

collector or local street. If granted, the access should shall be limited to a right-in/right-out only if 
possible. 

3. Residential access should shall not be granted on arterials, or major collectors, business arterial, or 
major arterial. 

4. Minimum street spacing refers to unsignalized intersection spacing; if a traffic signal is present a 
traffic impact study should determine if the minimum street spacing should be longer. 

5. Applicable for single family detached only. 
6. Accesses near a corner shall meet Figure 17.5.110-B.  
7. Maximum speed limit on the TOD road listed above shall be 25 mph. 
4.8. Exceptions may be granted by the City Engineer based on justification on why the standard cannot 

be met. 



(Ord. No. 2012-05-15, § 2, 5-8-2012) 
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AMERICAN FORK CITY 1 
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 2 

FEBRUARY 5, 2020 3 
 4 
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on February 5, 2020 at 5 
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m. 6 
 7 
Present: John Woffinden 8 
 Chris Christiansen 9 
 Geoff Dupaix 10 
 Harold Dudley 11 
 Ryan Hunter 12 
 Christine Anderson 13 
 Rod Brocious 14 
  15 
Absent: Rebecca Staten 16 
 17 
  18 
Staff Present: David Bunker, City Administrator 19 
 Scott Sensanbaugher, City Engineer 20 
 Adam Olsen, City Planner 21 
 Wendelin Knobloch, Planner 22 
 Ben Hunter, Engineer 23 
 Lisa Halversen, Administrative Assistant 24 
  25 
   26 
Also Present: Keith Leon Adamson, Kevin Deushal, Larry Howden, Sarah Osmond, David 27 

Paulson, Kathy McDonald, G.H. Koefner, Carla Nielsen, Valerie Searle, Laurel 28 
Shelley, Kirt Yingling, Jennifer Harrison, Debra Aston, LaRee Finch, Roger 29 
Clarke, Daunell Clarke, Robert Bates, Dylan Hunter, Kathleen Draper and 5 30 
others 31 

 32 
1. Pledge of Allegiance  33 
 34 
 35 
Chairman Woffinden welcomed everyone and those present recited the Pledge of Allegiance.    36 
 37 
2. Hearing, review and action on the final plat of Davies Dental Subdivision Plat A, located at 38 

291 North 300 East in the PO-1 Professional Office zone 39 
 40 

Mr. Olsen advised that items 2 and 3 would be discussed together, but voted on separately. 41 

Mr. Olsen stated that in October 2018, a parcel south of the existing Davies Dental was granted a 42 
rezone to the PO-1 (Professional Office) zone, in anticipation of site expansion.  The items covered 43 
in this report deal with the combining of the two parcels into one, and expansion (addition) of a 44 
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structure to the site.  The subdivision plat incorporates two existing parcels into one, larger parcel.  1 
The resulting lot (Lot 1) will consist of .48 acres.   2 

The site plan proposes a new structure to be built at the southwest corner of the property, 3 
approximately 3,820 sq. ft. in size. The new structure will house an expanded dental office.  The 4 
existing structure will remain and will likely be used as a dental office.  Parking and landscaping 5 
are provided per Code.  Renderings of the proposed structure are included in the submittal 6 
materials. 7 

Mr. Hunter said that the Engineering Division has no concerns, all infrastructure is in place for 8 
the new building.  9 

Mr. Dupaix asked about access to the southern half of property. The existing access is close to 10 
the intersection, and the proposed access is as well.  He asked if the access could be moved more 11 
to the south. 12 

Mr. Hunter replied that they can explore other options such as moving it more to the south and 13 
further away from the intersection. 14 

Mr. Brocious asked about the storm drain and impervious area. 15 

Mr. Hunter said that storm water will be captured at the south-east corner and will go to a sump. 16 

 17 

Public Hearing Opened 18 

 19 

Public Hearing Closed 20 

 21 

Mr. Larry Howden, architect for the project, hopes that this will be a good improvement for the 22 
area. 23 

Ms. Anderson has concerns about this building fitting into the residential nature of the 24 
neighborhood, she hopes that the final design reflects a more residential feel. 25 

 26 

Mr. Dudley moved to recommend approval of the final plat for Davies Dental Plat A, with 27 
the finding listed in the staff report and subject to any findings, conditions and 28 
modifications found in the Engineering report. 29 

 Mr. Brocious seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 30 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 31 
  Chris Christiansen  Aye 32 
  Christine Anderson  Aye 33 
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Geoff Dupaix   Aye 1 
Harold Dudley  Aye 2 
Rod Brocious   Aye 3 

The motion carried. 4 
 5 
 6 

3. Hearing, review and action on the site plan for Davies Dental Subdivision Plat A, located at 7 
291 North 300 East in the PO-1 Professional Office zone 8 

 9 
 10 
Public Hearing Opened 11 

 12 

Public Hearing Closed 13 

 14 

Mr. Dudley moved to recommend approval of the site plan for Davies Dental Plat A, with 15 
the finding listed in the staff report and subject to any findings, conditions and 16 
modifications found in the Engineering report. 17 

 Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 18 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 19 
  Chris Christiansen  Aye 20 
  Christine Anderson  Aye 21 

Geoff Dupaix   Aye 22 
Harold Dudley  Aye 23 
Rod Brocious   Aye 24 

    The motion carried. 25 
 26 
 27 

4.  Review and action on a commercial site plan for King & McCleary located at 230 West and 28 
240 West Main Street in the CC-2 Central Commercial zone 29 
 30 

Mr. Olsen stated that King & McCleary proposes to convert an existing residential structure to 31 
commercial (office) use.  The CC-2 zone encourages the conversion of residential structures to 32 
commercial uses, while preserving the historic residential character of west Main Street.  The 33 
residential structure will be converted and used as additional office area for King & McCleary.  34 
Parking will be expanded to the north (behind) the structure, and function as one shared parking 35 
lot with the King & McCleary office directly west.  An existing access will serve both properties.  36 
Parking is provided per City Code.  Existing landscaping will remain.      37 
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Ms. Anderson, Mr. Dupaix and Mr. Christiansen expressed concerns about which driveways 1 
would be used and traffic circulation. They would like one of the driveways removed to avoid 2 
confusion. 3 

Mr. Hunter explained that the applicants are planning to construct a curb and take out the middle 4 
access.  The Fire Department wanted to make sure they had enough width and maneuverability 5 
space for fire vehicles. 6 

Ms. Anderson asked if the fence would be removed or remain, Mr. Hunter didn’t remember.  7 

Mr. Dudley says he believes it is already gone. 8 

 9 

Mr. Dupaix moved to recommend approval of the site plan for King & McCleary, with the 10 
finding listed in the staff report and subject to any findings, conditions and modifications 11 
found in the Engineering report. 12 

 Mr. Christiansen seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 13 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 14 
  Chris Christiansen  Aye 15 
  Christine Anderson  Aye 16 

Geoff Dupaix   Aye 17 
Harold Dudley  Aye 18 
Rod Brocious   Aye 19 
Ryan Hunter   Aye 20 

    The motion carried. 21 
 22 
 23 
5. Discussion on the Northampton House Historic Building Conservation project, located at 190 24 

West 300 North in the R-2-7,500 Residential Zone-Historic Building Overlay 25 

Mr. Olsen gave the history of the property.  The Northampton House was a historic ward building 26 
that has been converted to its current use as a reception center. The property owner has talked to 27 
staff about potential changes to the property. The current zoning is R-2-7,500, which allows for 28 
medium density residential at 3-6 units per acre. Owner has acquired some additional adjoining 29 
property. He is proposing to demolish the existing homes, build multi-level townhomes around the 30 
perimeter and convert the reception center to assisted or senior living. City code does allow 31 
conversion of the main building into some housing units, but owner is proposing pulling in 32 
properties that are not part of the historic parcel and tying it all together.  Staff feels that this is 33 
taking the code and stretching it to another use as regarding the secondary structures. It feels to 34 
staff like the proposal is going to take the historic structure and make it secondary to the other 35 
structures.  Staff doesn’t see how this fits in with code or the neighborhood.  This is a discussion 36 
item only,  no decision will be made at this time. 37 
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Mr. Dudley asks about the proposed density, it would be 22 as proposed.    1 

Mr. Olsen said that the historic preservation code allows for the structure to be converted to 2 
residential use that is higher density, but this applies only to the structure itself and not additional 3 
buildings. 4 

Mr. Kurt Yinling, Northampton House property owner, presents his proposal to commissioners.  5 
The current business market for reception centers is oversaturated and heavily discounted. 6 
Maintenance requirements of the building itself are taking more and more of the income. They 7 
want to be innovative, it’s time to change to a long-term sustainable use.  The land is of most value 8 
to a developer, the building is of most value to the community.  If the city values the building, we 9 
have to use the land to help preserve it.  Nobody wants this building to become vacant and derelict.  10 
It needs a change of use, it is an incredible building but its current use is not sustainable.  He 11 
proposes to use the historic building preservation overlay to develop the property by building 12 
beautiful senior townhome units with a garden atmosphere, and remodel the existing structure into 13 
assisted living units. 14 

The existing building requires significant seismic upgrades that would cost in the ballpark of a 15 
million dollars, this cost would make it cheaper to demolish and rebuild rather than retrofit. 16 
Remodeling the existing building would be too costly unless mitigated by developing other areas 17 
of the property.  Mr. Yingling feels that this approach is a stable one that would keep all 18 
development together and beautiful for years to come, and would also benefit the older generation. 19 

He agrees this proposal is a stretch, but it is a discussion, evolving, and open to modifications. It 20 
is not economically feasible to renovate only the historic structure.  Tearing the structure down 21 
and rebuilding would be cheaper.  The intent of the overlay is to help protect owners with economic 22 
incentives. He has acquired 2 adjoining homes, this is a good option on multiple levels. If the 23 
project is constrained to the building only, it won’t be economically feasible.  The overlay 24 
mentions surrounding properties. The owner needs outside financial help because the building as 25 
it stands isn’t sustainable. They need to be innovative,  they can’t even sell at the appraised value. 26 
They had to replace the roof last year, it took all their profits, they worked for free last year. It is 27 
time for them to look at the long term challenge. There are nearly 3 acres of land involved to work 28 
with. One possibility is that a developer buys and sells off lots, leaving only the meetinghouse, 29 
which will probably be torn down at some point.  He wants to create something that is symbiotic 30 
and will be self-sustaining down the road, and that will be a benefit to the community. He feels 31 
that this issue reaches beyond the zoning considerations and gives a chance to stretch out a bit and 32 
explore other options. He likes the idea of townhomes that are architecturally appealing and with 33 
an older aesthetic.  The proposed 3-bedroom units give more options for members of the same 34 
family in differing generations to live there together. 35 

Chairman Woffinden asked how many units can be put in the structure itself?  The new buildings 36 
wouldn’t be included in the overlay code. He doesn’t see how this proposal fits into the code. 37 

Mr. Yingling replied that the units would be 1-bedroom, there could only be 25-30 units in the 38 
main building. Seismic upgrades would be very expensive. He doesn’t want to put commercial or 39 
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office space in that location, the long-term highest and best use is residential. Proposed units in the 1 
building itself can’t be priced high enough to cover costs of renovation if adjoining property is not 2 
developed as well. 3 

Mr. Brocious asked about preserving the structure and the historic preservation overlay ordinance. 4 

Mr. Olsen replied that the overlay allows for the preservation of the structure by changing the use 5 
of the structure itself. He reminds commissioners of the old Star Mill, which added office units 6 
and a commercial kitchen, and seems to be working. That project expanded the existing structure 7 
by just a little bit, not by adding several new multi-story buildings. The historic overlay allows for 8 
a different use than would normally be allowed in the zone. 9 

Mr. Yingling agreed that this proposal isn’t allowed under the code as written, but asked the 10 
commission and city council to help make the economic incentives work.  He would love to keep 11 
Northampton House but can’t keep throwing money away. There is a lot of space to develop. 12 
Governor Herbert has issued a challenge to rethink possible solutions to housing crisis issues.  13 
There are all sorts of things you can do to get density numbers up.  This would improve property 14 
values, be aesthetically pleasing and will service seniors. 15 

Mr. Dudley appreciates him bringing discussion forward, he wants to hear from the neighbors.  16 

Chairman Woffinden stated that it’s not the place of the city to guarantee that your business makes 17 
a profit, that’s a risk the property owner takes. 18 

Ms. Kathleen Draper lives on 300 North next door to her elderly mother. The townhouses will be 19 
right in her front yard if built as proposed. 300 North is a busy road, the new housing will add to 20 
the traffic. In addition, townhomes with stairs are limiting to seniors. Neighbors feel like they’re 21 
getting pushed out.  Her family has an acre of space around them which they want to keep. 22 

Ms. Jennifer Harrison, is concerned about multilevel buildings being marketed to 55 and older. 23 
What is the plan if these aren’t attractive to seniors? This is a community that will be highly 24 
impacted by these plans. Residents are deeply concerned and want to be part of the discussions. 25 
They also are concerned about their property values, they bought based on the current zoning. 26 

Mr. Keith Adamson lives on the border of the parking lot of Northampton House, he sympathizes 27 
with the owner. He would like the building saved, but thinks this isn’t the right solution for the 28 
neighborhood. 29 

Mr. Roger Clarke, resident, is concerned that his back yard fence would have 3-story buildings 30 
right next to it.  He would sell and move. 31 

Ms. Sarah Osmond, a homeowner on the west side of Northampton House, asks if these new 32 
properties would be sold or rented? A cousin opened Osmond Senior Living in Lindon, and found 33 
that it was more costly to sustain than they anticipated, and it has gone out of business. More senior 34 
living is needed, she just isn’t sure this is the right location.  A multi-story with stairs isn’t what 35 
seniors will want. 36 
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Mr. Dupaix pulled up google maps of the building, the surrounding area of the old meetinghouse 1 
is still residential.  Old Star Mill operated for decades, but the area around it changed.  He looked 2 
at the terms “accessory” and “appurtenances”, those uses are secondary, subordinate, and 3 
incidental. The way this proposal is laid out, it can’t be considered in our code. High-density 4 
doesn’t make sense here. Star Mill had other prior proposals, it took time to get to where it is today.  5 
He suggests rethinking options, this proposal doesn’t feel like the right solution. He advises Mr. 6 
Yingling to go back to the drawing board, it will take time to come up with the best idea. 7 

Mr. Ryan Hunter agrees with Mr. Dupaix, the Star Mill development was mostly kept to the 8 
original building.  Neighbors that have been there since the 1950s can’t be expected to be pushed 9 
out, the code is there to protect them. He’s in favor of keeping the historic building, but the nature 10 
of historic buildings is that they cost more to maintain. He would be interested in seeing other 11 
options. 12 

Ms. Anderson thanks Mr. Yingling for his time and thought, and also thanks neighbors for their 13 
input. She feels like he is on a good path for finding a solution.  She doesn’t feel that they have the 14 
authority to approve something outside of the code, that would be too far a reach. Given the amount 15 
of thought and thinking outside the box that he has done, there should be other possible options. 16 
She knows that he loves the building and wants to find a way to keep it and also be respectful to 17 
neighbors.  She indicates that we don’t always get things the way we want, the  neighbors may not 18 
always have the same view for example, but code is there to protect residents. 19 

Mr. Dudley states that we do need to start thinking outside the box, so our children can live here. 20 
However, the scope of this project from a zoning standpoint is too much. He recommends pursuing 21 
code amendments after working with neighbors.  22 

Mr. Brocious said that he’s willing to look at alternate solutions and think outside the box, but that 23 
he personally struggles with the high density of this proposal. 24 

Mr. Christiansen expressed appreciation to the citizens for sharing their views, and to the owner 25 
for putting in time and thought. He also suggested pursuing code changes and working with 26 
citizens. 27 

Chairman Woffinden closes the discussion, thanks both Mr. Yingling and residents, and  reiterates 28 
that they are here to protect the rights of both property owners and residents. 29 

 30 

6.  Hearing, review and action on modifications to the TOD – Neighborhood Collector Cross-31 
Section in the Transit-Oriented Development area 32 

Mr. Ben Hunter passed out material on the neighborhood cross-section modifications for the TOD 33 
that were based on feedback from the city council work session the night before.  Travel lanes 34 
have been narrowed, landscaped medians have been removed, and the park strips widened.  The 35 
neighborhood collector cross-section with proposed changes now matches other cross-sections.  36 
Parking will still be provided on shoulders. 37 
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Ms. Anderson asked if there are any other streets left in the TOD with a median.  1 

Mr. Ben Hunter indicated that 700 West and 200 South have adequate space and those 2 roads 2 
would be the only ones with landscaped medians.  These changes are a response to concerns raised 3 
by the fire department regarding medians and road width. 4 

Mr. Christiansen asked why the lanes went from 12 down to 10 feet wide. 5 

Mr. Ben Hunter said that it is for traffic calming purposes, and matches the core. 6 

Mr. Dupaix expressed concern with the 10 foot travel lanes, he’d be more comfortable with 11.  7 
He pointed out that not everyone drives small cars. He feels this may be too tight for the traffic. 8 

Mr. Ryan Hunter agreed with those concerns.  He also has concerns about parking. He does agree 9 
that traffic calming is a positive goal. 10 

Mr. Ben Hunter stated that they’ve been through 30-40 iterations of this, this one has the blessings 11 
of the city council and fire department. 12 

Mr. Brocious motions to approve the amendment to the Cross-Sections of the Neighborhood 13 
Collector of the TOD 14 

Mr. Ryan Hunter seconded the motion.  Voting was as follows: 15 

Chairman Woffinden Aye 16 
  Chris Christiansen  Aye 17 
  Christine Anderson  Aye 18 

Geoff Dupaix   Aye 19 
Harold Dudley  Aye 20 
Rod Brocious   Aye 21 
Ryan Hunter   Aye 22 

    The motion carried. 23 
 24 

7. Other Business 25 
 26 
There was no other business to discuss. 27 
 28 

8. Site Plan Committee Report 29 
 30 

Mr. Knobloch reviewed the upcoming Planning Commission items, these include the 31 
developments moving through TRC. There will be proposed development along 900 West near 32 
Costco, which is proposed to be a bank and an Apollo Burger.  There will also be another code 33 
amendment.  The next meeting will be held on February 19, 2020.  34 

 35 
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9. Review and action on the minutes of the January 22, 2020 Planning Commission Regular 1 
Session 2 

Mr. Dupaix moved to recommend approval of the minutes of the January 22, 2020 Planning 3 
Commission Regular Session. 4 

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

Chairman Woffinden Aye 6 
  Chris Christiansen  Aye 7 
  Christine Anderson  Aye 8 

Geoff Dupaix   Aye 9 
Harold Dudley  Aye 10 
Ryan Hunter   Aye 11 
Rod Brocious   Aye 12 

    The motion carried. 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
10. Adjournment 17 
 18 
Ms. Anderson moved to adjourn.  19 
Mr. Dupaix seconded the motion.  All concurred. 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
Meeting adjourned at  8:45 pm. 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
Lisa Halversen, Administrative Assistant 33 
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