
  
NOTICE OF MEETING AND AGENDA 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
MARCH 23, 2021 AT 7:00 P.M. 

City Council Chambers 
110 South Main Street 

Springville, Utah 84663 
 

 
 
 
The Commissioners will meet for a briefing of the regular session agenda items at 7:00 p.m.  This will be a 
public meeting; however, no testimony will be heard, and no action will be taken on the agenda items.  
The regular session will follow immediately after the briefing meeting. 
 
The agenda will be as follows: 

 
Call to Order 

• Approval of the Agenda 

• Approval of Minutes: March 9, 2021 
 

Consent Agenda 
The Consent Agenda includes items that are administrative actions where no additional discussion is needed. When approved, the 
recommendations in the staff reports become the action of the Commission.  A call for objection or comment will be made on the 
consent agenda items.  If there is any opposition or comment, the item will be taken off the consent agenda and put on the regular 
administrative session meeting agenda for discussion.  If there are no objections or comments, the item(s) will pass without further 
consideration 

 
1. Trevor Sharp seeking commercial site plan approval for Spring Pointe OW, an 

office/warehouse project located at 2188 and 2224 W 500 N in the HC-Highway Commercial 
Zone. 

 
Legislative Session — Public Hearing 
 

2. John York seeking to amend Section 11-4-405 of Springville City Code pertaining to setbacks 
for detached accessory structure rear yard setbacks. (Continued from March 9, 2021) 

 
Administrative Session  
 

3. A presentation and discussion of the Lakeside Landing Special District Plan and Code. 
 

Adjournment 

 
 

THIS AGENDA SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITH A MINIMUM OF 24-HOURS NOTICE 
 

This meeting was noticed in compliance with Utah Code 52-4-202 on March 19, 2021. Agendas and minutes are accessible 
through the Springville City website at www.springville.org/agendas-minutes. Planning Commission meeting agendas are 
available through the Utah Public Meeting Notice website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html. Email subscriptions to Utah Public 
Meeting Notices are available through their website.  
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City will make reasonable accommodations to ensure accessibility to this 
meeting. If you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the Community Development department at 
(801) 491-7861 at least three business days prior to the meeting.  

http://www.springville.org/agendasminutes
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html


 Approved Date: Draft Minutes 
Date of Meeting: March 9, 2021 

Page 1 of 9 

 

 1 
 2 

MINUTES 3 
Planning Commission 4 

Work Session 5 
Tuesday, March 9, 2021 6 

 7 
 8 
IN ATTENDANCE 9 
 10 
Commissioners Present: Chair Brad Mertz, Genevieve Baker, Frank Young, 11 
    Karen Ellingson, Michael Farrer and Rod Parker  12 
 13 
Commissioners Excused:  Kay Heaps 14 
 15 
City Staff:   Josh Yost, Community Development Director 16 
    John Penrod, City Attorney 17 
    Laura Thompson, City Planner 18 
    Heather Bakker, Executive Assistant 19 
 20 
City Council:   Matt Packard 21 

  22 
 23 

CALL TO ORDER 24 
 25 
Chair Mertz called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  26 

 27 
 28 

DISCUSSION OF AGENDA 29 
 30 
Chair Mertz asked if there were any corrections to the agenda. There were no 31 
corrections to the agenda. 32 
 33 
 34 
DISCUSSION OF MINUTES 35 
January 26, 2021 and February 9, 2021 36 
 37 
Chair Mertz asked if there were any corrections to the minutes. The corrections were 38 
emailed in. 39 
 40 

 41 
CONSENT AGENDA 42 
 43 

1. Mike Miller seeking site plan approval for Life Elevated Trailers located at 457 44 
W 410 S in the L-IM Light Industrial Manufacturing Zone. 45 

2. David Simpson seeking preliminary and recommendation for final approval for 46 
the Simpson Industrial Subdivision located in the area of 450 N 1750 W in the 47 
L-IM Light Industrial Manufacturing Zone. 48 
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3. Mike Camberlango seeking preliminary approval for the Saddle Brook Estates 49 
Subdivision located in the area of 1162 W Center in the R1-10 Residential 50 
Single-Family and Westfields Overlay Zones. 51 

4. Tim Kraftson seeking site plan approval for Caliber Collision located at 237 S 52 
2200 W in the HC Highway Commercial Zone. 53 

5. Z-Act, LLC seeking plat amendment approval for Leorah Springs-Phase 2, 54 
located in the area of 750 W 800 S in the R1-10 Residential Single-Family 55 
and Westfields Overlay Zones. 56 
 57 

Chair Mertz asked about Item #5 and the combination of 6 lots into one. He asked how 58 
big that new lot will become. Ms. Thompson said it will be approximately an acre. Chair 59 
Mertz said it looked bigger on the maps, but that is not out of character for that area.  60 

 61 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION 62 
 63 

1. John York seeking to amend Section 11-4-405 of Springville City Code 64 
pertaining to setbacks for detached accessory structure rear yard setbacks. 65 

2. AT&T seeking to amend Section 11-6-410(d)(i) of Springville City Code 66 
pertaining to maximum height of a wireless telecommunication monopole.  67 

 68 
Commissioner Young said he has one question on #7 stating that we are going higher 69 
with the pole than they want us to go and if there is a reason for that. The pole is 80 and 70 
they want to add 30. Ms. Thompson said that the current pole is 114 feet, but to add the 71 
antenna on there, they need an additional 20 feet. Commissioner Young asked if they 72 
are going to do it on the same pole or adding a new pole. Ms. Thompson said yes, it will 73 
be on the same pole. To colocate, and get the other antenna there, they need the 74 
additional 20 feet. Commissioner Young said that it is 130 or so feet and it falls to the 75 
East, it will hit the tracks. He asked if that is OK. Ms. Thompson said hopefully that 76 
doesn’t fall. Commissioner Young hasn’t heard of too many of them falling. 77 
 78 
ADMINISTRATIVE SESSION 79 
 80 
No Items 81 
 82 
With nothing further to discuss, Commissioner Farrer moved to adjourn the meeting. 83 
Commissioner Ellingson seconded the motion. The vote to adjourn the meeting was 84 
unanimous.  85 
 86 
Chair Mertz adjourned the briefing meeting at 7:05 p.m. 87 
 88 
 89 
 90 
 91 
 92 
 93 
 94 
 95 
 96 
 97 
 98 



 Approved Date: Draft Minutes 
Date of Meeting: March 9, 2021 

Page 3 of 9 

 

 99 

MINUTES 100 
Planning Commission 101 

Regular Session 102 
Tuesday, March 9, 2021 103 

 104 
 105 
IN ATTENDANCE 106 
 107 
Commissioners Present: Chair Brad Mertz, Genevieve Baker, Frank Young, 108 
    Karen Ellingson, Michael Farrer and Rod Parker  109 
 110 
Commissioners Excused:  Kay Heaps 111 
 112 
City Staff:   Josh Yost, Community Development Director 113 
    John Penrod, City Attorney 114 
    Laura Thompson, City Planner 115 
    Heather Bakker, Executive Assistant 116 
 117 
City Council:   Matt Packard 118 

 119 
 120 

CALL TO ORDER 121 
 122 
Chair Mertz called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 123 

 124 
 125 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 126 
 127 
Commissioner Young moved to approve the agenda as written. Commissioner Parker 128 
seconded the motion. The vote to approve the agenda was unanimous.  129 

 130 
 131 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 132 
January 26, 2021 and February 9, 2021 133 

 134 
Commissioner Farrer moved to approve the January 26, 2021 and February 9, 2021 135 
meeting minutes with the emailed corrections. Commissioner Young seconded the 136 
motion. The vote to approve the meeting minutes was unanimous. 137 

 138 
 139 

CONSENT AGENDA 140 
 141 

1. Mike Miller seeking site plan approval for Life Elevated Trailers located at 457 142 
W 410 S in the L-IM Light Industrial Manufacturing Zone. 143 

2. David Simpson seeking preliminary and recommendation for final approval for 144 
the Simpson Industrial Subdivision located in the area of 450 N 1750 W in the 145 
L-IM Light Industrial Manufacturing Zone. 146 
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3. Mike Camberlango seeking preliminary approval for the Saddle Brook Estates 147 
Subdivision located in the area of 1162 W Center in the R1-10 Residential 148 
Single-Family and Westfields Overlay Zones. 149 

4. Tim Kraftson seeking site plan approval for Caliber Collision located at 237 S 150 
2200 W in the HC Highway Commercial Zone. 151 

5. Z-Act, LLC seeking plat amendment approval for Leorah Springs-Phase 2, 152 
located in the area of 750 W 800 S in the R1-10 Residential Single-Family 153 
and Westfields Overlay Zones. 154 

 155 
Commissioner Baker moved to approve the Consent Agenda. Commissioner Farrer 156 
seconded the motion. The vote to approve the Consent Agenda was unanimous. 157 
  158 
 159 
LEGISLATIVE SESSION: 160 
 161 

1. John York seeking to amend Section 11-4-405 of Springville City Code 162 
pertaining to setbacks for detached accessory structure rear yard setbacks. 163 

 164 
Josh Yost, Community Development director presented. This is in relation to 165 
attached patio structures, specifically roofed, but unwalled structures. Currently, a 166 
patio cover can be constructed as an accessory structure and those setbacks are six 167 
feet from a house and three feet from the rear and interior side property lines. A patio 168 
cover may also be constructed as a structure attached to the primary structure. And 169 
can extend up to two feet into the side yard and can extend into the rear setback only 170 
15 feet from the rear lot line.  171 
 172 
Mr. York has applied to amend the code such that attached patio structures would 173 
have the same setback as an accessory structure, being 3 feet from the rear and 174 
interior side property line. As staff has reviewed this in accordance with the General 175 
Plan, the General Plan is silent of these accessory structures and lot coverage. In 176 
regards to our code guidance that tells us to analyze if conditions have changed or 177 
are changing to make the amendment necessary, we have not found any conditions 178 
to make it necessary. The applicant’s assertion that the current setbacks can all be 179 
the same doesn't capture that an attached patio cover can be attached to a home 180 
and then has the ability to encroach as previously described into a rear setback that 181 
has an accessory or detached structure is considered the same as other accessory 182 
structures and located six feet from the house, as with other accessory structures, 183 
such as arbors or gazebos.  184 
 185 
As we have looked at this, we also feel that there is the potential for the installation of 186 
such patio structures, especially on an adjacency between homes where there is an 187 
elevation difference. The current code allows for someone to build a detached 188 
accessory structure three feet from the property line. It could create a push so people 189 
could build them attached to the home, essentially extending a weather-protected 190 
outdoor living area almost to the rear of the yard.  191 
 192 
Generally, Staff hasn't been able to identify a compelling reason to reduce the rear 193 
setback for a rear patio cover from 15 feet to 3 feet. As a result, the recommendation 194 
is to forward a recommendation of denial to the City Council. 195 
 196 
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Commissioner Baker asked if there is a limitation on the size or percentage of the lot 197 
on accessory structures. Mr. Yost said there is. There are lot coverage limits for all 198 
structures on your lot, including accessory structures. Commissioner Baker asked if 199 
those would apply if attached to a building. Mr. Yost said it still would as all 200 
structures on the lot add up to that lot coverage limit.  201 
 202 
Chair Mertz said that we compare to what other City’s are doing and asked what 203 
other City’s are doing in regards to these. Mr. Yost didn’t poll other city codes. But 204 
from his former employment in Provo, he knows that they require anything attached 205 
to the home has to meet the setbacks of the house with some minor ability for the 206 
patio to encroach about five feet into the rear setback. Commonly, accessory 207 
structures need to be located at least six feet from the main structure. That comes 208 
from building code.   209 
 210 
Chair Mertz asked if the applicant would like to speak. The applicant, John York, was 211 
not in attendance. John Penrod, City Attorney, said that Mr. York had an attorney 212 
that helped him draft what he supplied with this application. He asked if they had 213 
been notified. Mr. Yost said the standard procedure is to notify the applicant. Chair 214 
Mertz asked if notice is given by phone or email or both. Ms. Thompson said that it is 215 
normally sent in an email. Heather Bakker, Executive Assistant, said that an email 216 
was sent to Mr. York. He did not respond to the email to say he would be here 217 
tonight. Chair Mertz pointed out that he spent $740 on the application. Chair Mertz 218 
said his inclination is to give the benefit of the doubt and postpone to the next 219 
meeting.  220 
 221 
Commissioner Baker moved to continue this item until the next Planning 222 
Commission meeting. Commissioner Farrer seconded. The vote to continue the item 223 
until the next Planning Commission meeting was unanimous.  224 
 225 
 226 

2. AT&T seeking to amend Section 11-6-410(d)(i) of Springville City Code 227 
pertaining to maximum height of a wireless telecommunication monopole.  228 
 229 

Laura Thompson, City Planner, presented. She said this request comes from AT&T to 230 
collocate on an existing monopole that we currently have in the LIM zone in the Spring 231 
Creek Industrial Park. They are asking for a 20-foot extension. The current pole is 114 232 
feet and our current code maxes out at 100. She didn't know if that pole was in prior to 233 
our current code but this amendment would allow monopoles in the LIM and HIM zones 234 
to go to 138 feet as a permitted use. There would still be a conditional use in all other 235 
zones, meaning that they would have a public hearing and we would have to look at the 236 
impacts on the adjacent properties. Other City's are maxed out at 60-80, the most being 237 
100 feet. She couldn't find any that were 138 feet, so that is something to take into 238 
consideration. She knows that with industry standards changing and this has been on 239 
our books and we haven't revisited it, so it is a time to see if we need to adjust the 240 
ordinance.  241 
 242 
In the research, staff found that accommodating the expansion of networks and 243 
transmissions is easiest to creating a well-connected, functioning City and encouraging 244 
providers to collocate on the existing poles, rather than building additional monopoles 245 
elsewhere. For that reason, we recommend approval of this amendment.  246 
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Commissioner Ellingson asked why we are going over the 138 feet over the conditional 247 
use allowed over 110. Ms. Thompson showed a picture and said the existing pole is at 248 
114 feet, and the applicant can better answer why the need the additional height for 249 
service purposes, as it is not her expertise. She said that we want to encourage 250 
colocation, so does it make sense to build up or build additional poles. This pole is at its 251 
maximum height as is.  252 
 253 
Commissioner Young said that when he looked on Google Maps it looked like the pole 254 
at the power plant. He asked if that is this pole or is it another one. Ms. Thompson said 255 
no, this is the pole where the container storage is and the high power tension lines that 256 
are higher than this pole.  257 
 258 
Chair Mertz invited the applicant to speak. Brian Sullivan works with Kelsey Bousquet. 259 
Mr. Sullivan thanked the Commissioners for hearing this case. David Allen who is an 260 
attorney with American Tower is also on the line. This application is to increase the 261 
existing cell tower site from 114 to 138 feet. This does reduce the need for another cell 262 
tower in the area by collating on this site. Industry practice is to collocate. As there are 263 
already two carriers on the existing pole, the increased height is needed to add the third 264 
carrier, AT&T. They are proposing to add an extension on the tower and add AT&T's 265 
equipment on the top. Also adding AT&T's equipment on the top. There won't be a fence 266 
expansion, it will all go inside the cell site compound.  267 
 268 
Chair Mertz pointed out that the report says the antennae shall not exceed 10 feet in 269 
height. He asked if that antennae is going to be above the support structure of 138 feet. 270 
Mr. Sullivan said the existing tower is 114 feet and there are existing antennas installed 271 
at that 114-foot level. Some antennae extend above and below. They are proposing to 272 
add a 19 and a half foot extension on the tower and add AT&T’s equipment on the 273 
extended portion.  274 
 275 
Chair Mertz asked again if there is an antenna on the top of the tower that will extend 276 
above 138 feet. Commissioner Baker additionally asked if we would end up with 148 277 
feet. Mr. Sullivan said no, the top of the antennae’s will be at about 134 feet the 278 
remainder will be below that. Antennae are typically in the neighborhood of 6-8 feet in 279 
height (length). 280 
 281 
Commissioner Farrer asked if you were to put this antenna on a pole in the area and not 282 
add it to the existing pole, would the new pole need to be 138 feet in height. He wants to 283 
know why we are going up and not staying at the same level. Mr. Sullivan said that there 284 
are carriers at the 114-foot level. And the carrier below that one is installed at 100-105 285 
feet, so if we were to install AT&T below that, it would be in the 90-95 feet range and 286 
that is getting very low. Commissioner Farrer said that isn't what he is asking. He 287 
reiterated if he put up another pole, how high would it need to be. Mr. Sullivan said that 288 
they would have an RF engineer study exactly the height that would be needed. The 289 
proposal here is for using this pole at this location. If it is moved to another location, you 290 
have to run the analysis based on that different location. Commissioner Farrer said so 291 
they really don't know how high the pole needs to be. Mr. Sullivan is saying that the new 292 
location would need to analyze that location to determine how high to build the tower. 293 
You can't base it on this tower, because it would be located somewhere else with 294 
different topography and different structures in the area. We would need to analyze that 295 
other location. Commissioner Farrer asked if it has been analyzed at how high it needs 296 
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to be at this location. Mr. Sullivan said yes, and it needs to be 138 feet. Commissioner 297 
Farrer asked why it needs to be higher than the other. Mr. Sullivan said it needs to be 298 
higher so there is space to install them and work on them. You can’t cram them down 299 
onto another carrier’s equipment. Commissioner Farrer asked if they put the pole 10 feet 300 
away from the current pole, how high would it need to be. Mr. Sullivan said that it needs 301 
to have an RF analysis done to determine that exactly. Chair Mertz said that based on 302 
what Mr.Sullivan is saying, it would be about 104 feet for a separate pole.  303 
 304 
Commissioner Ellingson wondered what happens when you go below the existing 305 
carrier on the pole. Mr. Sullivan said that if they go below the lowest carrier, you begin to 306 
lose coverage. The lower we go, the more need there is for more towers.  307 
 308 
Commissioner Farrer asked if AT&T is trying to get better coverage by being so high 309 
and he is not sure that we should be in the business of giving better access to AT&T 310 
than to the other providers. Mr. Sullivan said that they have the opportunity under 311 
section 64-409A to increase the height of this tower up to 20 feet above the highest 312 
carrier. They are using that federal law to expand coverage for what it is intended to do, 313 
and provided better opportunities for colocation and provide coverage.  314 
 315 
Commissioner Young pointed out that it is better for the community than it is for AT&T.  316 
 317 
Chair Mertz opened the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. There were no comments. 318 
Commissioner Young moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Baker 319 
seconded. The vote to close the public hearing was unanimous. The public hearing was 320 
closed at 7:35 p.m. 321 
 322 
Commissioner Parker said it’s better to have one pole and better coverage. 323 
Commissioner Baker added that it is changing it to 20 more feet in those two zones. She 324 
asked for clarification that if we change this, we are not changing the distance between 325 
monopoles, which is a half-mile from each other. Ms. Thompson said that she believes 326 
so.   327 
 328 
Commissioner Baker asked to understand the discussion of the height. She asked if the 329 
support structure can be 138 feet and then the antenna when it says it shall not exceed 330 
10 feet in height, is that 10 feet above the support structure or is it 10 feet total in height. 331 
Ms. Thompson said that is the height of the antenna itself. The total structure would not 332 
exceed 138 feet. Commissioner Baker said she thought things attached could extend 333 
above that. Mr. Sullivan explained the definition of antenna. It isn’t like the one on your 334 
car. It’s more of a panel. The antenna goes around the pole. Commissioner Baker 335 
understood. 336 
 337 
Chair Mertz reminded that anything over 80 feet needs a conditional use permit, so we 338 
are not opening it up to everything. Ms. Thompson said it would be permitted outright in 339 
the LIM and HIM zones, and the others would need a conditional use permit.  340 
 341 
Commissioner Baker asked what the height restriction is for permanent structures in the 342 
LIM and HIM zones. Ms. Thompson said in the LIM it is 75 feet, and she is not sure in 343 
the HIM. 344 
 345 
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Commissioner Farrer is concerned about the carriers already on the pole. He feels it is 346 
like building next to someone without getting permission. Commissioner Young said 347 
they would all be happy. It is like a power pole and the highest voltage is at the top and 348 
then it has the cable TV and fiber that are on the bottom of the pole. The Federal 349 
Government and compliance organizations all agree with where people are located on 350 
the poles.  351 
 352 
Commissioner Parker asked that the other City's maximum height, Payson and Lehi are 353 
at 100, why is it necessary that we go to 138. He then derived that if we are just keeping 354 
it in this specific zone, that that answers his own question. 355 
 356 
Chair Mertz reiterated that it is being allowed in the LIM and HIM zones. Mr. Yost said 357 
something important to remember is that although it is listed as a conditional use in the 358 
other zones, that conditional uses really are permitted unless there is an adverse effect 359 
of the use that we can't mitigate through imposing reasonable conditions, so really 360 
having that as conditional use in the other zones doesn't give us much more discretion 361 
in declining an application to raise the pole height in another zone.  362 
 363 
Commissioner Young moved to recommend approval to the City Council to amend 364 
Section 11-6-410(d)(i) of Springville City Code pertaining to maximum height of wireless 365 
telecommunication monopole. Commissioner Parker seconded the motion. The vote to 366 
approve the Legislative Session item was unanimous. 367 
 368 
 369 
ADMINISTRATIVE SESSION 370 
 371 
No Items 372 

 373 
Commissioner Baker asked if we could look at those conditional uses and see if the 374 
height limitations would be better in different zones and change that and change the 375 
code to take out the conditional use and make it what we really want it to be. Mr. Yost 376 
said that the Planning Commission can make that recommendation for me to bring that 377 
proposal to you. As you just make a recommendation to Council for that, he is not sure 378 
how to proceed, if there was a desire to make a change to the code to make the 379 
recommendation. Commissioner Baker said that not for these zones, but in other zones 380 
where it is listed as a conditional use. Mr. Yost said as far as he knows, you could make 381 
a recommendation to have a maximum by right height in those other zones, and forward 382 
that to the Council. Ms. Thompson asked if she is asking for us to revisit this at a later 383 
time in looking at the conditional uses. Commissioner Baker said it is just that, to take a 384 
look at the conditional uses related to this item and see if we need to revisit it. Not 385 
something specific with this change.  386 
 387 
Commissioner Young said that when 5G comes to our towns, we will have lots of poles 388 
up and down our streets for that and he asked Mr. Yost if anyone had approached him 389 
about that. Mr. Yost said that the State and Federal regulation has preempted our ability 390 
to limit those. We haven't had a provider approach us in regards to adding a small cell 391 
site to accommodate 5G yet, but it may have been he is not aware. At that same time, 392 
State law changed and since that time Federal law has changed and it is muddy. In the 393 
last 2-3 years, no one has approached us.  394 
 395 
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Commissioner Baker asked that with 5G they have to be on new poles. Commissioner 396 
Young said that they are on new equipment. The Tribune has some stories on what it is 397 
doing to Salt Lake City. Mr. Penrod said they require a lot of small cell towers. 398 
Commissioner Young that that is the issue. Mr. Penrod said they are not as tall, about 399 
25-30 feet tall. Chair Mertz said that they can be put on traffic light poles. Commissioner 400 
Baker asked if our ordinance wouldn’t cover that. Mr. Penrod said the small cell towers 401 
have different rules altogether. If you want, we can bring those rules back in a session 402 
and cover them.  403 
 404 
Matt Packard, City Council Representative, asked if it fell to the East, would it cross that 405 
big power line that goes to Stouffers. Chair Mertz said if Councilman Packard wants us 406 
to look at it, we can. 407 
 408 
Chair Mertz asked Director Yost to bring that back at a later time. Mr. Yost said yes, and 409 
to clarify which element regarding the impacts of the possible collapse of that particular 410 
monopole or the height of monopoles, or the distribution of small cell sites, a more 411 
general topic. Councilman Packard said he shifted it and it was back on the relationship 412 
to height, if it fell, would it cross and impede that power line that feeds Stouffers.  413 
 414 
Mr. Penrod said that is something that we can look at between now and when the 415 
Council looks at that recommendation from the Planning Commission. We are now in 416 
the procedural place where a recommendation has been made and we had a public 417 
hearing and the applicants are no longer in this meeting. So for this one moving forward, 418 
we need to move forward with the recommendation made to the Council.  419 
 420 
With nothing further to discuss, Commissioner Baker moved to adjourn the meeting. 421 
Commissioner Young seconded the motion.  422 
 423 
Chair Mertz adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p.m.  424 
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Petitioner: Trevor Sharp 
  533 W State Road, Ste 102 
  Pleasant Grove, UT  84062 
 
Summary of Issues 
 
Does the proposed site plan meet the requirements of Springville City Code? 
 
Background 
 
The proposed 
project consists of 
two large multi-unit 
office/warehouse 
buildings on two 
adjacent lots in the 
Spring Pointe Retail 
Subdivision. 
 
Building one will be 
274,107 square feet 
and building two will 
be 265,185 square 
feet. 
 
Analysis 
 
DEVELOPMENT 
REVIEW 
COMMITTEE (DRC) 
 
The Development 
Review Committee 
reviewed the site 
plan on February 11, 2021 and provided the applicant with a copy of redlined comments on the 
submitted plans and checklist.  Any items not addressed or any additional revisions needed are 
listed below in the “POST DRC COMMENTS” section. 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 
 

Agenda Item #1 
March 23, 2021 

 
March 18, 2021 

TO:          Planning Commission Members 
 
FROM:    Laura Thompson, City Planner II 
 
RE:         Commercial site plan approval for Spring Pointe OW, 

an office/warehouse project located at 2188 and 2224 
W 500 N in the HC-Highway Commercial Zone.   



2 
 

POST DRC COMMENTS 
 

1. Addressing city engineering comments regarding drainage. 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff finds the site plan meets the requirements of Springville City Code and recommends 
approval contingent upon addressing the Post DRC Comments prior to building permit submittal. 
 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to grant site plan approval for Spring Pointe OW, an office/warehouse project located at 
2188 and 2224 W 500 N in the HC-Highway Commercial Zone.   
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PROPOSED LOT 7.1
BLDG AREA:
####### SQ FT PROPOSED

LOT 7.2
BLDG. AREA:
###### SQ FT

Xref .\FloorPlan-LEVEL1(1) 1.27.21 building 7.1.dwgXref .\FloorPlan-LEVEL1(1) 1.27.21 building 7.2.dwg
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DECIDUOUS TREES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT CAL SIZE

Ax'u 4 Acer truncatum x platanoides `JFS-KW187` TM B & B 2"Cal
Urban Sunset Maple

Ag'a 15 Amelanchier x grandiflora `Autumn Brilliance` B & B Multi-trunked
`Autumn Brilliance` Serviceberry

Bp'p 15 Betula platyphylla `Jefpark` B & B 2"Cal
Parkland Pillar Birch

Cc'c 7 Crataegus crus-galli inermis `Cruzam` Crusader B & B 2"Cal
Crusader Cockspur Hawthorn

Fs'o 2 Fagus sylvatica `Red Obelisk` B & B 2"Cal
Red Obelisk European Beech

Tc'e 6 Tilia cordata `Erecta` B & B 2"Cal
Littleleaf Linden

Zs'b 17 Zelkova serrata `Burgundy Vase` B & B 2"Cal
Burgundy Vase Zelkova

DECIDUOUS SHRUBS CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT

Aa'o 66 Amelanchier alnifolia `Obelisk` TM 5 gal
Standing Ovation Serviceberry

Ca'b 30 Cornus alba `Bailhalo` TM 5 gal
Ivory Halo Dogwood

Po'f 19 Physocarpus opulifolius `UMNHarpell` Fireside TM 5 gal
Fireside Ninebark

Po'd 62 Physocarpus opulifolius First Editions `Donna May` 5 gal
Little Devil Ninebark

Rg'l 47 Rhus aromatica `Gro-Low` 5 gal
Gro-Low Sumac

EVERGREEN SHRUBS CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT

Jc'd 40 Juniperus chinensis `Daub`s Frosted` 5 gal
Daub`s Frosted Juniper

Pm's 10 Pinus mugo `Slowmound` 5 gal
Slowmound Mugo Pine

GRASSES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT

Bg'b 274 Bouteloua gracilis `Blonde Ambition` 1 gal
Blonde Ambition Blue Grama

Ca'k 123 Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` 1 gal
Feather Reed Grass

Fm'a 252 Festuca mairei 1 gal
Atlas Fescue

M'ml 8 Miscanthus sinensis `Morning Light` 2 gal
Morning Light Maiden Grass

Pv's 443 Panicum virgatum `Shenandoah` 1 gal
Shenandoah Switch Grass

ROSES CODE QTY BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME CONT

R'ko 57 Rosa x `Radrazz` TM 5 gal
Knock Out Shrub Rose

1 LANDSCAPE
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY COLOR

SODDED LAWN AREA 7,362 sf
LAWN AREAS SHALL BE SOD.  NEW TURF AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH 18%
"BLUESTAR KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS, 19% "MARQUIS" KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS,
17% "NEWPORT" KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS, 17% "TOUCHDOWN" KENTUCKY
BLUEGRASS, 16% "APM PERENNIAL RYEGRASS, 13% "ACCENT PERENNIAL
RYEGRASS OR APPROVED EQUAL AT A RATE OF 220 LBS. PER ACRE. FINE
LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO LAYING SOD.
ALL LAWN AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH 100% COVERAGE BY POP-UP
SPRAY HEADS AND GEAR-DRIVEN ROTORS.  ALL DECIDUOUS AND CONIFER
TREES PLANTED WITHIN SOD AREAS SHALL HAVE A FOUR FOOT(4`)
DIAMETER TREE RING COVERED WITH CHOCOLATE BROWN BARK MULCH,
NO SHREDDED FINES. SUBMIT SAMPLES TO BE APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT AND OWNER BEFORE INSTALLATION.

3/4" (COTTONWOOD FRACTURED) STONE MULCH PLANTING AREAS TO 35,943 sf
RECEIVE MIN. 12" DEPTH OF QUALITY TOPSOIL. IF TOPSOIL IS PRESENT ON
SITE, PROVIDE SOIL TEST TO DETERMINE SOIL QUALITY FOR PROPOSED
PLANTINGS.  PROVIDE 3" DEPTH OF STONE MULCH TOP DRESSING. ASPHALT
MATERIALS 801-561-4231

2"-3" (SANTE FE)50% 1/2 (SANTE FE)50% FOR STREAMBED LOOK AND 10,603 sf
RETENTION AREA - STONE MULCH PLANTING AREAS TO RECEIVE MIN. 12"
DEPTH OF QUALITY TOPSOIL. IF TOPSOIL IS PRESENT ON SITE, PROVIDE SOIL
TEST TO DETERMINE SOIL QUALITY FOR PROPOSED PLANTINGS.  PROVIDE 3"
DEPTH OF STONE MULCH TOP DRESSING. ASPHALT MATERIALS - 801-561-4231

1 LANDSCAPE
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY COLOR

BOULDERS - DECORATIVE 55

1 LANDSCAPE
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY COLOR

1 1/2” (SUNBURST) STONE MULCH 18,561 sf
PROVIDE 3” DEPTH OF STONE MULCH TOP DRESSING TO AID IN WEED
SUPPRESSION. KEEP ROCK FROM WITHIN ONE FOOT OF TREE TRUNK OR
CENTER OF PLANT. ASPHALT MATERIALS - 801-561-4231
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Petitioner: John York 

Summary of Issues 

Is the proposed amendment in accordance with the General Plan of the City? 

Do changed or changing conditions make the proposed amendment necessary to the 
promotion of the purposes of the Development Code of Springville, Utah? 

Background 

Mr. York constructed a rear yard patio cover that exceeds the required setbacks for such 
structures. Currently either a patio cover may be constructed as an accessory structure 
and must be set back at least six feet (6’) from the primary structure and three feet (3’) 
from the property line, or it can be attached to the primary structure and may extend up 
to two feet (2’) into any required side yard and must be setback at least fifteen feet (15’) 
from the rear lot line. Mr. York desires to amend the code so that patio cover structures 
that are attached to a home can extend to within three feet from rear and interior side 
yard property lines. 

Analysis 

The General Plan is silent on the specific issues of accessory structures and lot coverage. 

Staff does not find that changed or changing conditions make the proposed amendment 
necessary to the promotion of the purposes of the Development Code of Springville, 
Utah. The applicant asserts that the current setbacks required in the ordinance put all 
accessory structure in the same “bucket” and do not consider factors specific to the type 
of structure being built. In fact, attached covered patio structures are not accessory 
structures and permitted by code to be attached directly to the home and are permitted 
to encroach 10’ into the required rear yard setback. As explained in the background 
section, open patio structures, or other open structures such as arbors or gazebos can be 
built as accessory structures, but must be located at least six feet from the home and 
three feet from property lines. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item 2  
March 23, 2021 

TO:    Planning Commission Members 

FROM:    Josh Yost 

RE:         John York seeking to amend Section 11-4-405 of 
Springville City Code pertaining to setbacks for 
detached accessory structure rear yard setbacks. 
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Permitting rear yard attached patio cover structures to follow the accessory structure 
setbacks of 3 feet to the property line would allow property owners to cover a majority of 
their rear yard. The applicant states “With lot sizes decreasing, even on the sloping lots on 
the east side of Springville, this type of structure helps a "downhill" lot owner maintain 
some privacy in an outdoor setting.” Yet this type of structure would also permit an uphill 
lot to install an attached patio cover that substantially encroached on the uphill view of 
the downhill lot.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff is not able to identify a compelling reason to essentially reduce the rear setback for 
attached patio covers from 15’ to 3’.  
 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to recommend denial of the proposed amendment to Section 11-4-405 of 
Springville City Code pertaining to setbacks for detached accessory structure rear yard 
setbacks. 
 
Attachment 1: Application and Proposed Text Amendment 
 
 



AMENDMENTS TO TITLE AND ZONE MAP APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

It is intended that all amendments to Titles 11 & 14 shall be made in accordance with the General Plan of the City. 
It is hereby declared to be public policy that these Titles shall not be amended, unless it can be shown that 
changed or changing conditions make the proposed amendment necessary to the promotion of the purposes of 
these Titles. 

Applicants are encouraged to meet with planning staff prior to submitting an application for a zone map I text 
amendment to determine conformance of the request with the Land Use Plan. 

ZONE MAP AMENDMENT SUBMITTALS 

1. Application and applicable fee paid in cash or check (made payable to Springville City) for $640; 
2. A written statement explaining the desired amendment and supporting reasons for the request; 
3. A vicinity map, drawn to scale and showing the names and addresses of the owners of adjacent property; 
4. An accurate legal description of the property for which the change is sought. 

ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT SUBMITTALS 

1. Application and applicable fee paid in cash or check (made payable to Springville City) for $740; 
2. A written statement explaining the need for the proposed amendment and supporting reasons for the 

request; 
3. Copy of the proposed text change; underline new language and strike o~t laRg~age to be removed. 

PROCESS 

Once the Planning Staff determines the application to be complete, staff reports will be written and a public hearing 
scheduled with the Planning Commission in accordance with §11-7-102 and §14-1-109. 

After the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall review the application and make a recommendation to the 
City Council for approval, approval with modifications, or denial. 

The City Council will then schedule and hold a public hearing and after due consideration may approve, approve 
with modification, or deny the proposed amendment. 

APPROVAL STANDARDS 

• Is the proposal consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan? 
• Will the proposal be harmonious with the overall character of the existing property? 
• How will the change effect adjacent properties? 

Denial of an application to amend the zoning map to reclassify any parcel of property shall prohibit the filing of 
another application to amend the zoning map to reclassify the same parcel of property, or any portion thereof, to 
the same zone classification within one year of the date of the final denial by the municipal council of the previous 
application, unless the planning and zoning review committee finds that there has been a substantial change in the 
circumstances or sufficient new evidence as submitted by the applicant in writing since the denial of the previous 
application to merit consideration of a second application within the one year time period. 
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Statement explaining the need for the proposed amendment, and supporting reasons for the 
request 

Need for the proposed amendment: 

The current ordinance set-backs put all accessory structures in the same "bucket". They do not 
consider factors specific to the type of structure being built. 

Supporting reasons for the request: 

Designers of open patio cover structures often put the structure in close proximity to the home. 
While this is not the case in covered structures, such as garages and shops, it is more 
aesthetically appealing and functional in open structures. This design provides more shaded 
space in the summer, and at the same time, reduces slip and fall hazards that would occur in 
the winter with a six foot uncovered setback. 

With lot sizes decreasing, even on the sloping lots on the east side of Springville, this type of 
structure helps a "downhill" lot owner maintain some privacy in an outdoor setting. 



11-4-405 Accessory Use Structures. 
Setbacks A1 R1-15 R1-10 R1-8 R1-5 R2 RMF-1 RMF-2 

Minimum 
Setbacks for 
Accessory 
Buildings 
and Struc-
tures (in 
feet)8 

Front Yard Behind the front wall plane 
Side Yard 
(for build-

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
ings <8 feet 
in height) 
Side Yard 
(for build-
ings between 6 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 
8 and 10 feet 
in height) 
Side Yard 
(for build-

10 10 8 8 3 3 3 3 
ings > 10 feet 
in height) 
Side Yard on 
street front-

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 
age (corner 
lot)9 

Rear Yard 
(for build-
ings 15 feet 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
or less in 
height) 
Rear Yard 
(for build-
ings > 15 10 10 
feet in 
height) 
Accessory 
Use Mini-
mum Set-
back from 
Principal 
Structure 
(in feet) 
On same lot 
(between 
any portion 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
of the build-
ings)10. 
On adjacent 

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
lot 
Agricultur-
al Struc-
tures Min-
imum Set-
backs (in 
feet) 
Front Yard 100' 100' 
Side Yard 10' 10' 
Rear Yard 10' 10' 

8. Any accessory building or structure not over 120 square feet in area or over 8 feet in height must meet all of the setback requirements 
excepting the rear yard and interior side yard setbacks, which are reduced to 1 '. 
9. On comer lots where the driveway enters from the side yard, the side yard setback increases to 25 ' . 
(Amended by Ordinance No 39-2006, 12/19/2006) 
10. The City may issue permits for rear yard unwalled patio coverings that are closer than 6 ' from the Principal Structure, where the rear 
yard is enclosed by a properly permitted privacy fence, and the patio covering is professionally designed, constructed by a licensed contrac-
tor, and will not intrude onto neighboring properties. 
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