
Wednesday, August 4, 2021
Planning Commission

Planning Commission Agenda

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Planning Commission of Spanish Fork, Utah, will hold a
meeting in the Council Chambers, City Hall, at 40 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah, with a
Planning Commission work session commencing at 5:00 p.m. and a Planning Commission meeting
commencing at 6:00 p.m. on August 4, 2021.


Planning Commissioners


Kevin Oyler

John Mendenhall

Todd Mitchell

Shauna Warnick

Joseph Earnest

Jesse Cardon


SPANISH FORK CITY does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion,
age or disability in the employment or the provision of services. The public is invited to participate in
all Spanish Fork City Planning Commission Meetings located at the Council Chambers, City Hall, at 40
South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah. If you need special accommodation to participate in the
meeting, please contact the Community Development Office at 801-804-4580.

1. Work Session (5:00 p.m.) No formal actions are taken in a work session.
2. Minutes





 



 



 





File Attachments
minutes.planningcommission.7-7-2021.pdf (105 KB)

3. Conditional Use Permit (Public Hearing)




 



 


Subject A. July 7, 2021

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 2. Minutes

Access Public

Type Action, Minutes

Subject A. 200 EAST 2021 CELL TOWER MODIFICATION. The proposal involves adding
equipment on an existing tower located at approximately 1501 North 200 East.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 3. Conditional Use Permit (Public Hearing)

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5F7ZS5046B7/$file/minutes.planningcommission.7-7-2021.pdf



 





File Attachments
report.pc.200eastcelltowermodify.8-4-2021.pdf (8,137 KB)

4. Zone Change (Public Hearing)




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.wasatchpallet.8-4-2021.pdf (1,640 KB)





 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.slimchickens.8-4-2021.pdf (10,140 KB)

5. Preliminary Plat




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.johnsonsubdivision.8-4-2021.pdf (2,958 KB)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. WASATCH PALLET. The proposal involves changing the current Zone from I-1 to
I-2 for a parcel located at approximately 800 West 1000 North.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 4. Zone Change (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject B. SLIM CHICKENS. The proposal involves changing the current Zone from R-1-6 to
C-2 with the Development Enhancement Overlay for property located at 990 North
400 East.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 4. Zone Change (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. JOHNSON SUBDIVISION. The proposal involves the Preliminary Plat of a Master
Planned Development including fifty-three (53) residential lots located at
approximately 1000 South 3400 East.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 5. Preliminary Plat

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5DJD94CA350/$file/report.pc.200eastcelltowermodify.8-4-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5DJJM4D6D42/$file/report.pc.wasatchpallet.8-4-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5DJLH4DB470/$file/report.pc.slimchickens.8-4-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5F7YS4FC312/$file/report.pc.johnsonsubdivision.8-4-2021.pdf


6. Annexation




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.utahwest.8-4-2021.pdf (2,422 KB)

7. Title 15 Amendments (Public Hearing)




 



 



 





File Attachments
memo.mdp.trees.5-28-2021.pdf (92 KB)

8. Transportation Master Plan (Public Hearing)




 



 



 





File Attachments
TMP CC Memo - Jun 30, 2021.pdf (390 KB)

9. Adjourn

Subject A. UTAH WEST. The proposal requests that 119 acres located at approximately 1600
North 900 West be annexed into the City.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 6. Annexation

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. TITLE 15 AMENDMENTS.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 7. Title 15 Amendments (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN.

Meeting Aug 4, 2021 - Planning Commission

Category 8. Transportation Master Plan (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5DKHJ51F457/$file/report.pc.utahwest.8-4-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5F827508742/$file/memo.mdp.trees.5-28-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C5CKYZ525C49/$file/TMP%20CC%20Memo%20-%20Jun%2030%2C%202021.pdf


Draft Minutes
Spanish Fork City Planning Commission

40 South Main Street
Spanish Fork, UT 84660

July 7, 2021

Commission Members Present: Chairman Kevin Oyler, John Mendenhall, Shauna Warnick,
Joseph Earnest, Jesse Cardon. Absent: Todd Mitchell.

Staff Members Present: Dave Anderson, Community Development Director; Brandon
Snyder, City Planner; Michael Clark, Staff Engineering, Kimberly Brenneman, Community
Development Department Secretary.

Citizens Present: Peter Matson, Craig Jacobsen, John Tyrrell, Rob McNeel, Millie Ahplanhap.

WORK SESSION

Chairman Oyler called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.

PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES
Pledge of Allegiance
Commissioner Cardon led the pledge.

MINUTES

June 2, 2021

Commissioner Cardon moved to approve the minutes from June 2, 2021.

Commissioner Mendenhall seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (Public Hearing)
1150 EAST 2021 CELL TOWER MODIFICATION

Brandon Snyder used the screen to explain the locations and proposed upgrades of both
the 1150 East cell tower and the 500 South cell tower. Staff has no concerns about either
proposal.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked Brandon Snyder if maintenance on these cell towers
could happen at inconvenient times and be a nuisance to neighbors.

Brandon Snyder stated that he believes work on the towers will not be a nuisance to
anyone.
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Chairman Oyler asked Brandon if the cell towers in the City are owned by one entity or
shared.

Brandon Snyder stated that most are shared.  One company leases the land while another
is in charge of construction and maintenance of the tower.

Commissioner Cardon asked what would lead to a masonry wall being put around the 1150
East cell tower but not the 500 South cell tower.

Brandon Snyder responded that it is due to location. The 1150 East cell tower is on City
public property whereas the 500 South cell tower is on a business’s property.

Dave Anderson said that the City installed the wall, not the company affiliated with the cell
tower.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

There was no public comment.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

Commissioner Earnest moved to recommend to approve the 1150 East 2021 Cell Tower
Modification to the City Council based on the following finding and conditions.

Finding:
1. That the proposal conforms to the City’s Zoning Map.

Conditions:
1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning requirements and Construction

Standards.
2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.

Commissioner Cardon seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

500 SOUTH 2021 CELL TOWER MODIFICATION

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

There was no public comment.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 6:08 p.m.

Commissioner Warnick moved to recommend the 251 West 500 South 2021 Cell Tower
Modification to the City Council based on the following findings and conditions.

Finding:
1. That the proposal conforms to the City’s Zoning Map.
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Conditions:
1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning requirements and Construction

Standards.
2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.

Commissioner Earnest seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Preliminary Plat
SWIFT CREEK

Dave Anderson explained the location of the property at hand.  It is near US Hwy 6 and
3400 East.  Multiple residential developments are occurring in the area.

The Baum family’s property is not included in the current site but the design would
accommodate future growth in that area.

A potential conflict is that the development includes long straight streets which are
conducive to fast driving.  Staff proposes narrowing the street in two areas as a traffic
calming measure.

Dave Anderson emphasized that the applicant has stayed within the criteria for lot size.

Chairman Oyler asked what the average lot size is.

Brandon Snyder replied that it is 15,793 square feet.

Dave Anderson mentioned that developments of this character and density are becoming
more rare in the City.  He thinks projects like these are helpful for maintaining balance with
the newer high density developments in the area.

A trail will be included in this development.  It will run along Highway 6 to connect with
other trail networks in the City to the north and south.  One day the trail might extend all
the way to the River Bottoms.

Chairman Oyler asked if the proposed trail will connect to the cul-de-sac.

Dave Anderson replied that they do not.

Commissioner Warnick asked where the trail will run in the southeast corner of the
property.  The southeast corner of the property will not have any houses built on it in this
stage of development.

Michael Clark explained that that corner of the property has some major elevation changes
within it.  So rather than traverse it, the trail will run north along the street that will connect
this development to 3400 East.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked if the lots would be developed individually or by one
developer.
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Craig Jacobsen answered that it will be mostly one developer.

Commissioner Earnest asked if there are floor plan standards in the City.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked what roads will be included in phase 1 of construction.

Dave Anderson clarified that the road on the north end of the property will be built with
phase 1 and the roads on the south end of the property will be built in phase 2.

Commissioner Cardon mentioned that Mrs.  Baum has expressed concern over fencing
along her property and asked what fencing requirements the City can require.

Dave Anderson stated that in the City there are no fencing requirements for single family
developments that contain individual lots.

Commissioner Cardon asked if the ditch in that area runs through their property.

Rob McNeel stated that the ditch does not run along their property.  (6:23)

Commissioner Warnick mentioned that there has been discussion about including street
trees.  She asked if the developer is interested in including street trees in the development.

Craig Jacobsen said the City has no street tree requirements, so they have no plans to
include street trees in the development.

Commissioner Warnick mentioned that requirements are coming down the pipe, so this
development could be a pioneer of street trees.

Peter Matson asked if the City has a street tree ordinance.

Dave Anderson clarified the existing rules of the City.

Craig Jacobsen stated that trees are always provided in their developments.  He believes
the City should not make street trees a requirement.

Commissioner Earnest stated that the development is a Master Planned Development and
so the City is within its rights and abilities to impose for extra conditions.

Chairman Oyler stated that he is not comfortable requiring street trees of the development
until the City makes it an official requirement through an ordinance.

Commissioner Warnick clarified that she meant to just suggest that the developer could
include street trees and did not mean for a new requirement to be imposed.

Chairman Oyler asked if the City has landscape timing requirements.
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Dave Anderson explained the City’s rules regarding landscaping requirements.

Commissioner Earnest asked Dave Anderson to speak to if the site mets zoning by right.

Dave Anderson stated that the City has latitude to require certain things due to the site.  He
mentioned that the history of the site is important. Up until the inclusion of the trail, the
site met standard subdivision requirements.

Commissioner Earnest asked if there will be a masonry wall between the houses in the
development and the trail.

Dave Anderson stated that there will be a masonry wall as well as a chainlink fence.

Chairman Oyler asked if the irrigation ditch on lot 21 included an access to the trail.

Dave Anderson stated that there is only room for the irrigation ditch so there will not be an
access point there.

Chairman Oyler would like the development to include more points of access from the
houses to the trail.

Dave Anderson stated that that was discussed in the Development Review Committee but
not required in the end.

Chairman Oyler asked what the developer thinks about cutting some land from lot 28 so
another access can be included.

Rob McNeel stated that there have been previous discussions about including more access.
They widened access points to the trail.

Dave Anderson mentioned that that was discussed in the Development Review
Committee and determined to be unnecessary.  Normally they will decrease 10 lots by 2
feet rather than one lot by 20.

Michael Clark stated that other developments have had a similar amount of access points.
There are two access points to the trail in the subdivision.

Commissioner Cardon asked what the rest of the Planning Commission thinks about extra
access points.  It is a long distance from one side of the development to the other.

Chairman Oyler mentioned that if he lived there he would like additional access

Craig Jacobsen asked if the City has access standards.

Dave Anderson answered that the City does not.

Michael Clark mentioned that the City has walkways in subdivisions in different
developments.
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Michael Clark showed the example of a similar walkway in his neighborhood.

Michael Clark answered it is 12 feet wide.

Commissioner Earnest would like a corridor, as well as street trees.

Chairman Oyler asked if anyone on the Commission had any additional comments to
share.

Commissioner Earnest moved to recommend to approve the Swift Creek Preliminary Plat
to the City Council based on the following finding and conditions.

Finding:
1. That the boundary line agreement and grantor issue with Utah County be

resolved.

Conditions:
1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning requirements and Construction

Standards,
2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.
3. That the applicant widens both trail access drive aisles on the south side of

the project from 10 feet to 25 feet per the criteria of the Parks Department.
4. That the applicant addresses any concerns raised by the City’s Power and

Engineering Departments.
5. That the applicant realigns the irrigation ditches as discussed.
6. That the applicant designs a low maintenance landscaping plan for the park

strips on the north and south access roads.
7. That the applicant includes sidewalks on the access roads.
8. That the applicant includes trees in parkstrips as approved by staff.

No other Commissioners seconded the motion and the motion failed.

Commissioner Warnick mentioned it would be nice to have a note encouraging street
trees, but they should not be required.

Chairman Oyler asked if there are plans to include any trees in the development.

Craig Jacobsen said no.  Their developments that have included street trees in the past
have been master planned communities with a park and other amenities.

Craig Jacobsen stated that they thought there would be other zoning possibilities given
the higher density of nearby developments.  Higher density developments allow for more
amenities.  They are not sure if they will build the project or if another builder will do the
project.  That is why they are hesitant to agree to specific requirements that may apply to
someone else.  Margins for housing construction are being squeezed, they don't want extra
requirements imposed beyond what is standard.
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Commissioner Warnick stated that the site is designated as Estate Density.  It is not a
requirement to include street trees but would be nice for the neighborhood if they did.

Craig Jacobsen believes that because the homes are nice, homeowners may take the
initiative to plant street trees.

Commissioner Cardon believes that the City should move forward with making street tree
requirements an official part of City’s code.

Chairman Oyler stated he does not know enough about street trees to require them.  What
is the timeline with planting the trees and installing irrigation?

Commissioner Mendenhall mentioned that this is only a Preliminary Plat.  He asked Dave
Anderson if these specifications can be decided with a Final Plat.

Commissioner Earnest wants to make it clear that he recommends that there be street
trees in the development.

Commissioner Mendenhall mentioned that he was required to put trees in when he built
homes.  He understands developer constraints with profit margins, but that is a part of
construction and that cost can be passed onto the home buyer.  The most important thing
is not cost, it is what we want to see in the development. The City Council can remove the
tree requirements if they do not agree with the requirement.

Commissioner Warnick asked if they can recommend street trees without requiring them.

Dave Anderson clarified that the Commission can recommend anything, but cannot
require anything.  He mentioned that there is no Zone Change required by this
development, unlike many other developments the City has recently had.  When a
development involves a Zone Change, it is easier to tack on extra requirements.  The
appropriate zoning for this site is already in place so the developer has certain rights as long
as the proposal is consistent with underlying zoning. This case is a little different because it
is master planned so the City Council has more leeway to require extra conditions.  This
project would not be a Master Planned Development were it not for the trail.  The Planning
Commission can make any recommendations they like.

Michael Clark stated an estimated cost of street trees. The developer could squeeze in two
more lots to offset the cost of putting in trees.

Commissioner Earnest stated that he does not like trees enough to increase density.

Chairman Oyler asked if this development will come with a landscaping plan.

Dave Anderson stated that single family individual lots never have landscape plans.

Chairman Oyler asked when they can continue the discussion on making street trees an
official requirement.
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Dave Anderson stated that the Development Review Committee can consider street tree
requirements and by the next Planning Commission meeting there will be drafted code to
consider.

Commissioner Mendenhall mentioned that the topic of street tree requirements has been
discussed multiple times.  This could be the catalyst to finalize requirements.

Commissioner Earnest stated that street tree requirements would be needed to impose
street trees on developments that can be built by right, but because this is a Master
Planned Development they are able to require them without an official ordinance.

Craig Jacobsen mentioned he has worked as an attorney. He believes that there will be a
problem with code enforcement if the City imposes a vague street tree requirement as
opposed to having local HOAs enforce something uniform.

Commissioner Warnick thanks Craig Jacobsen for his thoughts and perspective.  She
believes that if the Commission recommends street trees, that can show that the City is
serious about street tree requirements which in turn could be a catalyst for creating an
official street tree requirement.

Commissioner Cardon stated that he believes this is an important discussion to have.

Dave Anderson mentioned that part of a Master Planned Development is that there is give
and take.  He believes no one would notice one or two extra homes in the development.  If
that is what is needed to have street trees that could be worthwhile.

Chairman Oyler stated that he likes that idea.

Commissioner Warnick stated that she also likes that compromise.

Discussion ensued regarding what the lot size would be due to this change.  The lots would
still be sufficiently large.

Craig Jacobsen stated that they would support a condition of 2 street trees per lot if they
could add a few lots.

Chairman Oyler asked what is necessary to codify this change now.

Dave Anderson said staff should make a recommendation that the project can add more
density in whatever way they deem best prior to the meeting with the City Council.

Craig Jacobsen asked the Commission to move the proposal forward so they do not have
weather constraints to delay construction.

Chairman Oyler asked if they can have a new Preliminary Plat in before next week's City
Council meeting.

Dave Anderson stated the City Council will want to see a design showing how many lots
they would be approving.
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Craig Jacobsen stated they think they can have something ready for the City Council next
week.

Commissioner Earnest moved to recommend to approve the Swift Creek Preliminary Plat
to the City Council based on the following finding and conditions.

Finding:
1. That the application conforms to the City’s General Plan Designation and

Zoning Map.
2. That the proposal conforms with the Master Planned Development

requirements of the R-1-15 zone.

Conditions:
1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning requirements and Construction

Standards,
2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.
3. That the applicant widens both trail access drive aisles on the south side of

the project from 10 feet to 25 feet per the criteria of the Parks Department.
4. That the applicant addresses any concerns raised by the City’s Power and

Engineering Departments.
5. That the applicant realigns the irrigation ditches as discussed.
6. That the applicant designs a low maintenance landscaping plan for the park

strips on the north and south access roads.
7. That the applicant includes sidewalks on the access roads.
8. That the applicant includes trees in parkstrips as approved by staff.  The intent

is to have 2 trees per lot, but the final distance needs to be approved by staff.
9. That the applicant can add 2 more lots to the development, but still needs to

comply with master planned zoning requirements.

Commissioner Mendenhall seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Craig Jacobsen thanked the Commission for being able to have a cordial discussion on the
matter.

Discussion ensued regarding potential distance requirements for street trees.

Michael Clark pulled up an image of a development called Ivory Homes to give an example
of what a community with street trees looks like.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated that trees can block a view.  The City should be careful
with arbitrary requirements because some people may not like trees.

Commissioner Earnest mentioned if we keep trees as a condition tied to Master Planned
Developments the requirements can be more flexible.

Chairman Oyler stated they need to consider if trees should be one species or multiple.  His
wife did not want trees in their planter because she wanted the house to be visible.
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Everyone has a different perspective on it so it should be part of Master Planned
Development requirements rather than zoning requirements.

Dave Anderson stated that uniformity of species, spacing, and height are very beneficial.
The City can follow other models from other municipalities on what works best and what is
most important to a street tree ordinance.

Commissioner Mendenhall mentioned that trees can die easily here.  We should be careful
about what species we include to ensure that they can survive here.

Chairman Oyler stated that this compromise worked tonight because the developer had
some wiggle room.  Other developers may not have extra room to be able to compromise.

Commissioner Cardon stated that there can be give and take in the approval process and
now developers can see that.

Commissioner Warnick stated that the Commission has a commitment to the beauty of
the City.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated he appreciates Commissioner Earnest’s tenacity in
debating the topic of street trees with the developer.

TITLE 15 (Public Hearing)
Title 15 Amendments

Dave Anderson stated there have been some changes in the text amendments since the
last meeting.  Agritainment is a defined use, as are feedlots.  There are some legacy land
uses in the City that we can regulate better by defining grain mills as a land use.  Financial
Institutions are now a defined use.  It should be made clear that agricultural uses are
allowed in industrial zones but that feedlots are not.  The definition of meat processing
facilities has not changed since last time.  He believes the feedlot is the most obnoxious
part of other meat processing facilities, so it should be clear the City does not allow feedlots.
A maximum size of 20 acres and a maximum animal processing capacity are important
criteria to include to ensure these developments are not more off-putting than other
industrial uses in the area.  The Shopping Center zone is now being proposed as a zone that
can accommodate the development enhancement zone.

The City needs to up its game with enforcement, what is being proposed is a
multi-disciplinary approach that encourages quick compliance with the code.

Chairman Oyler asked how much time there is to comply between the first and second
code violations.

Commissioner Earnest stated the document says 10 days are given to comply.

Dave Anderson confirmed that it is 10 days.
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Commissioner Earnest asked where the language about noncompliance procedures was
pulled from.

Dave Anderson said the language is constitutional.

Commissioner Earnest is concerned that there is not an administrative way to discuss a
violation before supposed violators are sent to court.

Discussion ensued regarding what an administrative resolution can and should look like.

Commissioner Mendenhall said that too many loopholes can be bad, spelling it out clearly
could be beneficial and simplify things.

Commissioner Warnick stated that she is concerned that we are going from too much
leeway in the code to not enough leeway.

Commissioner Mendenhall would like to strike horses from the Meat Processing text.  Right
now, horse-owners in Utah don’t have somewhere to take dying horses, but the issue
brings up emotions.  He does not know of anywhere in Utah that processes horses.

Dave Anderson asked if Commissioner Mendenhall’s comment only applies to places that
process horses for human consumption.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated that his fear is that if horse processing is left in the
ordinance, someone will take advantage of that.  He would like that language removed.

Dave Anderson stated that he is ok with taking horse processing out of the code.

Commissioner Earnest stated that there is no federal code for horse processing and he
believes it is generally discouraged.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 7:37 p.m.

Millie Ahplanhap stated that the slaughterhouse will be in her backyard.  They met with the
Smiths last week and are confident they will be good neighbors.  Her complaint is that Title
15 Amendments have insufficient public notice.  She was disappointed that when a new
public notice was sent out, it was very vague and did not mention what specifically was
being changed.  She would like the public to be more informed on what is going on in the
Planning Commission.

She also stated that she would like for agricultural spaces in the City to be preserved.  Prices
of hay are increasing and people cannot afford to feed their horses.  She stated that when
large developments occur, spaces for growing hay are further limited.  She asked the
Commission to be considerate of the agricultural roots of the area.  She appreciates the
time of the Commission.

Chairman Oyler asked Millie Ahplanhap to confirm that her requests are increased public
notice, preservation of the agricultural roots of the area, and striking the language in the
code allowing for horse processing.
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She confirmed those are her requests.  She stated that there is an emotional element to
putting down a horse.  She has her horses on 3400 East, crossing the railroad is a concern.
She is concerned about how increased development in that area will impact the streets
there.

Discussion ensued regarding the status of roads in the area.

Dave Anderson stated that the road situation will get worse before it gets better.  Once
houses are being built that should spur improvements. Powerhouse Road and US Hwy 6
will be improved this year.

Chairman Oyler asked if there are any other comments.

Michael Clark stated that UDOT rarely builds in advance, the problem has to be bad before
there is movement.

Commissioner Earnest asked if staff can present the situation to UDOT.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked Millie Ahplanhap if she owns the whole lot her house is
on.

She stated that she does.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked if the property is in the City.

She stated that the property is in the county, the previous owner was approached by
developers but did not want to sell to them.  The Ahplanhaps aren't interested in selling to
developers either at the time but might consider in the future.  This property is their dream
home

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 7:47 p.m.

Chairman Oyler asked if the Commission has any other comments.

Commissioner Cardon moved to recommend to approve the The Title 15 Amendments as
recommended by staff in striking horses from the proposed language.

Commissioner Warnick seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Commissioner Warnick stated that she likes the idea of putting out more specific public
notices.

Dave Anderson stated that staff can do more and so far has just been meeting the
minimum requirements.

Commissioner Earnest asked if the public notice that is sent has a link to the
accompanying staff report.
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Chairman Oyler asked what the notice looks like.

Dave Anderson stated that they are required to put notices on a State website.

Millie Ahplanhap stated that she uses the website but all it says is that Title 15 amendments
will be discussed.

Commissioner Cardon asked if there is a notice requirement for posting the agenda.

Dave Anderson said 24 hours.

Chairman Oyler stated that there are public notice signs and the City could include a QR
code on those.

Dave Anderson stated that staff has explored that option.  Those signs are normally for
specific properties, but with a QR code they would be able to access a staff report.

Chairman Oyler stated that it would be nice to provide more detailed public notices.

Commissioner Warnick stated that notice on website could inform someone.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated that humans don't always follow through on things.
There used to be a requirement to put changes in the newspaper.  Now we overlook things,
even people who are interested cannot find the notices. It can be difficult for some people
to find where to get information from.

Chairman Oyler stated that a website for new developments could inform people.  It would
be nice to have a convenient spot to learn more about developments.

Commissioner Cardon mentioned that these changes would increase transparency.

Dave Anderson stated that the City is not staffed to maintain that level of consistently high
detail in public notices.  The City receives multiple applications a week and multiple
iterations of each application.  He is just as concerned about sending out outdated
information as he is about having no information at all.  However the City should stay up to
date on its method of communication with the public.

Commissioner Mendenhall mentioned that up to date communication always requires a
lot of work.

Michael Clark mentioned that there are 53 developments currently in the development
process.

Commissioner Warnick appreciates that the City does have an online presence.

OTHER BUSINESS
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Chairman Oyler moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:00 p.m.

Commissioner Mendenhall seconded the motion.

Adopted:

Jackson Dille
Community Development
Planning Intern
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

40 SOUTH MAIN STREET | SPANISH FORK, UT 84660 | SPANISHFORK.ORG 

 

200 East 2021 Cell Tower Modification Conditional 

Use Permit Request 
 

August 4, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 1501 North 200 East. 
 

The subject property is zoned I-1. 
 

The applicant has requested that a conditional use permit 

be approved to allow for additional equipment on an 

existing tower. 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Conditional Use Permit be approved 

based on the following finding and subject to the 

following conditions: 
 

Findings 

1. That the project conforms to the City’s Zoning Map. 

Conditions 

1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning 

requirements and Construction Standards. 

2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines. 

Key Issues 
 

1. None. 

 

Exhibits 
 

1. Plans. 

2. Site Photo. 
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ZONE CHANGE                                                                 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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Wasatch Pallet Zone Change Approval Request 
 

August 4, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 800 West 1000 North, including approximately 

23.42 acres. 
  

The subject parcel is currently zoned I-1. 
 

The General Plan designation is Industrial. 
 

It is proposed that a Zone Change to the I-2 be approved. 

 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Zone Change be recommended for 

approval based on the following findings: 
 

Findings  

1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s 

General Plan Land Use Designation. 

2. That the proposal is needed to accomplish the 

relocation of Wasatch Pallet. 

Exhibits 
1. Proposed Zone Change. 

2. Proposed Site Plan. 

 

Key Issues 
 

1. General Plan Designation. 
2. Planned Wasatch Pallet relocation. 
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ZONE CHANGE                                                                 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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Slim Chickens Zone Change Approval Request 
 

August 4, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 990 North 400 East, including 1.02 acres. 
  

The subject parcel is currently zoned R-1-6. 
 

The General Plan designation is Mixed Use. 
 

The applicant has requested that a Zone Change to the 

C-2 with the Development Enhancement Overlay be 

approved. 

 

 
 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Zone Change be recommended for 

approval based on the following findings and subject to the 

following conditions: 
 

Findings  

1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s General 

Plan Land Use Designation. 

2. That the proposal conforms to the Findings described 

in the Development Enhancement Overlay. 
 

Conditions 

1. That the Site Plan approval is contingent upon 

approval of the Development Enhancement Overlay. 

2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines. 

3. That the applicant addresses the Site Plan conditions 

of approval. 

 

Exhibits 
1. Request. 

2. City Code. 

3. Site Plan. 

4. Landscaping and Elevations. 

Key Issues 
 

1. Can the Findings described in the Development 

Enhancement Overlay be made? 
2. Landscaping. 
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PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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Johnson Subdivision Preliminary Plat Approval 

Request 
 

August 4, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 1000 South 3400 East, including 25.42 acres. 
 

The subject property is zoned R-1-15. 
 

The applicant has requested Preliminary Plat approval for a 

Master Planned Development that includes fifty-three (53) 

residential lots. 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Preliminary Plat be recommended for 

approval based on the following findings and subject to 

the following conditions: 
 

Findings 

1. That the application conforms to the City’s General 

Plan Designation and Zoning Map. 

Conditions 

1. That the applicant meets the City’s Zoning 

requirements and Construction Standards. 

2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines. 

3. That the applicant encloses the cell tower site with a 

six-foot masonry wall with a solid steel sight 

obscuring gate. 

4. That the applicant dedicates the land for the future 

railroad expansion to Spanish Fork City. 

Key Issues 
 

1. Master Planned Development. 

2. Improvements. 

3. Cell Tower. 

4. Phasing. 

5. Power. 

6. Access. 

7. Walls. 

8. Trails. 

 

 

Exhibits 
 

1. Preliminary Plat. 
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Utah West Annexation  

Approval Request 
 

August 4, 2021, Planning Commission 

Meeting. 
 

Located at 1550 North 900 West, including 

119.10 acres. 
 

The subject property is currently outside City 

boundaries. 
 

 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Annexation be recommended for approval with I-1 

zoning based on the following findings and subject to the following 

conditions:  
 

Findings  
1. That the subject property is located within the City’s Annexation 

Policy Boundary.  

2. That the General Plan Land Use Designation is Industrial and 

Agricultural.  

3. That a large portion of the property is within the City’s Growth 

Boundary. 
 

Conditions  
1. That the applicants follow through on the peninsula issue with Utah 

County, and get the approval needed. 

2. That the property be zoned I-1. 

3. That the applicants enter into an annexation agreement with 

Spanish Fork City to specify infrastructure requirements to address, 

and any SESD related buyouts from the annexation. 

Key Issues 
 

1. Growth Management Boundary. 

2. Proposed Land Use and Zoning. 

3. Utilities and Services. 

4. Improvements. 

5. Access. 

Exhibits 
 

1. Annexation Plat. 

2. Annexation Feasibility Report. 
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Spanish Fork City  
Annexation Feasibility Report 
 
 
 
 
Agenda Date: August 17, 2021, City Council Meeting 

Staff Contacts:  Dave Anderson, Community and Economic Development Director 

Reviewed By:   Development Review Committee and Planning Commission 

Subject:   Proposed Utah West Annexation  

 

Annexation Map 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Development Review Committee recommendation date:  July 21, 2021 
 
Planning Commission recommendation date:  August 4, 2021 
 
City Council meeting date:  August 17, 2021 
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Section 1 
 
In accordance with 15.3.08.030 (B) of the Municipal Code, the following items are addressed in Section 1 of 
the Annexation Report: 
 

1. Whether the proposed annexation is within the Growth Management Boundary of the General 
Plan. 
 
The portions of the proposed annexation that are west of 800 West and 650 West are currently 
outside of the Growth Management Boundary. All other portions of the property are within the 
Growth Boundary. The Growth Boundary will have to be amended to include the entire site. 

 
2. Present and proposed land use and zoning.  

 
The property is currently zoned Residential Agricultural 5 (RA-5) in Utah County. It is proposed that 
the property be incorporated into the Rural Residential (R-R) zone. The property was most recently 
used for agricultural activities. The property contains existing structures. 

 
3. Present and potential demand for various municipal services. 

 
The area in question is outside the reach of Spanish Fork’s current water and power infrastructure. 
However, capacity is available in the City’s systems to serve the annexation property and there are no 
substantial obstacles that would prevent the delivery of those services to the area.   

 
4. Distances from existing utility lines, public schools, parks, and shopping areas. 

 
Culinary and irrigation water, power, communications, and a 4” gas line are currently located 1,700 
feet north east of the annexation property on 1900 North. These utilities can be connected to the 
property through the completion of a road connecting the property to 1900 North. 
A sewage line currently runs through the property and can promptly be connected to. 
Storm water can be run through a pipe to Dry Creek which is approximately 7,000 feet north east of 
the property.  
 
Section 2 below provides additional information regarding proximity to existing utilities. 
 
The annexation area is located approximately northwest 1 mile of Brockbank Elementary.  The closest 
park to the annexation property is the North Park, located approximately 1.1 miles southeast of the 
property.  The nearest shopping area within Spanish Fork City is Costco, which lies approximately 1.1 
miles southeast of the property. 

 
5. Specific time tables for extension of service to the area and how these services would be financed.  

 
The annexation property is located within a few hundred feet of existing water, pressurized irrigation 
and sanitary sewer mains. The time table for the extension of service to the area would be dependent 
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on the intention of the developer. There are certain utilities already in the area; however, additional 
services will need to be extended to the annexation when properties in the annexation develop or 
when neighboring properties develop. The construction of any new utility services will be the 
responsibility of the property owner(s) or the developer(s) to fund. 
 
Section 2 below provides additional information regarding possible time tables and financial costs of 
service extension. 
 

 
6. Potential Impact on existing and proposed streets. 

 
A new road will be required to provide satisfactory access to the proposed annexation property. The 
transportation master plan proposes a commercial collector connecting the property to 300 West. 
However, that connection will likely not be possible in the near future due to property owners along 
the proposed road not being willing to annex. A road connecting 1900 N and 650 W is possible and 
likely the best connection to the City’s transportation network. A road currently exists connecting 650 
West to 1000 North but due to size and design it will not be able to sufficiently accommodate the 
traffic expected to be generated by development on the property. Roads such as 650 West and 1900 
North may need to be improved in order to accommodate traffic. 

 
7. The effect that the annexation will have upon the City boundaries and whether the annexation 

will create potential for islands or difficult service areas. 
 
The majority of the proposed annexation is not located within the City’s Growth Boundary. The 
annexation as currently proposed will create a peninsula of county land. Further annexations in the 
area have the potential to create islands. Once the issue of access is resolved, there are no expected 
service difficulties. 

 
8. Estimate of potential revenue verses potential service costs. 

 
In most cases, annexations do not bring revenue to cities.  Specifically, if the proposed annexation 
results in a residential use, such as 100 apartments, the residential use would not generate revenue 
for the City.  However, if the annexation properties were developed commercial or industrial, there 
would be potential to bring in revenue for the City.  If the annexation properties were to be revenue 
positive, it still most likely would not have a significant impact on the City’s finances.   
 

9. Requirements imposed by State Law. 
 
Staff is aware of no requirements imposed by State Law, aside from following the requisite procedure 
for the annexation, which would impact the annexation area.  
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Section 2  
 
In order to evaluate the City’s ability to provide municipal services to the proposed annexation, this section of 
the report outlines major utility issues but does not represent all of the utility issues that may arise during the 
development process.   

 
Conformity to Master Plans for public utilities and facilities: 

The City’s various plans to provide utility services to the subject property all contemplate the property 
being served and plans are in place to define what facilities would be required to serve the property. 

 
Culinary Water: 

Culinary water should be looped to either 300 West or 1900 North in order to develop the property 
and provide adequate fire flow. In 2021, the Spanish Fork Public Works Department estimated this 
could take around one month to complete at an approximate cost of $100 per foot. 
 

Pressurized Irrigation: 
Pressurized irrigation can be provided from a connection to existing utilities on either 1900 North or 
1000 North. In 2021, the Spanish Fork Public Works Department estimated this could take around 
one month to complete at an approximate cost of $100 per foot. 

 
Sanitary Sewer: 

A regional sewer trunk line runs through the property and can be connected to in minimal time and 
financial cost. 

 
Storm Water: 

In 2021, the Spanish Fork Public Works Department estimated that the best outlet for storm water 
would be a 7,000-foot pipe connecting to Dry Creek to the Northeast. It is estimated that this could 
take around 4 months to complete at a cost of $250 per foot. Prospective developers could work with 
the City on how to best fund the pipe.  
 

Power and Communications:  
These utilities will follow a road easement from existing services to the annexation property. Because 
of this, 1900 North is the most likely connection point for these utilities. In 2021, the Spanish Fork 
Public Works Department estimated this could take around six months to complete at an 
approximate cost of $90 per foot. 

 
Gas: 

Natural gas is available in a four-inch gas line along 1900 North and in a two-inch gas line along 1000 
North. It is anticipated that Dominion Energy would serve any development in the area. It is estimated 
that any connection will take around 6 months. Costs must be covered by the developer. Canal and 
rail crossings, environmental issues, and time of year can lengthen the timeframe and add costs. 

 
Streets: 
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Street frontage will need to be improved as the property develops. The need for better access to the 
site will necessitate the construction of a new road as outlined in Section 1.  It is not anticipated that 
any other off-site improvements will be required. 

 
Parks and Trail: 

The Spanish Fork Trails Master Plan shows North Park as the closest park to the annexation property 
and it is not anticipated that any recreation facilities will be required with the property’s 
development. 

 
Presence of utility/facility needs or requirements:  

Nothing other than what has otherwise been noted in this report. 
 
Presence of irrigation or other ditches and related facilities: 

To our knowledge, there are no ditches or related facilities that need to be addressed with the 
annexation.  

 
Public Safety evaluation: 

This annexation is not expected to have any adverse impact on public safety. 
 
Presence of Sensitive Lands or Watershed Protected issues: 

A wetlands delineation will likely need to be done by the Army Corps. This may lengthen the process 
of development. 

 
Concept Plan’s conformity with proposed zoning: 

No concept plan has been submitted for review.  
 
Annexation Agreement: 

It is anticipated that there will be an annexation agreement with this annexation. 
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PLAT 
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TO:  Planning Commission         
 
FROM:  Dave Anderson, AICP 
 
DATE:  August 4, 2021 
 
RE:  Proposed Change to Master Planned Development Requirements 
 
 
15.3.24.30 Master Planned Development (PUD) 

A. Purpose: The purpose of the Master Planned Development concept is to: 
1. Allow for designs that provide for more efficient utilization of public infrastructure than 

what is achieved in a standard subdivision. 
2. Allow for deviations from typical zoning standards in order to permit uniquely 

configured or situated properties to be developed in a functional manner that 
enhances the City. 

3. Allow developments to include a total number of units that matches the base density 
found in the underlying zone as identified in Table 1 - Residential Development 
Standards of Title 15. 

4. Establish residential neighborhoods with a distinct character and convey a sense of 
unity. 

B. Permitted Uses: 
1. All uses listed in R 1 and R-3 Districts, subject to the same restrictions or limitations of 

the use. 
2. Multi-family homes with more than four (4) attached units. 

C. Subdivision Design: 
1. For purposes of calculating base density, sensitive lands shall be excluded from the 

calculation. 
2. The minimum size of a Master Planned Development is five (5) contiguous acres, 

except in R-1-6 and R-3 zones, where two (2) contiguous acres are required. School 
and church sites are to be excluded from the acreage calculation. 

3. Density Calculations and Lot Size - Church sites, school sites, for other non-residential 
uses and land that is unbuildable because of easements or other restrictions may not 
be counted in the density calculations. The average lot size for any development must 
meet or exceed the minimum lot size required for a standard subdivision in that zone. 
For projects that include land with multiple zoning districts, the total allowed density 
will be the sum of the allowed density for each of the distinctly zoned areas. This 
density may be dispersed throughout the project provided that average lot sizes in the 
project are commensurate with the distinctly zoned areas. Where projects include 
features that serve as amenities for the development, plazas, entrance features, private 

https://spanishfork.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15.3.24.030_Master_Planned_Development_(PUD)
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parks..., the land area of those features may be included in the lot area for purposes of 
calculating average lot size. Where projects include uniquely large lots, the area of the 
uniquely large lots that is included for purposes of calculating project density and 
average lot size shall be limited to twice the minimum lot size of the Zoning District. 

4. Street Design - Local streets shall not exceed 600 feet in length without an intersecting 
street. 

D. Architecture: 
1. Minimum House Sizes; finished area (square feet). For the purposes of calculating 

required finished area, square footage in basements shall not qualify. For split level 
homes, finished area on floors that are at least 50% below the finished grade of the lot 
shall not count towards the required finished area. 
 
Minimum House Sizes - Finished Area 
Minimum Lot Size   One Story   Multi-Level 
and Multi-family  
80,000 sq. ft.    1,600 sq. ft.   2,400 sq. ft. 
60,000 sq. ft.    1,600 sq. ft.   2,400 sq. ft. 
40,000 sq. ft.    1,600 sq. ft.   2,400 sq. ft. 
30,000 sq. ft.    1,500 sq. ft.   2,200 sq. ft. 
20,000 sq. ft.    1,500 sq. ft.   2,200 sq. ft. 
15,000 sq. ft.    1,500 sq. ft.   2,200 sq. ft. 
12,000 sq. ft.    1,400 sq. ft.   2,000 sq. ft. 
9,000 sq. ft.    1,300 sq. ft.   1,600 sq. ft. 
8,000 sq. ft.    1,200 sq. ft.   1,500 sq. ft. 
6,000 sq. ft.    1,100 sq. ft.   1,400 sq. ft. 
Multi-family    1,000 sq. ft. (one level)  1,200 sq. ft. (multi-level) 
 

2. Distinct Designs - Master Planned Developments shall provide a variety of home styles 
to ensure a diverse and interesting streetscape. Neighborhoods that have repetitive 
homes constructed along the same street are not allowed. In order to ensure that the 
neighborhood is non-repetitive, the same street facing elevation shall not be built on 
adjacent lots on the same street or on lots directly or diagonally across the street from 
one another. Different elevations shall be characterized by elements such as, but not 
limited to, distinct footprints, rooflines, cladding materials or architectural features 
which contribute to home designs that are easily distinguishable from other home 
designs along the same street. The City Council may waive this requirement for 
developments which include multi-family housing that present specific architectural 
designs for the multi-family portion of the development at the time of project approval. 

3. Parking - Master Planned Developments shall provide at least a two (2) car garage for 
each single-family residence. Townhomes and multi-family units must have one (1) 
attached or detached garage (minimum 12 feet x 20 feet) per unit. Developments shall 
include no less than zero-point five (0.5) guest parking spaces per home. Developments 
that include, with each home, a two (2) car garage and driveway space for two (2) 
vehicles shall not be required to provide additional guest parking. When required, at 
least one (1) space for guest parking shall be located within 200 feet of each home 
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4. Roofing - Homes in the development shall have at least a 6/12 pitched roof on the 
main portion of the roof unless it is determined by the Community Development 
Department that a lesser pitch roof is essential to maintain the integrity of a particular 
architectural style and that the style is a substantial improvement to what would be 
built in a standard subdivision. 

5. Exterior Materials - Homes in Master Planned Developments shall be clad in masonry, 
or masonry-based materials or a chemically-treated, wood-based, nail-on, lap siding 
that has at least a 50-year warranty. The City Council may grant a waiver of this 
requirement based upon superior architectural design plans which involve other 
materials. 

6. Street Trees – Street Trees shall be installed in all public right-of-ways with park 
strips that are six feet or wider.  Trees shall be selected from the City’s Shade Tree 
list and shall be spaced 30 feet on center while respecting the City’s clear vision 
requirements.  A Street Tree Plan shall be submitted with the Preliminary Plat 
application.  The Street Tree Plan shall identify the proposed location, size and 
species of the proposed street trees. 

E. (Ord. No. 01-17, Repealed 01/03/2017) 
F. Application. Applications to establish a Master Planned Development shall be processed as a 

subdivision if any new lots are to be created. If no new lots are proposed, such as for an 
apartment project, an application will be processed according to the Site Plan procedures. All 
applications must include the following information in addition to normal filing requirements 
for a subdivision or Site Plan project: 

1. Complete description of the intended nature and character of the development. 
2. Description of all proposed private or public open space areas, including 

improvements, ownership, and maintenance provisions. 
3. Proposed project phasing. 
4. Plans representing proposed landscaping, fences, walls, entry treatments, signage and 

lighting. 
5. Preliminary conditions, covenants, and restrictions (CC&R’s). 
6. Any variations from the non-Master Planned Development standards. 
7. Any proposed amended development standards, including such things as variations in 

setbacks, heights, and lot sizes. 
8. Proposed street cross sections, and proposed ownership and maintenance provisions, if 

the streets are proposed to be private. 
9. A data table which includes total acreage, acreage of sensitive lands, total number of 

homes and units by type, dwelling units per acre, acreage of open space, percent of 
acreage in open space. 

10. Proposed Street Tree Plan. 
G. Phases. All residential subdivisions shall include a phasing plan that specifies the timing of 

public improvements and residential construction. This plan must be submitted at the 
submission of the Preliminary Plat. If the sequence of construction of various portions of the 
development is to occur in stages, then the bonus density amenities shall be developed, or 
committed thereto, in proportion to the number of homes intended to be developed during 
any given stage of construction. 
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H. Findings. Prior to granting approval of a Master Planned Development, the applicable 
reviewing body shall make findings identifying why the applicant’s proposal justifies approval. 
Those findings should include the following: 

1. The proposed development will provide a more pleasant and attractive living 
environment than a conventional residential development established under the strict 
application of the provisions of the underlying zone. 

2. The proposed development will not be materially detrimental to the health, safety, or 
general welfare of persons residing or working within the neighborhood. 

3. Any variation allowed from the development standards of the underlying district will 
not create increased hazards to the health, safety, or general welfare of the residents of 
the development of adjacent areas. 

 



Memo
To: City Council

From: Chris Thompson, P.E., Public Works Director/City Engineer

Date: August 2021

Re: Transportation Master Plan Revision

Staff Report

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the revision to the Transportation Master Plan.

BACKGROUND

● Removed trails on Del Monte Dr and near Woodland Hills Dr/Arrowhead Trail
● Removed trail along US-6 near swift creek. Also removed trail connection to

Mapleton near 2400 E

Attached:  Summary images and text displaying changes

40 SOUTH MAIN STREET | SPANISH FORK, UT  84660 WWW.SPANISHFORK.ORG



Trail Changes to Del Monte Rd and Woodland Hills Dr (Old vs New)



Trail Changes at Swift Creek


