
Wednesday, October 6, 2021
Amended Planning Commission

Amended 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 October 6, 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.9-1-2021.pdf (99 KB)

3. Annexation




 



 


Subject A. September 1, 2021

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 2. Minutes

Access Public

Type Action, Minutes

Subject A. J-6 ANNEXATION. This proposal involves annexing some 90 acres located at
approximately 1500 West 3700 North.

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 3. Annexation

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7HNCP5F3925/$file/minutes.planningcommission.9-1-2021.pdf



 





File Attachments
report.pc.J-6annex.10-6-2021.pdf (715 KB)
feasibilityreport.J-6.10-6-2021.pdf (1,059 KB)

4. Conditional Use Permit (Public Hearing)




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.3815eastcelltowermodify.10-6-2021.pdf (8,059 KB)

5. Preliminary Plat




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.northpointproperties.10-6-2021.pdf (918 KB)





 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.swiftcreekamended.10-6-2021.pdf (1,717 KB)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. HIGHWAY 6 2021 CELL TOWER MODIFICATION. The proposal involves upgrading
equipment and adding additional equipment on an existing tower located at
approximately 3815 East Highway 6.

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 4. Conditional Use Permit (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject A. NORTH POINT PROPERTIES PLAT A. The proposal involves creating three (3) lots
for an industrial subdivision located at 63 East 3450 North.

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 5. Preliminary Plat

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

Subject B. SWIFT CREEK AMENDED. The proposal involves amending the preliminary plat
approval of a master planned development including ninety-one residential lots
located at approximately 3100 East 950 South.

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 5. Preliminary Plat

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GN4Y5A683D/$file/report.pc.J-6annex.10-6-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GNBU5AA122/$file/feasibilityreport.J-6.10-6-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GNCS5AB5CC/$file/report.pc.3815eastcelltowermodify.10-6-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GNCU5AC3DD/$file/report.pc.northpointproperties.10-6-2021.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GND95ADC33/$file/report.pc.swiftcreekamended.10-6-2021.pdf


6. Zone Change and Preliminary Plat (Public Hearing)




 



 



 





File Attachments
report.pc.cedarheights.10-6-2021.pdf (10,285 KB)

7. Other Business
8. Adjourn

Subject A. CEDAR HEIGHTS. The proposal involves changing the current zone from R-1-6 to
R-1-6 with the Infill Overlay in conjunction with the subdivision of a single
residential parcel into two residential lots located at 311 South 500 East.

Meeting Oct 6, 2021 - Amended Planning Commission

Category 6. Zone Change and Preliminary Plat (Public Hearing)

Access Public

Type Action, Discussion

https://go.boarddocs.com/ut/spanishfork/Board.nsf/files/C7GNUP5BC683/$file/report.pc.cedarheights.10-6-2021.pdf


Draft Minutes
Spanish Fork City Planning Commission

40 South Main Street
Spanish Fork, UT 84660

September 1, 2021

Commission Members Present:  Chairman Kevin Oyler, John Mendenhall, Todd Mitchell,
Shauna Warnick, Joseph Earnest, Jesse Cardon. Absent: none.

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

Citizens Present: Larry M.  Mattinson, Andre Garner, Lisa Garner, Robin Cordner, Ken
Cordner, Stephen Isaacson, Tom Worthen, Chris Bennett, John Smiley, Kevin Olson, John
Jensen, Tyler Dow, Roger Olsen, Lynn Abplanalp, Millie Abplanalp, Kaden Cole, David
Simpson.

WORK SESSION

Chairman Oyler called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES
Pledge of Allegiance

Commissioner Mitchell led the Pledge of Allegiance.

MINUTES

July 7, 2021

Commissioner Warnick moved to approve the minutes from July 7, 2021.

Commissioner Cardon seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

August 4, 2021

Commissioner Cardon moved to approve the minutes from August 4, 2021.

Commissioner Mitchell seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

ZONE CHANGE (Public Hearing)
590 East Center
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Brandon Snyder addressed the Commission stating the applicant is wishing to apply to
change the zone from R-1-6 to R-3 with the Infill Overlay.  The general plan designation for
the property is Mixed Use.  Brandon Snyder explained that the Mixed Use designation does
not necessarily mean the uses need to be mixed in a vertical or horizontal manner but
rather it would support commercial or higher density residential.  One suggestion the DRC
made, and the applicant has made the adjustment, was to add 4 guest parking spaces
instead of the 3 required by the code.  Brandon Snyder stated the presence on the corner
will be strong, but at the same time, looking at the long term vision of Center Street and
how it will develop as the Center Street Interchange is constructed; this will be a nice
addition.  There will be a masonry wall on the west and the south sides of the property.

Brandon Snyder showed the various elevations of the proposed fourplex that would be
constructed on the site.

John Smiley addressed the Commission explaining the elevations of the structure.  He
explained the design of the door locations and the addition of balconies in an effort to
dress up the appearance and presence on Center Street.  He stated that when the property
was purchased he did consider building 2 single-family homes on 2 lots, but felt this design
was better.  John Smiley stated that no stucco will be used on the exterior and he plans to
have only hardie board and stone.  The property will have an HOA to maintain the open
space.  John Smiley stated he will be selling the units.  The market will dictate the selling
point, but he anticipates they will be about $380,00 to $400,000.  The units are 4 bedrooms
with three levels.

Chairman Oyler asked if the parking will be designated for each unit.

John Smiley stated that he will not be a part of the HOA and it will ultimately be up to the
HOA to decide if there should be any signage designating the guest parking spaces as
guest parking only.

Commissioner Mendenhall and Commissioner Earnest like the design and the orientation
of the structure and use of the corner.

Kevin Olson stated the units will be between 2,200 and 2,400 square feet completely
finished.  The units will have the basements completed.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 6:20 p.m.

Larry Mattinson stated he has lived next to the lot for 40 years and does not like the idea of
townhomes and rental units on the corner.  The corner is a busy corner and with the school
he does not feel it is a good fit.

Andre Garnder lives across the street and said that although the proposal is an
improvement, he is just concerned about the fact that the zone will have to change to allow
the development.

Commission Earnest spoke to the General Plan designation of Mixed Use and what the
intent of the General Plan for the area would allow.

Planning Commission Minutes September 1, 2021 Page 2 of 11



Chairman Oyler stated that in the General Plan the City does try to locate higher density
along larger roads; as there is a larger road to accommodate for additional traffic that
comes with density.

Lisa Garnder stated that there is not enough parking and with the kids walking to and from
the elementary school there needs to be less traffic.  There are already speeding issues on
600 East, and she feels this will add to that.  She asked rhetorically if the Commission would
like to have this across the street from their house.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 6:27 p.m.

Brandon Snyder stated that a single-family home could be built on the property with an
accessory apartment.  If the property owner wants to do anything more than a
single-family home then they would need to apply for the R-3 Infill Overlay.

Commissioner Earnest commented that the area within the walls will be owned by an
individual person.  With that the exterior area is a common area that would be maintained
by the HOA.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated that having one drive way instead of 2 driveways is a
better design for 600 East.  This particular driveway is even safer for children in the
neighborhood as they have the opportunity to pull out onto 600 East and not be backing
up onto the road.

Michael Clark stated that there might be a slight parking issue in the winter when there is
snow and there is no on street parking allowed.

Commissioner Warner likes the design as it is erminicance of the Chillon up the street, but
is concerned about parking in the winter.

Kevin Olson stated that if they are not able to build a fourplex as proposed, the other option
would be to build 2 single-family homes with each lot having an accessory apartment
(ADU).  With the single-family lots and ADU option he pointed out that there are less
parking requirements, there are no landscape requirements, no fencing requirement, and
no HOA to maintain the landscaped area.  This is truly the better option for the neighbors
with regards to aesthetics.

Chairman Oyler stated that it sounds like with there being an HOA the longevity of the
product will be better for the area.

Commissioner Mendenhall moved to recommend to approve the 590 East Center Zone
Change from R-1-6 to R-3 Infill Overlay to the City Council based on the following findings
and conditions.

Findings:
1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use

Designation.
2. That the proposal meets the intent of the Infill Overlay Zone.

Planning Commission Minutes September 1, 2021 Page 3 of 11



Conditions:
1. That any Site Plan or Subdivision approval is contingent upon approval of the

Zone Change with the Infill Overlay Zone.
2. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.
3. That the applicant construct a 6-foot masonry wall around the property to the

south and the west.

Commissioner Earnest seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Wasatch Pallet

Dave Anderson addressed the Commission with regard to the proposed location of 1000
North.  This item was on the Planning Commission agenda last month and was continued.
Since that meeting the applicant offered up a tour of the facility to the Planning
Commission to understand the scope of the operations.

Commissioner Earnest asked if the zone is not changed to I-2, what is the likelihood of the
applicant backing out.

Dave Anderson stated the Wasatch Pallet Site Plan was approved with the condition of the
zone change being approved.  Should the zone change not be approved, the applicant
would still be able to operate on the site with a few adjustments to the operations.
Wasatch Pallet does not propose to utilize the whole property at this time, but the zone
change proposal shows the change for the full parcel.  The new site will accommodate for
more operations indoors, but with that, the applicant also wishes to do more outdoor
operations then what would be permitted in the I-1 zone.

Commissioner Earnest asked if Dave Anderson was comfortable stating that the
designation of I-2 would not create more of a nuisance than the property being zoned I-1
for neighboring properties.

Dave Anderson stated that he would feel comfortable with that statement.

Tom Worthen owns Wasatch Pallet, he has been working with the City for many years, by
contributing and being a part of the community.  When he first started operating from the
current site, there were no neighbors and over time they have become surrounded by
homes.  He stated that he has been working to find a better location further away from the
residential neighbors.  In working to move his operations to the proposed site, it will allow
for a cleaner operation.  The site allows for an updated dust collection with the mode of
operations being more efficiently laid out on the site.  Tom Worthen stated he has been
working with the City to relocate and with that he is asking to just be made whole as they
change sites.  The current property is zoned I-2 and they are proposing to have the new site
zoned I-2 as well.

Commissioner Mendenhall asked about landscaping of the site.
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Tom Worthen stated the site will be completely fenced, which is an improvement for their
current site.  There is a landscape plan that has been submitted with their application.  The
only part of the operation that will be done outside is the chipper and grinding of the
wood.  The current site splits the operations under 2 buildings and the new site will allow
for all the operations to be one structure.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 6:56 p.m.

Lynn Abplanalp, stated that going to the site helped alleviate the concerns that he and his
wife had.  He had a constructive conversation with Tom Worthen and agreed it was
important to have open communications between him and Tom Worthen.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 6:57 p.m.

Commissioner Warnick appreciated the hospitality shown by Tom Worthen and the
opportunity to see the site and the community minded mentality of Tom Worthen.

Commissioner Earnest moved to recommend to approve the Wasatch Pallet Zone Change
from I-1 to I-2 to the City Council 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.

Commissioner Mitchell seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

TITLE 15 (Public Hearing)
Title 15 Amendments

Dave Anderson stated that the applicant for Wasatch Pallet has requested a style of
masonry wall for screening that does not have mortar adjoining the masonry stacking
blocks.  This item was on the DRC agenda earlier today and the DRC recommended that
the stackable type of block be used to screen outdoor storage areas unless they are along
the frontage of a road.  With the caveat of only being allowed in the I-2 or I-3 zones.  The last
consideration would be that the stackable blocks will be covered in the same manner as
the current masonry wall standard; being painted, stained and capped.  Dave Anderson
stated the applicant has also requested that the masonry wall be constructed to 8 feet,
instead of the standard 6-foot wall.

Michael Clark stated the benefit of the stackable blocks is, should the applicant wish to
expand their site through an amended Site Plan application, they would be able to easily
disassemble, move and reassemble the wall to the new expanded site limits.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 7:09 p.m.

Craig Bennett is a representative with Wasatch Pallet and stated there are a lot of
improvements being made along Depot Road.  There will be nice gates going in and out of
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the facility.  To stabilize the blocks they put the first block into the ground about 6 inches,
meaning the wall height will only be about 7’6”.  The blocks are sturdy and assemble and
disassemble like lego blocks.

Ken Cordner stated that stackable blocks are better for application in industrial zones as
they are moveable and if heavy equipment bumps them, the blocks are easy to straighten
up instead of having to replace a heavy panel.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 7:12 p.m.

Commissioner Warnick moved to recommend approval of the Title 15 Amendments and
Policy 39 Construction standards as proposed to the City Council.

Commissioner Cardon seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Annexation
Morrell Annexation

Brandon Snyder stated this proposed annexation was before the Planning Commission a
few years ago.  There was lengthy discussion with Utah County and Salem City as a result,
there are some very specific recommendations by the DRC.  The first is that the property
located on the westside of Main Street and Woodland Hills Drive be zoned R-R and the
property on the east side of Main Street and Woodland Hills Drive be zoned C-2.  There
would be some utility issues that will need to be worked out with development of the
properties.  Utah County has strongly expressed the desire to maintain maintenance of
Woodland Hills Drive and requests the road be annexed in its entirety into Spanish Fork
City or Salem City.  In discussions with Salem City Public Safety and Spanish Fork City
Public Safety it was determined that the road would be entirely within Spanish Fork City.

There was discussion of the zoning designations at the time of annexation.

Commissioner Mendenhall raised the concern of the East Bench Irrigation canal that
would be under the proposed property in the annexation on the east side of Woodland
Hills Drive.

Commissioner Warnick asked for clarification of the General Plan designations around the
proposed annexation.

Chairman Oyler asked for clarification of what would happen should Woodland Hills Drive
need to be widened.

Brandon Snyder stated that Utah County has provided the cross section that Woodland
Hills Drive would expand to and has asked that right-of-way be preserved and annexed into
the City.

Commissioner Cardon moved to recommend approval of the Morrell Annexation to the
City Council based on the following findings and conditions.
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Findings:
1. That the subject property is located within the City’s Annexation Policy

Boundary.
2. That the General Plan Land Use Designation is Commercial.
3. That a large portion of the property is within the City’s Growth Boundary.

Conditions:
1. Upon annexation, the properties be zoned C-2 on the east side of Main Street

and Woodland Hills Drive and R-R on the west side of Main Street and
Woodland Hills Drive.

2. That the annexation boundary be modified as needed to include all of
Woodland Hills Drive in the annexation plat specifically along the southern
boundary of the annexation on both sides of Main Street.

Commissioner Mitchell seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Utah West

Dave Anderson stated this proposed annexation was on the Planning Commission agenda
from the last meeting.  The City desires an annexation agreement be created and executed
with the approval of the annexation.  Dave Anderson had anticipated this property would
be annexed, but this is a bit sooner then he would have initially projected.  The sewer trunk
line has most likely contributed to the annexation timing.

Commissioner Earnest stated his biggest concern was designating the property I-1 at time
of annexation, as there is infrastructure that would need to be put in place before an I-1 use
would be able to operate from the property.  He explained the purpose of an annexation
agreement or a development agreement is to advise everyone of the requirements
associated with developing a particular property.

Dave Anderson echoed that is correct, but it is also to help ensure that certain benchmarks
are met and infrastructure is installed as the property develops.

Commissioner Earnest asked if there are any property owners not in favor of the
annexation.

Kimberly Brenneman explained that the property owners within the proposed annexation
all executed a request to be part of the proposed annexation.

Lynn Abplanalp asked if the annexation creates an issue with the county being able to still
service their property.  In speaking with an attorney there can be a public safety issue if
there is a confusion if public safety is ever dispatched.

Dave Anderson stated there is a mutual aid agreement with Utah County and there are
times that Spanish Fork City responds, when the responding jurisdiction would naturally be
Utah County.

Chairman Oyler asked what the concern with annexation is for Lynn Abplanalp.
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Lynn Abplanalp stated that his desire is to be rural residential and does not want his
property zone to change to I-1 should he ever sell his property.  He spoke with an attorney
who told him that upon the sale of the property the zoning would change.

Dave Anderson stated it would be very unusual for the City Council to zone a property in
conflict of the desire of a property owner.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated when living in an area where there was confusion of
jurisdiction; the City and County worked well together and he did not ever have a time
when no response was provided when needed.

Commissioner Mitchell asked about designating the property as R-R upon annexation.

Dave Anderson stated that should an annexation and development agreement be in place,
then the designation of I-1 is not as concerning; however, if there is no annexation and
development agreement it would be best to have the property zoned R-R.  Ultimately,
having the property zoned as R-R is a plan B should the annexation and development
agreement not be drafted and ready for execution at the time the City Council moves to
approve the annexation and assign zoning..

Commissioner Earnest stated he does not feel that the annexation should be presented to
the City Council until the annexation and development agreement is drafted and ready for
execution.

Chairman Oyler is not opposed to the annexation, but does not feel comfortable with the I-1
zone designation without knowing what development is planned.

Commissioner Cardon echoed Chairman Oylers sentiments and that it would be
irresponsible to annex the property and zone it as I-1 without knowing what development
would occur.

There was discussion if the annexation is truly ready to move forward to the City Council.

Commissioner Earnest stated he feels comfortable making a recommendation to approve
this to City Council with the third condition on the staff report, and that it does not go
before the City Council until there are draft development agreements ready for execution.

Jon Jensen stated he understands the condition that the agreements need to be in draft
form and presented to the City Council for approval.

Commissioner Earnest moved to recommend to approve the Utah West Annexation to the
City Council based on the following findings and 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.
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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 and any SESD related buyouts
from the annexation.

4. That prior to the City Council voting on the issue the draft infrastructure
agreements are ready for review and approval.

Commissioner Mendenhall seconded and the motion was a split decision.  Roll call vote:
Commissioner Earnest - aye
Commissioner Warnick - aye
Commissioner Mendenhall - aye
Commissioner Mitchell - nay
Commissioner Cardon - nay
Chairman Kevin Oyler - nay

Commissioner Mitchell and Cardon voted nay to the zoning designation of I-1 and felt it
should be zoned R-R.  The desire is to have the applicant come back before the Planning
Commission once there is an end user in mind.

Jon Jensen stated that the zoning designation of R-R and county zoning is almost the
same.  It would be inappropriate for the annexation proposal to move forward and wait
until there is a user, when the intent of the property is always to be industrial.  They have
industrial users that are wishing to be here in Spanish Fork and when they see the property
as R-R, the end user is asking how they are able to operate their business.  To tell an end
user that the developer needs a commitment from them before applying to change the
zone to I-1 is just not reasonable.

David Simpson stated for the Commissioners who say they want to know the end users
before assigning zone designation, is putting the cart before the horse, and that is not how
development operates.

Commissioner Warnick, Commissioner Mitchell and Chairman Oyler engaged in discussion
with the applicant regarding obligations to property owners adjacent to and within the
proposed annexation.

Commissioner Mendnhall stated there is a General Plan and in this community the staff,
Planning Commission and City Council take a lot of weight in following the General Plan.
The applicant is not asking to be zoned outside of the General Plan.  The applicant is under
no obligation to disclose which end users they may have or have not talked to and that's
not fair to require them to provide that information.

Dave Anderson stated the concern he has with working with the applicant is in the past
when developers are anxious to get annexed and start development, the City has usually
had conversations with the developers engineers and this point; and that has not
happened.
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Commissioner Earnest clarified that all six commissioners are in agreement that before this
goes to the City Council the agreements must be drafted.  All commissioners confirmed
that an agreement needs to be drafted and ready for the City Council to review before a
City Council meeting.

ZONE CHANGE (Public Hearing)
430 North Duplex Amendment

Brandon Snyder addressed the Commission with regard to the proposal.  He showed the
current state of construction of the duplex.  The applicant is requesting to amend the
exterior material to be used from a hardie board material to stucco and brick be replaced
with stacked stone.

Roger Olsen stated he would like to make some changes to the exterior and feel the stucco
would be easier to maintain with the nature of the use being a duplex.

Chairman Oyler stated that in discussion among the Commission, it was determined that
stucco will stick out from the existing homes in the area.  Over time the hardie board
material lasts longer, where the stucco has a tendency to crack.

Commissioner Mitchell stated with his history from work, he gets more maintenance call
backs to fix stucco problems than issues with the hardie board.

Chairman Oyler stated in his opinion there is not much more maintenance to hardie board
over stucco.  His opinion is based on living in a home that is clad in hardie board all the way
around.

Commissioner Mendenhall stated that stucco can crack when a baseball hits it or the lawn
mower.  He feels that for a rental unit, the hardie board will wear better as renters may not
take as much care of the exterior as someone who owns the property.

Commissioner Warnick stated that the sides are prominent, and that the hardie board
should be seen.  She also stated she prefers the brick over the stacked stone but could be
persuaded differently.

Roger Olsen stated he prefers the look of the stone over brick.

Chairman Oyler opened the public hearing at 8:36 p.m.

There was no public comment.

Chairman Oyler closed the public hearing at 8:36 p.m.

Commissioner Warnick moved to approve the 430 North Duplex Amendment to the
elevations based on the following findings and conditions.

Findings:
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1. That the proposal is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use
Designation.

2. That the proposal meets the intent of the Infill Overlay Zone.

Conditions:
1. That the applicant addresses any red-lines.
2. That the applicant can choose between the use of rock instead of brick.
3. That the applicant is able to use hardie board in a board and batten or lap

siding application around the side and rear elevation.

Commissioner Mendenhall seconded and the motion passed all in favor.

Chairman Cardon moved to adjourn meeting at 9:00 p.m.

Adopted:

Kimberly Brenneman
Community Development
Department Secretary
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ANNEXATION COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

 

J-6 Annexation Approval Request 
 

October 6, 2021, Planning Commission. 
 

Located at approximately 1500 West and 3700 North, 

including approximately 90.76 acres. 
 

The subject property is currently outside City boundaries 

but is located within the City’s Annexation Policy Boundary 

and Growth Boundary. 
 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Annexation be recommended for 

approval with I-1 zoning based on the following findings:  
 

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.  

3. That the property is within the City’s Growth 

Boundary. 
 

 

Key Issues 
 

1. Improvements. 

2. Airport. 

3. Utilities. 

4. Power. 

Exhibits 
 

1. Annexation Plat. 

2. Annexation Feasibility Report. 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

 

Highway 6 2021 Cell Tower Modification 

Conditional Use Permit Request 
 

October 6, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 3815 East Highway 6. 
 

The subject property is zoned P-F. 
 

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 

recommended for approval 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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PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

 

North Point Properties Plat A Preliminary Plat 

Approval Request 
 

October 6, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at approximately 63 East 3450 North, including 7 

acres. 
 

The subject property is zoned I-1. 
 

The applicant has requested Preliminary Plat approval for a 

development that includes three (3) industrial lots. 

 

 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed Preliminary Plat be recommended for 

approval based on the following findings and subject to 

the following conditions: 
 

Finding 

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. 

 

Key Issues 
 

1. Utilities. 
Exhibits 
 

1. Plans. 
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PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

 

Swift Creek Amended 

Preliminary Plat Approval 

Request 
 

October 6, 2021, Planning Commission 

Meeting. 
 

Located at approximately 3100 East 

950 South, including 43.56 acres. 
 

The subject property is zoned R-1-15. 
 

The applicant has requested amended 

Preliminary Plat approval for a Master 

Planned Development that includes 

ninety-one (91) residential lots. 

 

 

Recommendation 
 

That the proposed amended Preliminary Plat be recommended for approval 

based on the following findings and subject to the following 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 in Citizenserve prior to 

submitting for Final Plat approval. 

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 as discussed in the DRC meeting. 

5. That the applicant realigns the irrigation ditches as discussed in the DRC 

meeting. 

6. That the applicant designs a low maintenance landscaping plan 

consisting of weed barrier and rock mulch for the park strips on the 

north and south access roads and submits that plan for review with the 

Final Plat application for the first phase. 

7. That the applicant includes sidewalks on the access roads. 

8. That the applicant provides two 2-inch caliper street trees for each lot in 

the development and submits a plan showing what trees will be used on 

each street with the Final Plat application for the first phase. 

Key Issues 
 

1. Master Planned Development 

requirements. 

2. Traffic management.  

3. Storm Drainage. 

4. Power. 

5. Utilities. 

Exhibits 
 

1. Preliminary Plat. 
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ZONE CHANGE AND PRELIMINARY PLAT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

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

 
 
 

Cedar Heights Zone Change and Preliminary Plat 

Approval Request 
 

October 6, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 

Located at 311 South 500 East, including 0.25 acres. 
 

The subject property is zoned R-1-6. 
 

The General Plan designation is Mixed Use. 
 

The applicant has requested a Zone Change to the R-1-6 

with the Infill Overlay zone and Preliminary Plat approval of 

a two-lot subdivision. 

Recommendation 
 

Staff seeks direction from the Planning Commission on 

this proposal.  In staff’s view, should the project proceed 

improvements would be made that would certainly 

improve the property and make it more attractive.  

However, in several aspects the proposal would fail to live 

up to expectations that have been prescribed for other 

Infill Overlay developments.  Staff is specifically looking to 

understand the Planning Commission’s position on a 

project like this where the site would be improved but 

not to a degree that has been customary for other Infill 

Overlay projects. 

 

Exhibits 
 

1. Preliminary Plat. 

2. Proposed Elevations. 

3. Photographs. 

Key Issues 
 

1. Have the provisions of the Infill Overlay zone been 

met? 

2. Existing Structure. 

3. Building Materials. 

4. Landscaping. 

5. Park Strips. 

6. Setbacks. 

7. Fencing. 
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