APPROVED MINUTES

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION
JULY 20, 2022
 
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 20th, 2022 at the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.  
 
Present:	Chairman John Woffinden
                       Christine Anderson
  	   Rodney Martin
  	   Chris Christiansen
                        Bruce Frandsen
                        Jenny Peay
 
Absent:	  Harold Dudley
                       David Bird	      
 
Staff Present:
Patrick O’Brien		Development Services Director
Cody Opperman		Planner 1
Ben Hunter			Engineer
Rebecca Andrus		Engineer
JJ Hsu			Engineer
George Schade		IT Director
Melissa White		Admin Assistant
 
Others Present: Tom Hunter, Suzy Hunter, Tod Kirton, Steve Johns. Carolyn Lloyd, Tresa Chadwick, Norman Chadwick
 
1. Chairman Woffinden led the “Pledge of Allegiance”
 John Woffinden asked the Commissioners to speak loudly so the minute-taker could hear the speakers well enough to accurately document the meeting.

2. Hearing, review, and action on an amended plat for Lakeshore Landing Block 1 Plat B located in the area of 900 W 480 S, in the TOD Zone.
 
3. Hearing, review, and action on an amended plat for Lakeshore Landing Block 2 Plat D located in the area of 900 W 480 S, in the TOD Zone.

4. Hearing, review, and action on an amended plat for Lakeshore Landing Block 3 Plat F located in the area of 900 W 480 S, in the TOD Zone.

John Woffinden stated that items two, three, and four would be heard together and voted on separately. 
Cody Opperman: The applicant has applied for amended plat approvals for Lakeshore Landings Block 1 Plat B, Block 2 Plat D, and Block 3 Plat F. They're all located in the area of 900 West 480 South in the Transit Oriented Development Zone. The proposal consists of 209 dwelling units for a multi-stage development intended for apartments. All development parcels consist of 4.9 acres. Again, this is going to be an amended plat.
John Woffinden: This should be straightforward. We don't need to worry about anything with Engineering, do we?
JJ Hsu: The plat was amended for widening of the rear end alley way to allow for improved fire truck access. 
John Woffinden: Any questions for staff?
Jenny Peay: Do they meet the parking requirements? 
Patrick O’Brien: This has already been approved and met code. There was an issue that needed to be addressed with the width requirement for fire trucks to meet an element of the Fire Code. We already had plat approval; this was just an amendment to the previous approval. It's a minor tweak to road widths.

Public Hearing Opened
No public comment
Public Hearing Closed

Jenny Peay motioned to recommend approval on the Amended Plat for Lakeshore Landing’s Block 1 Plat B, located in the area of 900 W 480 S in the TOD Zone, subject to any conditions found in the Staff Report.
 
Chris Christensen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
John Woffinden states that Bruce Frandsen is not at the meeting to vote.

Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
Jenny Peay motioned to recommend approval on the Amended Plat for Lakeshore Landing’s Block 2 Plat D, located in the area of 900 W 480 S in the TOD Zone, subject to any conditions found in the Staff Report.
 
Chris Christensen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
Jenny Peay motioned to recommend approval on the Amended Plat for Lakeshore Landing’s Block 3 Plat F, located in the area of 900 W 480 S in the TOD Zone, subject to any conditions found in the Staff Report.
 
Chris Christensen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
5. Hearing, review, and action on final plat for Edgewater Phase 2, Plat 4 located in the area of 350 S 1100 W, in the TOD Zone.
 
6. Hearing, review, and action on final plat for Edgewater Phase 2, Plat 5 located in the area of 350 S 1100 W, in the TOD Zone.
 
7. Hearing, review, and action on final plat for Edgewater Phase 2, Plat 6 located in the area of 350 S 1100 W, in the TOD Zone.
 
8. Hearing, review, and action on Final Plat for Edgewater Phase 3, Plat 7 located in the area of 450 S 1100 W, in the TOD Zone.
 
9. Hearing, review, and action on Final Plat for Edgewater Phase 3, Plat 8 located in the area of 450 S 1100 W, in the TOD Zone.
 
John Woffinden stated that items five, six, seven, eight, and nine were pulled at the request of the applicant. 

10. Hearing, review, and action on a Preliminary Plan for Storr’s Court Subdivision, located in the area of 162 W 400 S, in the R2-7500 Zone.
11. Hearing, review, and action on a Final Plat for Storr’s Court Subdivision, located in the area of 162 W 400 S, in the R2-7500 Zone.
 
John Woffinden stated that items ten and eleven would be heard together and voted on separately.
Cody Opperman: The applicant is applying for a Preliminary Plan approval for the Storr's Court Subdivision located in the area of 162 West 400 South. This development is going to be conditioned as an R2-7500 (O) within the R2-7500 Residential Zone. The proposal consists of nine lots intended for single family homes and all development parcels consist of 2.17 acres.
Ben Hunter: There are a few minor items that we're working with the applicant to finalize with drainage and a couple of minor tweaks regarding engineering standards, specifications, and requirements. The applicant will be working together with staff to get those finalized.

Public Hearing Opened
No public comment
Public Hearing Closed

Patrick O’Brien: The Planning Commission is the approving body on a Preliminary Plan and not a recommending body. On the Final Plat, the Planning Commission is a recommending body to the City Council.

Christine Anderson motioned to recommend approval on the Preliminary Plan for Storr’s Court Subdivision, located in the area of 162 W 400 S, conditioned as R2-7500 (O) in the R2-7500 Zone, subject to any conditions found in the Staff Report.
 
Chris Christiansen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
Chris Christiansen motioned to recommend approval on the Final Plat for Storr’s Court Subdivision, located in the area of 162 W 400 S, conditioned as R2-7500 (O) in the R2-7500 Zone, subject to any conditions found in the Staff Report.
Jenny Peay seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
12. Hearing, review, and action on a Preliminary Plan for The Bridges at Fox Hollow, located in the area of 350 E 1080 N, in the PR-3.0 Zone.
Cody Opperman: The applicant is applying for Preliminary Plan approval for the Bridges at Fox Hollow located in the area of 350 East 1080 North in the PR-3.0 Zone. This subdivision has a combination of Flexible Lot Projects and also Conservation Subdivision Projects. The proposal consists of 52 lots for their Flexible Lot Projects and 31 lots for their Conservation Subdivision Project making a total of 83 lots intended for single family homes. The entire development parcel is 31.2 acres.
John Woffinden: What problems have we encountered on this?
Patrick O’Brien: There are a couple of issues, and we've discussed them with Ken Berg who is the applicant's engineer. There's a requirement called out in the code which relates to the Flexible Lot subdivision which allows a number of different lot sizes and different percentages of lots at those varying sizes. The code calls out for a 9,000 square foot average lot size and the applicant hasn't been able to meet that; they're at just over 11,000. We spoke with Ken, and we are aware that there is an issue in mathematics. It’s [the current way the code is structured] at the minimum requirements for each of the different lot sizes, or up to the maximum of the smallest [lot size], which would help bring down the overall lot size [but it is currently not achievable to reach the required average lot size]. 
 
It is not possible to get to the 9,000 square foot lot requirement, but you can get to 9,800 square foot. Due to some of these issues and it not meeting the code on the Planning side, staff would recommend that the item gets tabled. Going forward we can figure out a way to potentially adjust that requirement and not have a specific requirement that it needs to be 9,000 or above but include a range that these lot sizes can fall within. Tabling would also help a number of other Engineering related items. They can speak to those if you have more questions. The applicant is here if you want to hear from them. 
Ben Hunter: There are a few issues related to some roadway infrastructure such as determining movements in the roundabout to make sure vehicles can maneuver through the roundabout that they're proposing. Also making sure that the roadway extends to run along the perimeter of the subdivision to their boundaries. We brought it up with Ken and he's been working on some updates. Related to the storm drainage infrastructure, they are proposing to connect into the storm drain with the current plan and the downstream infrastructure doesn't have capacity for that. We're working on some of those issues with the applicant at this time and have made them aware with some comments on the plan set.  
Jenny Peay: Which roadway are you referring to?
Ben Hunter: There's a section in the code that talks about extending the public right of way along the entire perimeter of the subdivision plat. *References the presentation.* If you see the "T" intersection, it needs to extend to the edge of that lot. That blue note on the very top was one of the comments we provided to extend the roadway to the edge of that perimeter.
Jenny Peay: Where does that road connect into?
Ben Hunter: There is a stub road we anticipate connecting through on the West end of Art Dye Park. It would be a future road connection that would go over the river and connect through Art Dye Park into this subdivision.
Jenny Peay: That one is already meeting the cross-section standard?
Ben Hunter: It does meet the local road cross-section standard, they just needed to extend it to the edge of their property. Where they terminate it would be a future city project that would continue and connect from where they terminate it. It would connect into the stub that's on the Art Dye Park side that goes over on to the opposite side of the river.

Public Hearing Opened
 
No public comment
 
Public Hearing Closed

John Woffinden: The applicant is here; can you please step forward and tell us about your project?
Richard Wilkinson states that their spokespeople are not at the meeting yet and notes that Will Jones is usually the individual that speaks for the project. 
Richard Wilkinson: We recognize some of the issues that have been brought before the Commission at this time and we're happy to address these issues through our Engineer, Ken Berg. It sounds like he's already done some preliminary work with the Planners and Engineers to resolve some of these issues. There are some special issues regarding how the roads run and trying to accommodate a larger number of lots without diminishing the sizes of other lots to a point that they would be unable to be developed or undesirable for our future residents. This is a beautiful subdivision. We have some beautiful water features near Art Dye Park. We have a desire to have a beautiful subdivision where we can accommodate the residents of American Fork. We've owned the property for over 40 years. It's taken some time with COVID to get this through the process of Planning and Engineering. However, we are happy to continue to work through Ken and address some of these issues so that we can present this in a fashion that will be meaningful to the Commission. We're the property owners and this is a joint venture with Will Jones. We look forward to a beautiful project.
*Bruce Frandsen enters the meeting. * 
Christine Anderson: If we table are there specific things we need to say in the motion to give direction?
Patrick O’Brien: Instruct staff to work with the applicant and their Engineer to address the outstanding issues. Then we bring it back as soon as its ready with some items that can be conditioned to help this move forward.
Christine Anderson: This looks wonderful and we're excited about it. We want to give everyone time to work through the issues to make sure that it works out.
The motion was read by Christine Anderson and seconded by Chris Christiansen. Voting was in progress but was stopped by Will Jones who asked a question.
Will Jones: We’ve been working on this for over a year. Is it possible to move this on to the City Council and let them make that vote? 
Patrick O’Brien: The Planning Commission is only a recommending body, and they need to ensure that an item meets code as they recommend it to the Council.
Will Jones: What if there is a denial, can it then go to City Council?
Patrick O’Brien: It could, but there are some outstanding Engineering issues that would need to be addressed before it gets to City Council. Legally I'm not sure where we can go with that when a vote has already been started.
John Woffinden: If we table this item it gives you a chance to talk with Engineering to work through the difficulties and questions. This is an Engineering problem more than a Planning problem. There are issues that need to be worked on such as the size of the lots. The stormwater also needs to be retained on-site; it can't go to the stream. It can't hold it in the first place, and it can't go off-site. It's best if we table so it gives you a chance to work with staff and get everything finalized, then it goes to the City Council for approval.
Will Jones: We were surprised because we thought we had these issues resolved. Let’s go forward, thank you. 
John Woffinden: Legally, it's probably better to table. It gives everybody a chance to work on the outstanding issues. When it comes back it will pass, get approval, and go to the City Council and go straight through.
Will Jones: I appreciate that clarification, thank you. 
Bruce Frandsen notes that he will abstain from the vote as he entered the meeting halfway through the discussion regarding The Bridges at Fox Hollow. 
Christine Anderson motioned to table action on the Preliminary Plan for The Bridges at Fox Hollow, located in the area of 350 E 1080 N, in the PR-3.0 Zone with instruction that the staff and developer should work together to work through some of the outstanding issues.
Chris Christiansen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE
Bruce Frandsen		ABSTAIN

The motion passed
 
13. Hearing, review, and action on amending Section 15.02.1525 of the Municipal Code of American Fork titled “620 South/700 South Road Cross Section”.
JJ Hsu: This cross-section is per City Council’s direction to raise the bike path behind the curb.
John Woffinden: The reason is to raise the bike lane for safety reasons and per the City Council’s previous work session, is that correct?
JJ Hsu: Yes.
Chris Christiansen: The bike lane is out on the asphalt, and this is putting it behind the curb?
JJ Hsu: Yes. 
Bruce Frandsen: Can we see a cross-section? *Bruce indicates the presentation.*
John Woffinden: As you can see, it’s raised above the road surface which is for the safety of bikers trying to get exercise. 
Rodney Martin: I’ve seen the park strip where pedestrians and cyclists won’t be interfering with each other. 
Christine Anderson: I think a lot of cyclists would prefer to be on a bike lane than on a road. Even serious cyclists would prefer not to be in traffic. I don't think serious cyclists will be on the road rather than the bike lane. I think this will work fine. I am curious about what kind of landscaping the park strip consists of. Is it grass, paved, or rocks?
Ben Hunter: It will be at the discretion of the development. It's a minor collector, so you generally won't have frontage roads and driveway access on to these minor collectors. But at the discretion of the developer, they may put grass in like Stonecreek has done. They may do some decorative rock. It's up to them there as there isn't any prescribed requirement.
Public Hearing Opened
Carolyn Lloyd: 620 South goes right in front of my house and my driveway goes on to 620 South. It's not just for cars and bikes. Unfortunately, I am the only one of 620 South that is an American Fork City resident. Everybody else to the East to me is a County resident so I'm the only one that can be up here to complain about it. This takes away the parking in front of my home which is my biggest concern. When I signed over a huge chunk of my front property for this driveway, I was under the impression that I would still be able to park in front of my house. According to this, there's no parking strip and there's no place for me to park, which is a problem for me. In the municipal code 15.01.1890, it says that street parking is allowed for minor collectors. That road is a minor collector so it should be allowed to have parking. In the Planning Commission packet, it says that on June 21st of this year the staff was directed to provide alternatives for this road. I only see one option that's been presented here today. No alternatives, just one option. I know that going up Center Street there's a parking lane, a bike lane, and a traffic lane. Is there consideration for being able to do something like that? 1120 North is the same way. Another one of my concerns is that I have a drain that comes out the curb for my sump pump. Before all of the development, it drained into a ditch, but there are homes there now. This now drains out of the curb, and I don't know where they're going to put that. If they put a bike lane, that drain will either go out into the road or the bike lane. I'm not sure which. I understand this meets the code. If you could give some consideration to the residents that are already down there, maybe put the bike lane on the South side or where this will not impede parking for the existing residents.
Rio Honacker: I see that you have 16-foot lanes there. With 16-foot lanes, wouldn't that allow for parking on the side of the road anyway? You only need 11-foot lanes for a collector road. That would give you 10 to 11-foot, as well as 5-foot per vehicle. This gentleman said it’s at the discretion of the developer in that area right now. In my book, the developers in that area are batting zero. There's no discretion in their book. They are winging it, and they're making a mess. I just had to stop them behind my home because they started digging in my wetlands. They got red-tagged. Red Pine does what they want down there. I requested and reviewed the import and export permits. According to the City statute, all the sidewalks are supposed to be kept clean and not used for any type of exit or ingress or egress.  For this to come up right now in that area is far-fetched. Nothing was supposed to happen down there until 2nd West was done, and it's not done. It is just barely getting out of Planning. You guys shoved a bunch of houses down our necks down there. They are tearing up our roads with their heavy equipment and they're overloading their trucks. Now you want to put this beautiful road right in front of the Lloyds and take away parking. It's going to tear that road up with all the construction traffic. This is way before anything should be happening on that road right now. They haven't even started probing yet to the North of the Lloyds. They are just doing their phase one and are not even in development. It looks like a great idea, but I think you need to consider people who are living off that road. Just to the East, Jim Carson and his wife have a business, and they have several employees that park on the side of the road right there. There are a number of telephone poles that are going to have to be moved. You haven't even done West of the railroad tracks yet. Construction traffic is going to tear that brand new road up just like they are doing out South. I think it needs to be ran through with the neighbors, parking, and storm drains. There's a lot to be considered than just a road.
John Woffinden: You mentioned the wetlands had been messed with? Have the Corp of Engineers been notified?
Rio Honacker: Yes. The Army Corp of Engineers and a Mr. Curtis with the State Engineers have been informed. Rebecca with the City has put a stop to it. Red Pine and Key Development went in with no permits. I own the water rights in that in the wetland. Not the land, but the water rights. They went in and started disturbing everything. They tore down all the fencing. That's par for the course with Red Pine. 
Mr. Honacker reiterated his feelings that it is not the right time to develop the area as he feels it will all be torn up if it is built at this time. 
John Woffinden: Thank you for your input. 
Public Hearing Closed
Christine Anderson: Engineering, what is the possibility of putting the bike lane on the South side of the road? Will street parking be allowed with this cross section?
Rebecca Andrus: It is not in this general cross-section because the Fire Department requires 26 feet of clear space. There would be six feet remaining, which isn't sufficient for parking.
Christine Anderson: Is it possible to allow street parking on this road?
Rebecca Andrus: Not in this configuration.
Christine Anderson: Can we decrease the park strip or increase anything in order to get on-street parking?
Rebecca Andrus: Let me add a couple of clarifications for that property. In that area specifically, the curb and gutter have been constructed. It was constructed based on the original cross-section of the road which had the bike lane on the pavement and not behind the curb and gutter. We are looking at alternatives for that section. Whether it's eliminating the park strip or something similar, to find a way to leave the curb, gutter, and sidewalk where it is. This wouldn't have enough buffer between the sidewalk and the bike lane, but there may be some alternatives for that section that's already been constructed. The question was asked about what alternatives were proposed. There were two alternatives shown to the City Council. One was changing the cross-section to eliminate the concrete barrier between the bike lane and the roadway. The other, which was requested by the City Council, showed the bike lane behind the curb and gutter. Those were the two alternatives that were shown and that were discussed. Of course, the "do nothing" alternative was to leave the median between the bike lane and the travel lane. That's what was shown to the City Council in the June 21st Council Workshop session.
Christine Anderson: That would or wouldn't allow for on-street parking?
Rebecca Andrus: None of these would allow for on-street parking. The problem is when you've got a 72-foot right-of-way and a very limited amount of space and we’re trying to balance all of those. There's no parking on any of these cross-sections.
Christine Anderson: Can we eliminate the park strip?
Rebecca Andrus: There are issues with eliminating the park strip. We have utilities that are still going down here. We still have fire hydrants and different things like that between the curb and gutter and the sidewalk. If you eliminate park strips, you're going to have those under a sidewalk which really isn't possible. You must have some park strip. There are a lot of configurations. 1100 South has a completely different configuration of all of these pavement allocations and that one has three lanes. It has a center turn lane, travel lanes in each direction, a buffer, and then bike lanes. That also does not allow for parking in the right-of-way. There are different options, and there are a lot of ways to solve this from an Engineering point of view. But when you start fiddling with properties and how much land is being dedicated, it gets difficult. We could widen the road and it would allow for parking, but then there are concerns about that. We're trying to find this balance between the right-of-way width and the requirements on this road. In the bike and pedestrian master plan, it shows that this requires a buffered bike lane. It's also a minor collector. The combination of those two things is creating this issue.
John Woffinden: Instead of getting rid of the park strips, what if we got rid of the bike lanes altogether?
Rebecca Andrus: That would go against the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan.
John Woffinden: Can we move it to another road in the same vicinity? 
Rebecca Andrus: There isn't another road, not anything that goes through. *Rebecca references the presentation* This is the through street that goes through this whole area. There isn't another road that traverses the whole area. In the General Plan and the Transportation Master Plan, we show the roads we're going to have for our collector roads. In the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, we show what we are going to have for our bike lanes, and this is how we're going to move people around who want to use alternative transportation. It's looking at all of those factors and then saying okay, we've got a 72-foot right of way which is what is allowed for this minor collector. This is how we are going to proceed.
Christine Anderson: Are there places in the city where a bike lane isn’t feasible? To get from this area that has a bike lane to this area that has bike lane, bikers use the road without a designated bike lane?
Rebecca Andrus: Forgive me, I’m not extremely up to date on the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan. I do not believe so. I believe that these are continuous. Part of the reason the City Council wanted to move the bike lane back behind the curb was to provide safety for kids and all levels of users that are going to be riding bikes so they can have access. This is on the edge of the TOD. This is intended to be a bikeable and walkable area. We do want to try to make sure we contain those features. But those are larger master planning issues that can be looked at. At this point in time, the other roads don't go through. They go in and out and there are a lot of private roads which complicates moving the bike lanes on to those roads.
Christine Anderson: We're concerned about children's safety, of course, but if there were an area that couldn't have a bike lane, the children would use the sidewalk. It's not like we're taking out any kind of pedestrian access. How long is this stretch?
Rebecca Andrus: This goes most of the way across the city. It starts just below the river.
Ben Hunter: It's about 10,000 feet. On the master plans, this connects all the way from the West end of American Fork through the TOD area. It continues through Stonecreek, across the river, and it terminates at either 100 West or 100 East, one of those. It is that full stretch. That would be that same cross-section.
Rebecca Andrus: This is the standard. We're not doing a project right now; this would be constructed as development comes in. We're just trying to set the standard for what this road is.
John Woffinden: Do we have to have the bike lanes on both sides? Can we remove one of the bike lanes? Would that help solve the problem of parking, at least on one side of the street?
Rebecca Andrus: On 1100 South we do have a separated bike path. That's a combination of a sidewalk and bike path on one side of the road and then a six-foot sidewalk on the other side of the road. We only have a park strip on one side. There are different options that we can look at for managing all the different pieces. For the property in question that was discussed earlier, because of the location of the existing curb, it has been built based on the wider asphalt section. There may be some options for parking and eliminating the park strip within that section, but that would be a deviation from the standard. This is the standard for the rest of the section.
Christine Anderson: It's possible because of the part that is already constructed that this could deviate from the standard and still keep the standard in place for all future development?
Rebecca Andrus: Correct, for everything in the future. 
Ben Hunter: NACTO, the National Association of City Transportation Officials, has some guidelines for bike lanes. One of the challenges is that they have minimum recommended widths. If you were to remove it from one side, in order to still accommodate both directions of traffic you'd need to widen the other side. You don't gain a whole lot by doing that, maybe a foot or two. If I recall correctly, the guidelines are 5-foot recommended bike lanes if it's a single lane. If it's shared, you're talking about 10 or 12 feet. They also anticipate you'd have passing lanes. It becomes a wash trying to accommodate that.
Bruce Frandsen. 6-foot park strips are significantly larger than the standard in our city. What is our standard?
Rebecca Andrus: Our standard is eight feet. 
Bruce Frandsen: When I look further to the East on this through Stonecreek, which is on the same road, it’s significantly different. There is the Stonecreek portion and the Ivory portion. Are they not different? Is that not right, Ben? Is that not 700 South? They are totally different. 
Ben Hunter: They are. If you go within Stonecreek, midstream through their phasing we had proposed a cross-section to accommodate the bike lanes. Through Stonecreek Plat C, it was the original proposal that was more similar to this. The Ivory development was before my time. I don't know at that time what the requirement was, but it is significantly wider. That may have been what the standard was at the time that they developed. When Stonecreek came through and we reviewed it, part of our thought process was at least there is the width already there to do a bike lane. *Mr. Hunter references the presentation. * Stonecreek C has this layout with the bike lane behind the back of the curb. At some point, the City Council wanted to add that island median separator in between the bike lane and the travel lane. That's what you see in Stonecreek E, because that's what was required at the time. The particular section between the edge of Stonecreek and 100 West, Boat Harbor Road, is different because at another time it was a different standard. You see that throughout there. 
Bruce Frandsen: Did you indicate that per NACTO, the minimum a bike lane could be would be five feet?
Ben Hunter: They have different guidelines. A lot of times it's five feet but depending on the elements it can be different. An example is creating a buffer next to a travel lane and adding additional width to accommodate that. Some of these specific numbers, and what Rebecca was alluding to, such as a 5-foot park strip and a 6-foot bike lane are possible options. When we presented it to the City Council, this was what they wanted to do.
[bookmark: _Int_kym6Mc9M]Bruce Frandsen: Is there a way to get parking on one side of this road? A 5-foot bike lane, a 5-foot park strip, and a four and three-quarter sidewalk. I think we said the Fire Department wants 26 feet travel lane. We have 32. We have six extra feet. We would only need to pick up a couple of feet, right? At least park on one side, right? Maybe that bike lane goes to six and that park strip goes to four or five. Then we have that extra couple of feet. Then we say you can only park on the West side or the South side. I'm just wondering if there's a work around that could be done.
[bookmark: _Int_yVgVqw8A][bookmark: _Int_zxCTwmk9][bookmark: _Int_kXd5CDtl]Ben Hunter: There may be some tweaking that could be done. Can we put the bike lane on one side? You must widen it to accommodate the two-way traffic. If you do add in parking at the street level, NACTO guidelines will want you to add two or three feet of buffer so that the door swing doesn't hit a biker. As you shift everything you can make the bike lane part more narrow, but now you need to add a buffer because now you've added parking. There are a lot of those elements that can go into that and into the design of it. As we've laid out, how do you accommodate the fire hydrants, the streetlights, the park strip that is in all our standards, and the bike lane? There are a lot of those questions that combine into it. Is this the only option? No, there are potentially other ways to do it. Whether you reach that point or not it may be a possibility, it may not be. Ms. Lloyd referenced the section that talks about allowing on-street parking on a collector. I'd have to look back, I'm not sure about the timing of when that section of code was implemented versus when the previous minor collector cross-section was implemented. The previous cross-section had two travel lanes in the designated shoulder. We don't have a designated shoulder on here, so you lose that element. That adds to the complexity of what safety features are there with higher volumes of traffic going through there. If you're adding street parking, are you creating more safety hazards or not. All of that adds up to whether you can do it or not.
Bruce Frandsen: I understand that. I drive through Stonecreek three or five times a day, and on this cross-section, they park on the road. Mainly maintenance, ground crews, and HOA maintenance people. I wonder if we make these 74 feet wide, would landowners prefer to give you an extra foot on each side so they can park on the street? I don't know. I just wonder if there's not a way to adjust some of these numbers. We really have six extra feet for Fire. Could we pick up a couple of feet, I don't know.
Christine Anderson: How much do we need for parking on the side of the road with the door swing?
Ben Hunter: A typical parking stall width is nine feet in the parking stalls in Costco. That's their preference and their standard. There may be some parking lots that may be slightly wider. In some cities, they allow an eight-and-a-half-foot wide stall. There is a difference between driving a Honda Fit versus an F-350; there are different vehicle dimensions. As you park in a typical parking stall is usually nine feet and that's the space you have in between other cars. The Fire Department has expressed some concerns. Even on a local road, you don't typically have as high a volume of traffic as a minor collector. I know we're not necessarily talking about parking on both sides, but that's some of their concerns. If you get parking on both sides, and you can only fit one car through and it's tight for them. If you look at adding a shoulder for parking, seven feet, eight feet, or nine feet, the Fire Department would still need to make sure that they have the width they need. Is it too tight? Can cars pull off to the side if you have a car parked, plus a car driving, plus a firetruck coming down the road? All those things can play into it.
Christine Anderson: I'm wondering about an option. On the South side of the road from the curb and gutter, we leave everything the way it is. With the extra six feet that we have on the travel lanes, we only need three more feet. We could find a foot or two in either the bike lane, the park strip, or the residents front yard. Is it possible to take one foot off the bike lane, one foot from the park strip, and one foot from the resident?
[bookmark: _Int_umQKZukv][bookmark: _Int_73tI3juW]Chris Christiansen: They’ve already given up two feet in the park strip right now. The standard is eight feet and they’ve already conceded a little bit. If you want parking, choose one side of the street versus the other.  I want parking down there too. This is future development, right? 
Christine Anderson: Are there owners on the South side? 
Ben Hunter: A lot of it is future development. The Lloyds are out there, and right next to the Lloyds you have some development that's going on as you continue for constructive pieces. Once you get to 900 West you start to have some of the development there. You have a little bit of a gap between just West of 900 West and over by the Rockwell Ranch where Bruce owned some property over there. But you see the same thing, which you see in the cross-section that was following the previous standard of additional developments. A lot of the actual construction of this road will happen at the time of development. Not that we're building the whole road right now. We're just trying to provide the developers with the requirements of what their road needs to look like.
Bruce Frandsen: I think we need to remember that if we take a foot off the bike lane, we gain two feet because we take a foot from both bike lanes. If we take a foot off the park strip, we gain two feet because we take it off of two park strips. It doesn't take that much to come up with another two or three feet. I know the City Council likes this. 
Chris Christiansen: If we think that parking in this minor collector is important then let's put 9 feet on each side. This is the standard for the future. We're not going to go back to Stonecreek and redo that. We're not going to go back to Ivory and redo that. Ms. Lloyd has her property there. There's a possibility that there's going to be an exception there. We've got the person who is a member of the city, and we are probably going to be able to accommodate her. I don't understand why we need to do all of this in the future. I think we can accommodate both, now and in the future.  
Christine Anderson: That's what I am hoping for too. Not that we must change this cross-section but that we can make allowances for existing situations. *Ms. Anderson Gestures with her hands. * I don't want the lane to look like this where we have 9 feet and then 6 feet. I'm wondering if that's a possibility without lowering the standard for the rest of the development. I agree with Chris.
Ben Hunter: The other thing to keep in mind is that right now there's one section of code that gives very minimal exceptions or variances. A lot of times that is when it's already been constructed and developed. Trying to look at “not changing this” but “allowing for that” may require some code modifications which the City Council would have to approve. We've prepared this at the direction of the City Council for what they have preferred. We can do various iterations needed to do a modification. We want to make sure the City Council is comfortable with those modifications as well. Whether it's a code change, whether it's a cross-section change, it must be approved by the City Council. We need to be able to try and accommodate it while still ensuring that we don't create a situation of someone saying, "Well, I want to do that too", and those exceptions become too wide that now everybody's doing it and it doesn't meet the intent of the cross-section. I'm not saying it's impossible, but all those things need to be considered in order to accommodate whatever the exception might be.
John Woffinden: Remember, we’re here to vote on this here as it is right now. Do we want to table it and give it back to City Council with our input of options? Do we want to vote on it as-is, or throw it out completely and deny it? 
Christine Anderson: I would be in favor of tabling to give the City Council the benefit of hearing from the residents and hearing our discussion. They did request this without knowing the implications and this would give them some further context. 
There is a brief discussion on when the next City Council work session will be.  
John Woffinden: We are here to vote on what is here right now. We can table it and send it back to the City Council with our three or four suggestions. What do you want to do?
[bookmark: _Int_ouU3bNfX]Jenny Peay: I have one question regarding accommodations for Ms. Lloyds specific property. Is there an allowance that you only allow one driveway entrance, or is it possible that she could have multiple driveway entrances to accommodate for that off-street parking?
Rebecca Andrus: The short answer to this is that on a minor collector you are supposed to have 150 feet between residential driveways. Recognizing that this is an existing residence and there is potential for subdivision in the future, there could be additional driveways that are placed on this property. Maybe three or so depending on how it's subdivided. If there are multiple driveways like that, it may limit the amount of on-street parking that could be done anyway because you can't block the driveway. There is going to be some give and take no matter what you do; the more driveways you have the less on-street parking you will have. All of that would have to be dealt with whenever they decided to do any sort of subdivision.
Jenny Peay: My thought process here is if she has an additional driveway entrance for her property, then that will eliminate the need for on-street parking.
Bruce Frandsen: She could also park more vehicles on her primary property. 
Rebecca Adrus:  At this point in time there are two existing curb cuts onto that property as have been constructed right now.  
Caroly Lloyd: One goes into a field; one goes into my driveway. 
Jenny Peay: But it would give you the option to park your vehicles on your property on not on the street?
Carolyn Lloyd: If it weren’t muddy or snowy three-fourths of the time, then yes. 
John Woffinden: Again, we are here to vote on this cross-section as it sits right now. 
Rodney Martin: I would like to put on record that on-street parking is problematic. Especially when you include sidewalks and bike lanes and things like that. Parallel parking is not most people’s strong suit. We’re concerned about the safety of our residents. We’re concerned about the usability, walkability, and bike ability in our city and its future development. I think trying to accommodate on-street parking in this development is not feasible nor is it in the best interest of the residents.  
Chris Christiansen motioned to recommend approval on amending Section 15.01.1525 to the American Fork City Municipal Code entitled “620 South/700 South Road Cross-Section”.
Christine Anderson seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	NAY
Christine Anderson	NAY
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Bruce Frandsen		NAY
Jenny Peay			ABSTAIN	
 
The motion did not pass

[bookmark: _Int_K6nyT9T4]John Woffinden: It did not pass. Patrick, what happens now?
Patrick O’Brien: One of the commissioners can make a recommendation to deny or to table seeing as the motion to carry or to or to table are still options out there. It’s at the discretion of the Commissioners.
John Woffinden: Does someone want to put forth a second motion?
Christine Anderson: If this is approved, would that be with the understanding that certain properties could have allowances, or do we need to table or deny if we want something like that?
Patrick O’Brien: That would be a recommendation that you could include in the code text amendment. But it is something that the City Council could remove at their discretion. Or they could include it if you don't include it. They can make some changes as you're recommending something to them.
Ben Hunter: There's also that section I briefly mentioned earlier that does allow for few exceptions for variances. There are several criteria that must be met. Rebecca, would there be any of them that it wouldn't meet specifically?
Rebecca Andrus: Not that I can think of because it’s less than 800 feet. 
[bookmark: _Int_0sIOf4hB]Ben Hunter: That is one of the requirements is that the section is less than 800 feet. I know some of it is to accommodate existing improvements. In this case, it's a new development, but at this point with this proposed modification, it is an existing improvement. In this particular case, I believe that that section of code would be allowed to apply for variants in this particular area because it meets that less than 800-foot requirement. I think that it meets all the other criteria that allow that variance.
Christine Anderson: What would that entail for this section?
Ben Hunter: My understanding would be that if you approved this cross-section, they would still be able to meet that variance and not have to meet this cross-section exactly. It's an existing sidewalk, an existing park strip, and an existing curb and gutter. Either way, it would have to transition into meeting this cross-section somehow as it further develops. The main thing would be making sure that you still have a through bike line. Because it's already been constructed and you don't have a bike lane behind the back of the curb, you've got to be able to somehow safely send the bikes somewhere so that you can meet on the opposite ends as the East develops. As you know, the West of them is already constructed as well. That may be a possibility that could apply to this particular piece of property as far as Rebecca and I recall.
Jenny Peay: Patrick, if we were to go ahead and re-vote this to approve, what kind of language would we include for this type of variance? Or could we add that?
Chris Christensen: It’s only there because the code exists, right? Do we really need to add anything in there?
Patrick O’Brien: Rebecca, if they were to re-vote on the item would they need to add anything to refer to what Ben had discussed?
Rebecca Andrus: It’s already in the code.
Patrick O’Brien: You could just take another vote. 
Ben Hunter: You should be able to take another vote because there is already code that allows for this variance as far as I understand. 
[bookmark: _Int_YY1pvuIr]Rebecca Andrus: Let me explain the process that's used for that variance. The subdivision plans would come forward, and they would propose an alternate cross-section. There are two potential exceptions that can be made, and they both require City Council approval in order to be fully enacted. One cross-section changes the actual right of way width, and we can make an exception to the width, and this one would just change the components within that width. This is allowed to apply in areas where it's existing, it meets the community nature, and it still includes all of the components. We're talking about adjusting things a little bit to say okay, we still need to have sidewalks, bike lanes, and a big road cross-section for travel and fire and everything. But asking if we can adjust the curb and gutter and park strips or everything just a little bit to accommodate parking in this one section. Again, this is an existing, constructed section. It's developed on both sides of Ms. Lloyd's property and the curb and gutter are in place. In the discussions that I've had since the City Council asked us to move forward with this cross-section, we've talked about leaving that curb and gutter in its current location which does provide additional asphalt width in this area that isn't accommodated in other areas. Therefore, we could potentially look at adjusting the section in a different way.
Bruce Frandsen: When they build the other side of the road, they can maybe do something on the other side?
Rebecca Andrus: When they build the North side of this road, in theory with this cross-section, it would have the curb, gutter, the bike lane behind it, the park strip, the sidewalk. But because of the extra width on the South side, that asphalt width is wider on the South than it would be on the North, so you could potentially move that bike lane behind the curb. We'd have to look at exactly how we want to do the driveways. What we talked about is having a bike lane or sidewalk ramp down through the driveways because they're going to be right behind the curb. We would have to ramp down and then bring it back up, which is messy.
Christine Anderson: Cyclists go really fast, and I think a dip would be disastrous. That’s why you go on a bike trail, so you don’t have sidewalk dips. 
Rebecca Andrus: It wouldn’t be a dip. It would be a ramp down and a ramp up. We’ve looked at different options for this development. 
Ben Hunter: Regarding the ramp, the best example I could give you is if you transition from Stonecreek Plat C to Stonecreek Plat E.  Plat E is the farthest West and the very West end borders Christiansen property. As you come from that very western edge, it has a raised curb in between which separates the bike lane from the travel lanes. But then as it transitions into Stonecreek plat C, there are ramps that the bikes use because they're moving from the back of the curb down to that. It would have to be something similar in order to accommodate that. It's not typically as steep as a driveway, but that could give you an idea of what it would look like.
Christine Anderson: So for any development along this road, driveways would be passing over the bike lane and creating a dip or elevation change?
Ben Hunter: Right. That's part of why there is limited access. In Stonecreek, they don't have any homes that are fronting on to the minor collector. It's all the backyards. If future development proposes anything like that it would have to meet spacing requirements and any safety concerns. It will have to be designed in such a way to make it feasible to do.
Christine Anderson: With that in mind, I'm much more in favor of a bike lane on the road rather than a raised bike lane.
Carolyn Lloyd: I understand the comment about a variance, but I would have to go through the whole process of approval. If we make the consideration now, then this goes with the approval of this cross-section. But if it gets approved then I have to go through the whole process trying to get a variance and get that approved and make that happen. Plus, the money and everything else. But if we can make consideration now with this cross-section for my area, I don't know. I would love to be able to revisit this and shorten the lanes and make it so I can park there.
John Woffinden: I can see your point. 
Christine Anderson: For the record, just so the City Council can read it, I would like to see a different option for this cross-section to address the difficulty of a raised bike lane. I think that the sidewalk is sufficient to keep children and pedestrians safe. I think that an on-street bike lane is safe for people on bikes. If they are children, they can use the sidewalk. I would like to preserve the street uses that the residents currently have.
Jenny Peay: I would like to put on the record too. This sets the precedents for the rest of the subdivisions going in. I think that we need to be compassionate, but then again, we need to have a standard that we set. I personally like what's being proposed here. But again, I think where this is a minor collector street and it's so extensive, I think you've got to be consistent throughout this particular street. I’m torn. 
Christine Anderson. I’m torn too. I do see the need for the standard. I don’t want it to be back and forth here’s the standard, here’s the exception, etc. cetera. 
John Woffinden: Do we want to table it and send it back to the City Council with our opinions and all of the options of what we have discussed and where we stand, and where the residents stand? 
Chris Christiansen: We know that this was recommended, and it got approved already by the City Council. We’re just a recommending body. To me, the next option is that we deny this. We don’t agree with what they presented. Then they make up their mind on what to do. 
John Woffinden: If we deny it, they know we don’t like it. They have all the minutes from this meeting and all of the options we have discussed, what the residents want or don’t want. 
Chris Christiansen: We either give it our approval or we give it our denial. 
Bruce Frandsen: If we approve or deny it goes on to the City Council. If we table it, it just sits here. 
Patrick O’Brien: The process will be that a recommendation of approval or denial if that motion carries, will move forward. Tabeling will hold it at the Planning Commission level for further consideration.   
John Woffinden: Approval or denial goes to City Council. If we table, it stays with us. 
Christine Anderson: If we table, the City Council won’t have the option to look at it?
Patrick O’Brien: If you table, it has to come back to you for further action. 
Christine Anderson: Before the City Council has an option to revise it?
Patrick O’Brien: Yes. Unless you are instructing staff to work with the council for additional input to bring it back to the Planning Commission. 
Chris Christiansen motioned to recommend approval on amending Section 15.01.1525 to the American Fork City Municipal Code entitled “620 South/700 South Road Cross-Section”.
Rodney Martin seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	NAY
Christine Anderson	NAY
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Bruce Frandsen		AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed

Bruce noted he voted aye because he feels the City Council has all Commissioner and citizens' comments and they are the ones who will make the decision. The Commissioners have a brief conversation noting that the City Council has detailed minutes which include the thoughts from the citizens, the Commision, and the staff regarding their thoughts, and that it would go back to the City Council with an in-depth analysis.  

14. Review and action on the minutes of the June 8, 2022 Planning Commission Regular Session.

Christine Anderson moved to approve minutes June 8, 2022 Planning Commission Regular Session.
Chris Christiansen seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Bruce Frandsen		AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed

15. Review and action on the minutes of the June 22, 2022 Planning Commission Regular Session.
 
Christine Anderson moved to approve minutes June 22, 2022 Planning Commission Regular Session.
seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
 
Chairman Woffinden	AYE
Christine Anderson	AYE
Rodney Martin		AYE
Chris Christiansen	AYE
Bruce Frandsen		AYE
Jenny Peay			AYE	
 
The motion passed
 
16. Concept Plan Report & Upcoming Projects
[bookmark: _Int_nNRehcHY]Patrick O’Brien: We published the agenda today for our upcoming meeting. We have an accessory structure seeking approval. It’s over 1,000 square feet so you are the approving body. We’ve had a few of those come through lately. We have two preliminary plans. We have all the Edgewater Final Plats that need to be pushed to the next meeting in addition to one other Final Plat, a Commercial Site Plan for Chik-Fil-A for their facility upgrade. It impacts a lot of their parking lot and extending their existing structure. We have an action item where you are the approving body related to removing some existing antennae and putting in new ones on a pole structure in the city. It’s a simple process, there is not a lot of information that is required. The main structure has already been approved, it’s removing a couple of existing ones and replacing them with more upgraded versions. 
17. Other Business
John Woffinden: Just so you know, at the City Council meeting on the 12th of July they tabled the Beck Hillside Estates because it’s turning into a real nightmare. They are going to have a work session to try and sort it out to see if they can make it work. We may or may not be invited, it’s hard to say. They are going to do a work session. They’re trying to figure out what to do with that subdivision. So it was tabled after our denial. 
Bruce Frandsen: When is that work session going to be?
John Woffinden: I have no idea. It will be in the future. They were so confused after the City Council meeting. It was a total goat rope is what it came down to. They wanted to have more time to figure out what was going on. They want to make it successful of course, but it has to follow code and they just don’t know how to make it move forward. They decided to table it to give more time to study the issues and come up with a solution. Right now, there is no solution in sight. 

18. Adjournment
 
Jenny Peay motioned to adjourn the meeting.  Rodney Martin seconded the motion. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m.
 
 
Melissa White
Administrative Assistant II
The order of agenda items may change to accommodate the needs of the commissioners, public and staff.
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