APPROVED MINUTES

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION
October 19, 2022
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session on October 05, 2022, at the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 pm.

Present:	Chairman Woffinden
	Christine Anderson
   Bruce Frandsen
   Jenny Peay
   Rodney Martin
   Chris Christiansen

Absent:	   Harold Dudley, David Bird   

Staff Present:     Patrick O’Brien          Development Services Director
      George Schade		IT Director
      Megan Crowley	Administrative Assistant
      Cody Opperman	Planner 1
      Jeff Mortimer		Project Engineer
      JJ Hsu			Project Engineer

Others Present: Buck Swany, Steve Davies, Guy Larsen

Chairman Woffinden led the “Pledge of Allegiance”

Christine Anderson moved to approve minutes October 5, 2022, Planning Commission Regular Session.  Bruce Frandsen seconded the motion. 

Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed


1. [bookmark: _Hlk114566590]Public hearing and recommendation on a code text amendment, creating Section 17.5.135 titled Fiber Design Standards, related to fiber design standards to be included in the American Fork Municipal Code.

George Schade: This is this is something that we've been working on for a while. We wanted to do these standards to where we can get any new developments and get conduit in place. The city has been looking at doing a fiber to the home project in the city. This is kind of separate from that, but it will have a play on that if we do that. We really need to start getting conduit for any fiber optics in these developments. Basically, what this is, is it is set up so that everything will be done in the common trench or the power combo trench. That’s where telecommunications go as well. The developers are already opening up those trenches by design. They will be putting conduit in all of those trenches. They will be placing the boxes at surface level, so no one trips on them. We’re hoping to move forward and start having the developers place this.

Jenny Peay: Is there a company that you’ve looked at that is interested in doing this?

George Schade: This is just the developer’s placing conduit. Any new development that comes into the city, the developers will be required to place the plan so that whenever we do a project or just any needs we have for conduit, it'll be in place. So rather than having stuff get built out and then trying to figure out a way to get those conduits in place, this will allow us to do it without having to worry about it.

John Woffinden: That works on new developments what about the existing city places?

George Schade: That's a whole different thing. This is only relating to new developments for the design codes for that. If we end up doing a project that would include some micro trenching and probably a lot of directional boring. There will be very little open trenching.

John Woffinden: It shouldn't mess up the roads like a secondary water installation did?

George Schade: No, it should not, with Strata they’ve been doing this for quite a while. They only pick the best neighborhoods that it would work for to put in the micro trench. I’ve seen the process happen down in Vernal they have a lot of design down there and they’ve been putting these networks in place. It’s a very small opening, it does go down deep which is nice. They have to follow all the rules of potholing to make sure that all of the utilities are not going to get damaged in any way. They put a seal on top that they’ve used a lot. I went and looked at some that have been there a long time and they’re very unintrusive. They are way closer to the curb side then they are out into the roadway.

John Woffinden: I live on the west side of Martin Park and all of our utilities are underground. On the East side of Martin Park everything is above ground. Are the fiber optics going to be underground?

George Schade: We would have to look at that. If a new development was going in in that location and there’s already poles, I guess it could be put up on poles as well. If it’s existing, it follows the same set of rules but if the developers are putting power underground, then they would put this underground.

John Woffinden: This is an older neighborhood; I’ve lived there for 46 years. The east end of that park has been there before I even moved in. All their utilities are above ground one neighbor asked me about it. Another neighbor asked, with it being underground are they going to stub it into each individual existing home?

George Schade: No not at this time. That will be something we will work out with the builders. We are only asking the developer to put the backbone in place. So just the conduits that that run the signal to all the places, but this does not include any drops or laterals of any kind at this point.

John Woffinden: That’s what I’m wondering because the majority of the city is existing and if we are going to start cutting through people’s yards. On Martin Parks east side of the park, the main trenching will you just go out to people’s individual homes? I’ve been asked a million questions and I don’t have any answers.

George Schade: I think it's important to note that the way that it would be set up is a little bit different than that. They would do that with the builders so that will be in place. If we're able to do that they would put a piece of conduit in place when they come back to get the power. It would be pre yard and landscaping so it would be done in that stage of development. If the Strata goes through, they would be putting those in, only on those who want it. It would not be intrusive for someone who is buying the home. It would be put in place with the power and would need to be landscaped anyway. If it’s already in an existing area, they would need to agree to let us put that in.

John Woffinden: So, in my area it would follow the existing electrical lines down the neighborhoods and into the homes?

George Schade: If it’s in a new development that would be the case.

John Woffinden: An older neighborhood is what I’m talking about.

George Schade: Yeah, and in an older neighborhood not necessarily. If that happened to be the best place to put it. We try to put those on the homes by power so that everything is concentrated together. In those cases, they would do a micro type of getting the line underneath the ground they wouldn’t be looking to open up trenches or anything like that.

John Woffinden: I’m hoping they follow the existing power lines. I hope they do better than the people putting in the meters for the secondary water right now. They’re messing up people’s water systems. My meter you can pull it up with your fingers it’s not even in the box. I’ve had several people in my neighborhood say they’ve had to go back and repair they’re existing sprinkler system because of the way they put the meters in. I’m hoping that they put the conduit on top of existing electricity line, and they don’t screw up the existing utilities. Because right now the secondary water has turned into a regular nightmare.

George Schade: Strata has been around for over 20 years, not under the same name, but they’ve done all kinds of projects all over. They’re well respected with all of their clean up and how they put the lines in. They’re trying to make the customers happy. So, in an existing neighborhood especially they have a set of standards that are really great. I went on a tour and observed it and its amazing. The things that they’ve figured out with the directional boring and different types of micro trenching when it comes to the backbone and getting it into the homes, its not super intrusive.  For this tonight this is just dealing with the backbone.

John Woffinden: So, if we pass this tonight it goes to City Council, right?

George Schade: Yes, that’s right.

John Woffinden: Are they going to have public meetings in the meantime to educate the public about how, when, and where this is going to happen?

George Schade: Yes, that will be a little bit further down the line.

John Woffinden: So, the citizens if they’re not here tonight they still have a chance to talk to the City Council. And possibly some public meetings down the road?

George Schade: Yes, exactly. A lot of times they’re thinking of the overall picture. This is simply for new developments. So, the developers that are coming in and building will be required to place it.

John Woffinden: They might as well put it in in a new house that makes sense.

Public Hearing Opened

No public comments

Public Hearing Closed

Bruce Frandsen motioned to recommend approval of the proposed text amendment of the American Fork Municipal Code adopting section 17.5.135, relating to the developer installed communication infrastructure design standards. Chris Christiansen seconded the motion.  

Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed

2. Review and action on a site plan for 500 E Automall Business Center, for the development of a business center in the PI-1 (Planned Industrial) zone, located at 450 E Automall Drive.

Patrick O’Brien: Cody will introduce the project. You’ve all probably looked at the packet and seen what the staff recommendation is. Just as a further piece of information, earlier today staff received a revised set of plans for this project. That is why we recommend tabling because we received plans today. We had no way of having them reviewed in time for tonight. Cody will speak a little bit more to it and the applicant is here so he can speak about it as well.

John Woffinden: Cody will you address the problems and what outstanding items we still have please?

Cody Opperman: Yes, so for 500 east Automall drive, some issues we have are major landscaping problems. Species diversity, some perimeter landscaping stuff. Additionally, on the northwestern portion of their property there should be a shared use path according to American Forks bike and pedestrian master plan. Those are some of the planning issues that relate to the tabling recommendation, its mostly landscaping issues.

John Woffinden: Engineering anything you want to discuss or any loose ends?

JJ Hsu: This project is still under review because the file is not complete. We need some time to review the traffic impact studies.

John Woffinden: What about the fire department are they ok? Because you said there are problems.

Patrick O’Brien: There are a number of comments from Fire Marshall on the plan set, he’s not here to speak to them. They’re pretty straightforward, I think the comments speak for themselves.

John Woffinden: The applicant is here, right?

Steve Davies: I represent 500 east Automall drive. I don’t know how to respond we are now 10 months into our site review with the city staff. Each time we get a review, we answer it, we send it back to them. Three weeks later we get another review. As of last Wednesday, we got 19 more comments. When does this ever stop? Yes there are things because every time we turn around we’ve got more comments and more comments and more comments. Like I said, we are 10 months into this process. We’ve had our attorney meet with them and nothing seems to push this process along. Some of these comments we got today are in conflict with comments we’ve received previously. I don’t want to table it if it at all possible. The tiny things that are in here we can resolve, we can’t push this off anymore.

John Woffinden: This does not require a public hearing. 

Christine Anderson: I have a question for engineering. Are these outstanding issues something that could be resolved between now and the city council meeting?

JJ Hsu: We just received that today I was at a training, so I don’t know how we are going to get that revised yet. We try to do the best we can to help them out.

John Woffinden: If we table it, it comes back to us and it gives the applicant and the city staff time to sit down and finalize the loose ends.

Patrick O’Brien: At the applicant’s request, six or seven weeks ago we scheduled a meeting with all staff to go over their most recent submission and what comments were on it. We all sat down with Mr. Davies, his attorneys, and his engineers and went over everything. I think we had a pretty good in-depth discussion about what needed to be addressed from that plan set. We discussed it with the engineer, and we were told that we would get revised set of plans either the end of that week or the week after. Then it was five weeks later when we received that plan set, which is what the comments are from on the October 12th submission. We turned it around as fast as we could because we when we met with Mr. Davies and his attorney, we tried to come to an agreement about getting onto Planning Commission as soon as possible. We outlined what the comments were and some of those comments weren’t addressed from that meeting. I understand the need to address stuff if we can move forward but we outlined what the problems were in the past and some of those comments still exist. As you're aware of some things, you end up with different comments if you have to make a major change to something or even a minor change design wise. That results in some new designs coming through on a plan set that may not actually satisfy code and that can result in an additional comment. So that's just some further background on our most recent interactions of what we had and then we have plans today. So like JJ said, we haven't even looked at those plans yet because they only came in earlier.

John Woffinden: I agree with staff I think its total unfair that we get things back the day of the meeting and expect us to pass things the day of the meeting. I’m definitely in favor of tabling it but we will make a motion and go from there.

Steve Davies: I disagree with what you said. Here is a couple of comments on the last go around, include blue stakes symbol on a drawing, why is that coming up now after ten months as opposed to nine months ago? So, what I'm saying is they're not doing a complete review. They're doing enough to get it off their table. And then next time we get new comments like the dumpster needs to be to city standards. So why is that now instead of 10 months ago?

John Woffinden: Well, you have to admit you should know what the city standards are for the dumpster container.

Steve Davies: Or include the benchmark basis and barrack.

Patrick O’Brien: When we receive an application, the applicants generally sign a document that outlines that what they're submitting meets the city code and that they have reviewed the city code. So, when these things come up and they say why haven’t these things been done? It’s our job as staff to review plans to make sure they meet code. But there is also a responsibility on an applicant and a developer to submit something that meets code. Especially when they're putting their name and their professional signature to a document that says they are meeting code.

John Woffinden: I don’t want to be argumentative. You should know what the standards are before you submit them. Now you come back 10 months later and say the dumpster is not up to code, you should have known that when you started.

Steve Davies: There is a dumpster there. The shared use path has never been talked about. Every time we get comments back, we typically address them and then we get new comments, and we address them and new comments and address those. Six times or eight times that excessive. We ought to be able to get a little better job done a little quicker than that.

John Woffinden: Sounds like to me there ought to be better communication going both ways and maybe that’s part of the problem.

Steve Davies: It may be, but we’ve tried. You don’t know how many times we’ve called the engineering department. They say we’ll get back to you and the never get back to you. We make an appointment, and nobody shows up. It’s frustrating.

John Woffinden: We have to go along with the staff’s recommendation. If it doesn’t meet code, we can’t pass something that doesn’t meet code.

Steve Davies: Is there any responsibility to the city to do their job?

John Woffinden: That’s between you, the developer, and the city. We’re just volunteers we don’t get paid to sit here and take abuse.

Steve Davies: That’s what I said. Maybe this needs to be a conversation with City Council. But we’re not getting a response, we’re not getting the services out of the city that we should be able to expect out of the city. This isn’t just this project this is several other projects we have going here.

John Woffinden: You’re free to go to City council and talk to them about past problems. They’re a public body they’re here every other Tuesday.

Steve Davies: We can’t get there without you getting us in front of them.

John Woffinden: You can go there on your own without worrying about this project. If you’re concerned, you’re not getting services from the city, go to City Council and express your views to them in general maybe that will help. We have to go with staff’s recommendation, if it doesn’t meet code, we can’t change the code at this point in time.

Steve Davies: I understand that.

John Woffinden: We’re going to have to move on from here. I have to agree with the city staff if they were able to review it and get things back today but it just doesn’t work for us to look at it tonight.

Jenny Peay: I do have one question. If they were to address all of issues by the next planning commission, would you recommend it for approval?

Patrick O’Brien: If they have addressed the comments and meet code, then it should be fine. I agree with Mr. Davies there shouldn’t be additional comments. I can’t speak for why that happens at times. Sometimes with different design changes you end up with a different set of plans then what you reviewed previously. It happens in some instances, but it should not happen all the time. If what was submitted today addresses all of the comments, then there shouldn’t be a problem with getting a positive recommendation from staff for the next meeting. I did notice when I opened some of the documents some things were not addressed. We are still waiting for some things to come in from the architect and a follow up from the engineer. If those come in by the end of this week or early next week, we can fast track it and bring it back for November 2nd.

John Woffinden: Remember it’s a two-way street Commissioners. The city has to respond in a timely manner and the applicant has to respond in a timely manner. Getting things in on the day of our meeting doesn’t give us or the city a chance to look at it.

Patrick O’Brien: If the planning commission follows staff’s recommendations of tabling you can instruct staff to add the item to the next planning commission agenda so it can be heard. If we get everything back and everything is solved that won’t be a problem, we’re good to go. We have been able to turn the review around. I know our engineers are out with some trainings as well and I know they’ve got a lot of other projects going on so we’re trying to coordinate and be respectful of other people's positions in queues. I think for the most part if we're only having a look to make sure that all of the previous comments have been addressed, I don't see a reason why we can't have it on the next Planning Commission agenda and help this project move forward. We want it to move forward. That's our goal as staff is to ensure that projects move forward but they need to meet code.

Steve Davies: So, I assume by saying that if we get these nineteen items addressed and to you that’s it? No more new comments?

Patrick O’Brien: Provided there is nothing else outstanding, yes, that should be good.

Bruce Frandsen: If you just got a new set of plans today you don’t know if there could be changes on those plans that would add to your nineteen. I see Patrick’s point. Are those comments related to the set of plans you turned in today?

Steve Davies: The new plans were sent in; the new comments were addressed on the new set. You ought to be able to look at the new plans and that’s it.

Patrick O’Brien: If it’s addressing the comments and the way of addressing the comments is not having a new design. The new design can sometimes be problematic which is what I think had happened previously. If the design has remained the same and you addressed comments without augmenting the design in any way, there shouldn’t be a problem.

Steve Davies: Since Patrick has helped us this has moved along a lot better.

John Woffinden: We’re here to train you to do the process but it’s a two-way street. If those nineteen are solved and you’re not creating new problems, it should be easy to do. I think we need to follow the staff recommendation and go from there.

Christine Anderson: I think it’s been a tricky year and we’ve been transitioning from previous staff. Then we had a period where we didn’t have planning staff so you kind of came in at an unlucky time. Now that we have full staff things are moving again.

Steve Davies: I already had final plat approval on it and now four months later I’m back for final plat approval. I asked why and they said we lost it all so we started over again. That’s part of the year and its frustrating

Rodney Martin motioned to recommend to table action on the site plan for 500 east Automall business center located at 450 East Automall drive and instruct the developer and staff to work together to get this on the next on the commission agenda, if at all possible. Jenny Peay seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed

3. Review and action on a site plan for Reagan Digital Signs, for the upgrade of an existing billboard to an electronic billboard sign, in the GC-2 Zone, located at 854 E Sam White Lane. 

Cody Opperman: So, this is just an upgraded billboard. Going to electronic it's in the exact same place as their previous billboard. They want to make it electronic; they're following the code for static images and also for the illumination of the electronic billboard as well. So there's really no additional comments and planning recommends approval.

Jeff Mortimer: We don’t have any other concerns with it.

John Woffinden: This will be a double-sided sign, correct? So, we will see it both Northbound and Southbound?

Rodney Martin: Does this conform to the proposed amendments that we’ve been talking about as far as signage?

Patrick O’Brien: Those aren’t in place.

Rodney Martin: Is this a departure from what we’ve been working on?

Patrick O’Brien: It is very similar.

John Woffinden: The size of the sign itself is not going to change just the electronics.

Patrick O’Brien: Just its location. It’s still being housed on city property addressed in American Fork. It does fall into the I-15 corridor it is more of an advertising area. Naturally we don't want our downtown becoming like the Vegas Strip by having huge TVs advertising things. I’m not against advertising in any way but I think we also need to be conscious of the downtown design. It's something that the Mayor and I spoke about earlier today about finalizing that previous item for advertising and signage.

Jenny Peay: As far as distraction with the timing of images on the sign. Have the studies been included on that of the timing between it?

Patrick O’Brien: I don’t know if a study has been given to it its just the rules that they need to follow. There is correspondence from the applicant saying that they will follow those rules. There will be some element of monitoring it from our perspective. If it flashes harder than it’s supposed to or its too bright or goes against any rules, we will get code enforcement and look into it from that perspective. It might be an honor system in regards to them following those rules.

Jenny Peay: I guess my concern is when an image changes so rapidly, it's very distracting to the driver.

Patrick O’Brien: When we look at our new ordinance, there’s supposed to be a length of time that an image needs to be shown for and that as it flashes to something else, it cannot be like an immediate flash. That distracts and blinds. Its needs to be more appropriate timing.

Rodney Martin: It’s the blink of an eye rate.

John Woffinden: We do have a new code enforcement officer. If we have to go that route, we’ve got the extra help.

Patrick O’Brien: Hes great, he’s been really good to work with. Police department did a great job getting him into that role and he seems really interested and proactive.

Guy Larsen: I’m with Reagan outdoor advertising. I just want to answer questions. There are studies outlining the flip times is eight seconds. There are state and federal laws pertaining to that. There's brightness laws and just to give you an idea there's some signs up in Salt Lake, not ours, that the brightness was too bright, and the state and city go out and regulate that. You shouldn’t have any issues with that we self-regulate. There are laws for how fast they can switch so they don't appear to be flashing.

Jenny Peay: We just don’t want to create a big pile up right by your sign.

Chris Christiansen motioned to recommend approval of the: I move that we recommend approval on the site plan for the Reagan digital signs for the upgrade of an existing billboard to electronic billboard sign in the GC-2 zone located at 854 East Sam White Lane subject to any conditions found in the staff report. Bruce Frandsen seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed

THIS ITEM WAS PULLED FROM THE AGENDA AT THE APPLICANTS REQUEST. Review and action of a Final Plat for Stonecreek Plat K, requesting approval for 55 lots in Plat K of the overall Stonecreek Development, in the PR 3.0 Zone, located in the area of 1000 South 380 West. 

4. Review and action of a Final Plat for Pando Lake City, requesting approval for a warehouse development, in the PC (Planned Community) Zone located in the area of 860 E 930 S.

Cody Opperman: This is for final plat approval for Pando Lake City. It’s going to be more of an office and warehouse and flexible use industrial development. The proposal consists of five parcels. It is part of a development agreement within the city as well. At the previous Planning Commission, the site plan was approved so we’re doing it a little bit backwards. The final plat for Pando looks goof and staff recommends approval.

John Woffinden: Engineering any concerns on this project?

Jeff Mortimer: No, we don’t have anything else.

Buck Swaney: I represent MDP Land and Woodbury corporation and together we are Pando. The project is something we’ve been working on for a very long time. I think our first plat submittal was nineteen months ago. We’re just happy to be to this juncture and I think that we’ve carefully ironed out every kink.

John Woffinden: Do you have people occupying the facility before you get a builder? How does your list look as far as filling up what you’ve got built.

Buck Swaney: The market for this if super strong.

John Woffinden: You see them popping up all over the place there must some market for them.

Buck Swaney: We’re seeing this in the industry as major transition. It’s a model for retail called clicks to bricks where people are buying things online and they're being manufactured and distributed from places like this. So these facilities where a lot of types of land uses don't really collect any tax money, these do. Sales tax flows through these types of developments.

Jenny Peay motioned to recommend approval of the final plat for Pando Lake City for the development of an office and flexible- use warehouse project in the PC (Planned Community) zone, located in the area of 860 E 930 S, subject to any conditions found in the staff report. Chris Christiansen seconded the motion.

Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed

5. Other Business

Patrick O’Brien: I’m going to give you a quick overview of our next agenda on November 2nd. There are a couple of items of interest for the Commission. We have three public hearings on the list. One of them is a code text amendment changing a definition in our code. We're updating some outdated stuff because we now use the International Building Code. That has been stagnant in the city code, so we are including that language so it’s within the definitions. Just for complete transparency purposes and to get everything above board. We have two requests for zone changes one for a planned residential area and one in a residential area looking to transition zones. We have a preliminary plan and final plat coming back for Beck Hillside Estates, they’re on the agenda. We’ve worked really hard with the developer and their engineer, and I am hopeful that we have a project that we can get across the finish line. And hopefully get that development underway for Mr. Beck and Anderson Developers. Items that were pulled from a couple of our recent agendas are coming back. So Stonecreek plats J & K and a couple other ones. I’ve also added 500 East Automall business center back to the agenda after Mr. Davies being here tonight and that being tabled. If there is anything else that does not require a public hearing, we can put that on the agenda as well. I did want to talk briefly about why projects are pulled from the agenda either at the request of the developer or another reason. From a staff perspective we’re doing our best to offer the best customer service to developers and applicants as possible. That means trying to work up until the very last minute to help them have something in place so that they can get on an agenda as soon as possible. Sometimes for projects just not getting there they pull. Other times it's just that they have not had a chance to get the comments in that we need to be able to give them a favorable recommendation so they’re pulling items from the agenda. I understand that it can be frustrating from the commission’s perspective and also likely from the Council’s perspective if items are pulled. We are doing our best from the staff side to help people through our system. I understand it's not perfect. It's cumbersome at times and it's challenging to get something built that's why we are doing our very best to help people. Not just tell them that, look you're not ready when we're putting our agenda together, we're going to stop working on your project. We want to work with them and be as helpful as possible so if Planning Commission's okay with that we will continue to do that and have items on the agenda. The downside to that is sometimes when applicants are not ready something will get pulled at the last minute. Our goal is to get as many good developments through our system as possible that meet code.
John Woffinden: I agree with you I think it’s up to the developer to come prepared. It’s unfair to this commission to waste our time on stuff that’s not ready It should be ready to go before we put it on the agenda.
Rodney Martin: We are here to do a job and we’re not going to complain if we have one less thing to talk about.
Patrick O’Brien: As we approached the end of the year, either for our very last meeting or for the first meeting in 2023 I'll just have a quick overview of everything that has happened with planning commission over the last year. I would also like to remind the planning commissioners that there are a certain number of hours that the state requires you to complete in training. 
Patrick and Commissioners briefly spoke about how the commissioners can complete their training.
Christine Anderson moved to adjourn the meeting.  Rodney Martin seconded the motion.  
Voting was as follows:

Chairman Woffinden		AYE
Christine Anderson		AYE
Bruce Frandsen			AYE
Jenny Peay				AYE
Rodney Martin			AYE
Chris Christiansen		AYE	
The motion passed

Meeting adjourned 7:45 p.m.
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