
 * Supporting documentation is available on the City’s website www.spanishfork.org  
 
 Notice is hereby given that: 

$ In the event of an absence of a quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting. 
$ By motion of the Spanish Fork City Council, pursuant to Title 52, Chapter 4 of the Utah Code, the City Council may vote 

to hold a closed meeting for any of the purposes identified in that Chapter. 
$ This agenda is also available on the City’s webpage at www.spanishfork.org  

 
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 Council Meetings located 
at 40 South Main St.  If you need special accommodation to participate in the meeting, please contact the City Manager=s 
Office at 804-4530. 

 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Spanish Fork, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in 
the Council Chambers in the City Office Building, 40 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah, commencing at 
6:00 p.m. on February 15, 2011. 
 
AGENDA ITEMS:                     

 
1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITIONS: 

a. Pledge, led by invitation 
b. Recognition of Employee of the 4th Quarter 
 

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS:  
Please note:  In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting and to more closely follow the 
published agenda times, public comment will be limited to three minutes per person.  A spokesperson who has 
been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will be allowed five minutes to speak.  Comments which 
cannot me made within these limits should be submitted in writing. The Mayor or Council may restrict the 
comments beyond these guidelines. 

 
3. COUNCIL COMMENTS: 

 
4. SPANISH FORK 101 

a. Sign Maintenance Program – Chris Thompson 
  

5. CONSENT ITEMS:  
These items are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion.  If 
discussion is desired on any particular consent item, that item may be removed from the consent agenda and 
considered separately. 

a. * Minutes of Spanish Fork City Council Meeting – February 1, 2011 
b. * UT Warn Agreement to Facilitate the Sharing among Utilities in an Emergency  
c. * I-15 ICORE Electrical Reconstruction Supplemental Agreement 
d. * River Bank Stabilization Design Contract 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS: 

a. * I-15 River Bridge Reconstruction Trail Agreement – Chris Thompson 
b. * Contract Amendment to Add Full Build-out Scenario to the Travel Demand Model 

in the Transportation Masterplan – Chris Thompson 
c. * Ordinance #02-11 Amending Telecommunications Meetings – Junior Baker 
d. * Ordinance #03-11 Amendment to the False Alarm Ordinance – Dee Rosenbaum  
e. * Rocky Mountain Composites Lease at the Airport– Scott Wood 
f. *Proposed Preliminary Plat for property located at approximately 600 East Kirby 

Lane.  The proposal would permit the recordation of a three-lot condominium plat –
Dave Anderson 

g. *Proposed Preliminary Plat for property located at approximately 900 North State 



Road 51.  The proposal would reapprove a Master Planned Development that was 
originally approved in 2009 – Dave Anderson 

h. Chris Salisbury, Salisbury Homes - Extending the entitlement period on the Maple 
Mountain Master Planned Community for 6 additional months. 

 
ADJOURN: 
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Tentative Minutes 1 
Spanish Fork City Council Meeting 2 

February 1, 2011 3 
 4 
Elected Officials Present: Mayor G. Wayne Andersen, Councilmembers Steve Leifson, Rod Dart, 5 
Keir A. Scoubes, Richard Davis, Jens P. Nielson. 6 
 7 
Staff Present: David Oyler, City Manager; Junior Baker, City Attorney; Seth Perrins, Assistant 8 
City Manager; Dave Anderson; Community Development Director; Chris Thompson, Public 9 
Works Director; Dale Robinson, Parks & Recreation Director; Kent Clark City Recorder/Finance 10 
Director; Dee Rosenbaum, Public Safety Director; Angie Warner, Deputy Recorder.  11 
 12 
Citizens Present: Caden Hermansen, Ty Christmas, Ryan Wengreen, Chris Hermansen, Mike 13 
Mendenhall, Don Nay, Kari Nay, Robert Nay, Nikki Ahlin, Tresa Ahlin, Karl L. Duffield, Jean C. 14 
Duffield, Lana Creer-Harris, Richard V. Harris, Glenda Wilson, Steve Wilson, Chris Garcia, Chris 15 
Tuttle, Carter Lehmon, Terry Ficklin, Stackie Geroli, Enzo Geroli, Pat Parkinson, Nicole Busch, 16 
Janette Kneese. 17 
 18 
CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, RECOGNITION: 19 
Mayor Andersen called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 20 
 21 
Councilman Davis led in the pledge of allegiance. 22 
 23 
Introduction of New Golf Course Manager/Head Professional 24 
Dale Robinson introduce Ryan Rhees the new Golf Course Manager/Head Professional.  We are 25 
thrilled to have him on our team.   26 
 27 
Ryan Rhees spoke of himself and his experience. 28 
 29 
Mayor Andersen thanked Mr. Rhees. 30 
 31 
Recognition - Robert Nay 32 
Mayor Andersen recognized Robert Nay whom developed the number one App creation for the I-33 
phone. 34 
 35 
Robert Nay explained how he made the game. 36 
 37 
Mayor congratulated Robert for his knowledge. 38 
 39 
Seth Perrins showed how much media Robert Nay has been in. 40 
 41 
Recognition - The Moving Wall Committee 42 
Seth Perrins recognized the Committee that brought The Moving Wall to our town.  Steve 43 
Wilson, Lana Creer-Harris, Tresa Ahlin, Jean Duffield, Councilman Richard Davis, Mayor Wayne 44 
Andersen.   Lana Creer-Harris thought of this idea and started this great event. 45 
 46 
Councilman Leifson said we are excited that we have these types of individuals in our community.  47 
They did a great job, a lot of time and effort was put into this event. 48 
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 49 
Councilman Leifson congratulated the committee and presented them with a certificate of 50 
recognition. 51 
 52 
Steve Wilson expressed some of his experiences with The Moving Wall while it was here. 53 
 54 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: 55 
Mike Mendenhall from the Chamber of Commerce announced that the Easter Egg Hunt is coming 56 
up. He invited the public to the sack lunch lectures every Thursday.  Also, on February 9th is a 57 
Networking Meeting at Robarge Collision.  For more details go to www.spanishforkchamber.com. 58 
 59 
COUNCIL COMMENTS: 60 
Councilman Scoubes announced on Saturday, April 9th from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. there will be a 61 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection Day at Orem Public Works Facility.  62 
 63 
Councilman Dart asked Pam Jackson the library director, to come up to announce some of the 64 
library events.  65 
 66 
Pam Jackson reminded the public that February is Library Lovers month. If you have any items 67 
that you have forgotten about, please return them.  The library will waive all incoming fines during 68 
the first three weeks of the month, through February 19. 69 
 70 
Councilman Leifson gave an update on the UMPA & SUVPS meetings. 71 
 72 
Councilman Davis said they took the youth council to the capital for the Local Officials’ Day at 73 
the Legislature event.  It was a great learning experience for them.   74 
 75 
Councilman Davis read an email he received that disappointed him.  The council is doing their 76 
best and we want to serve our citizens and help them.  If you have concerns we have many ways 77 
of communications that you can contact us.   78 
 79 
Councilman Nielson said at the SUVMWA board meeting we elected new officers and he is now 80 
the secretary for this committee. 81 
 82 
Mayor Andersen expressed that one of the great experiences of being mayor is representing the 83 
city at its many events.  Mayor Andersen was called by a citizen to come to an incident.  The 84 
citizens home was completing vandalized.  This doesn’t represent Spanish Fork and the citizens 85 
that live here.  Mayor Andersen asked the citizens of this community to help protect our 86 
community.  87 
 88 
SPANISH FORK 101: 89 
Junior Baker talked about nonconforming uses and noncomplying structures.   90 
 91 
Councilman Davis made a Motion to move into Public Hearing to discuss Ordinance #01-11. 92 
Councilman Leifson Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor at 6:55 p.m. 93 
 94 
PUBLIC HEARING: 95 
Ordinance #01-11 Abandonment of Trail and Easement in Black Horse Run 96 
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Chris Thompson stated that months ago we received an easement of open area to be vacated. It 97 
was supported by the people in the subdivision.  We have no need for the easement and it will be 98 
abandoned back to the HOA.   99 
 100 
Mayor Andersen welcomed any public comment. 101 
 102 
Berry Wilkins from Black Horse Run HOA thanked the council for all they do.  He expressed that 103 
association was not contacted regarding this issue.  104 
 105 
Dave Oyler expressed apology, we thought it had been done. 106 
 107 
Pat Parkinson asked that several months ago people in that area were concerned about the run 108 
off, was that taken care of? 109 
 110 
Chris Thompson reported that the City installed a storm drain line in the road.  A line was ran to 111 
each home that was having water problems, to help get rid of the water.    112 
 113 
Discussion about the Black Horse Run area water problem. 114 
 115 
Stacy Geroli a homeowner next to the easement has concerns.  The HOA is supposed to be 116 
maintaining the trail by her property and have not been doing so.  We have been maintaining the 117 
area by our property.  If the City is going to abandon the easements to the HOA, are they going 118 
to maintain it? We have been promised on multiple occasions by the Code Enforcement Officer 119 
and the HOA that it will be done.  If they do not want to maintain it we would want to close off 120 
our property and that is what they don’t want us to do.   121 
 122 
Berry Wilkins said we do have the easement to maintain the trail but not the Geroli’s property.    123 
 124 
Councilman Leifson made a Motion to move out of Public Hearing. 125 
Councilman Davis Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor at 7:21 p.m. 126 
 127 
Mayor Andersen asked if the easement is part of the HOA, shouldn’t the HOA maintain it? 128 
 129 
Junior Baker said if the easement is abandoned to the HOA it will be between the home owner 130 
and the association.  We do have the City Code standards for the weeds.  131 
 132 
Councilman Nielson asked when the Black Horse Run plat was approved if the trail was included. 133 
 134 
Junior Baker stated that it included the public utility easement and a public trail access 135 
easement.  We feel that the City does not need this easement and are willing to abandon the 136 
public trail access easement.   137 
 138 
Discussion about the easement.  139 
 140 
Mayor Andersen stated that if the city approves this ordinance then the HOA gets the easements 141 
and will need to take care of the easements. 142 
 143 
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Councilman Scoubes asked how do we know who to abandon the easements to?  How do we 144 
know if it’s the property owner or the HOA?  There are two owners in this area, the HOA and the 145 
Geroli’s.  Why should we abandon this to one when there are two owners involved? 146 
 147 
Discussion about owners of the easements. 148 
 149 
Councilman Scoubes made a Motion to Table this to March 1 Ordinance #01-11 Abandonment of 150 
Trail and Easement in Black Horse Run for further research. 151 
Councilman Davis Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor by a roll call vote. 152 
 153 
Councilman Davis made a Motion to move into Public Hearing to discuss FY 2011 Budget 154 
Revision 2. 155 
Councilman Scoubes Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor at 7:44 p.m. 156 
 157 
FY 2011 Budget Revision 2 158 
Kent Clark explained that our budget is always changing and getting updated.   The general fund 159 
is run by taxes.  Our sales tax in the city has declined over the years.  Our building permits are 160 
down.  Property taxes have increased over 10 years.   The current budget is $59 million and the 161 
proposal is for $62 million.  The $62 million is what is being proposed for approval. 162 
 163 
Mayor Andersen welcomed any public comment. 164 
 165 
There was no public comment. 166 
 167 
Councilman Leifson made a Motion to move out of Public Hearing. 168 
Councilman Dart Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor at 8:01 p.m. 169 
 170 
Councilman Scoubes pointed out in comparing Revision 1 and Revision 2 in the expenditures the 171 
city has saved about $45,000.00.  172 
 173 
Councilman Leifson made a Motion to approve FY 2011 Budget Revision 2. 174 
Councilman Nielson Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor by a roll call vote. 175 
 176 
CONSENT ITEMS: 177 

a. Minutes of Spanish Fork City Council Meeting - January 18, 2011; January 14 &15, 2011. 178 
b. Proposed Agreement for services to prepare environmental studies as part of National 179 

Park Service park conversion process. 180 
c. 800 North CDBG Grant, Change Order #3 Ratification 181 
d. Impact Fee Consultant Contract with TischlerBise for Phase #1 182 
e. I-15 ICORE Waterline Relocation Supplemental Agreement 183 

 184 
Councilman Leifson made a Motion to approve the consent items. 185 
Councilman Dart Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor. 186 
 187 
NEW BUSINESS: 188 
Resolution #11-02 Making Appointments to the South Utah Valley Municipal Water 189 
Association Board and Technical Committee 190 
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Mayor Andersen stated that this Resolution appoints Councilman Nielson to serve on the board 191 
and Chris Thompson as the alternate.   192 
Mayor Andersen appointed Chris Thompson to serve on the Technical Committee. 193 
 194 
Councilman Dart made a Motion to approve Resolution#11-02 Making Appointments to the 195 
South Utah Valley Municipal Water Association Board and Technical Committee. 196 
Councilman Leifson Seconded and the motion passed all in favor by roll call vote. 197 
 198 
Windward Engineering Lease 199 
Junior Baker stated that Windward Engineering wants to build a building on our property they are 200 
leasing from the City.  UMPA is leasing it from the City and they are subleasing to Windward 201 
Engineering.  They are going to pay us $550.00 per month.  At the end of the lease we get the 202 
building, they will have to remove the towers or turbines.   203 
 204 
Councilman Scoubes made a Motion to approve the Windward Engineering Lease. 205 
Councilman Dart Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor. 206 
 207 
Board Appointments 208 
Mayor Andersen appointed Don Graham & Shauna Warnick to the Library Board. 209 
 210 
Councilman Dart made a Motion to approve the Mayor’s appointment of Don Graham & Shauna 211 
Warnick to the Library Board. 212 
Councilman Davis Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor. 213 
 214 
Mayor Andersen appointed Dan Degraw, Ruth Peay & Shirley Oberg to the Senior Citizens 215 
Board. 216 
 217 
Councilman Dart made a Motion to approve the Mayor’s appointment of Dan Degraw, Ruth Peay 218 
& Shirley Oberg to the Senior Citizens Board. 219 
Councilman Leifson Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor. 220 
 221 
Councilman Nielson made a Motion to adjourn to Closed Session to discuss Legal.  222 
Councilman Dart Seconded and the motion Passed all in favor at 8:15 p.m. 223 
 224 
ADJOURN: 225 
 226 
ADOPTED:        227 
             228 
      Angie Warner, Deputy Recorder 229 
 230 
 231 
 232 
 233 
 234 
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Memo 
To: Mayor and City Council  

From: Chris Thompson, Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Date: February 4, 2011 

Re: UT-WARN Agreement  

Staff Report  
 

The Division of Drinking Water and the Utah Division of Water Quality have sponsored an interagency 
agreement that would facilitate providing or receiving aid from other water or waste water utilities in an 
emergency.  This agreement outlines a fair and practical method of reimbursement for that aid as well 
as lists of the available resources. 

The city attorney and public works have reviewed this document and recommend the city council’s 
approval. 

 

Attached:  Proposed Agreement 
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Memo 
To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Chris Thompson, Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Date: February 7, 2011 

Re: I-15 CORE Electrical Reconstruction Supplemental Agreement 

Staff Report  
 

UDOT has submitted the as-built drawing for the completed electrical line relocations they have 
completed.  The purpose of this submittal is for Spanish Fork City to acknowledge completion of 
these projects and that the work was performed to meet city requirements. Only work that has been 
completed is being presented for signature at this time. 

We recommend that this supplemental agreement be approved acknowledging the said relocation 
work and submitted as-builts. 

 

Attached:  Proposed Supplemental Agreement 
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Memo 
To: Mayor & City Council 

From: Chris Thompson, Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Date: February 7, 2011 

Re: River Bank Stabilization Design Contract  

Staff Report 
 

The Spanish Fork River has several locations with bank stability issues.   We currently have an on-
going contract for Bowen, Collins and Associates to provide flood control consulting services.  This 
would use that contract and current approved funds in the storm drain budget to have them design 
the bank stabilization necessary at each location.  It will also pay for them to go through the stream 
alternation permit and Army Corp 404 permitting process required to do the work.      

We recommend that the attached $5,700 contract with Bowen Collins and Associates be approved.  
The cost of this contract shall be paid for out of the approved budget and will not require an increase 
in the budget. 

 

Attached: River Bank Stabilization Design Contract 
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Memo 
To: Mayor and City Council  

From: Chris Thompson, Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Date: February 3, 2011 

Re: I-15 River Bridge Reconstruction Trail Agreement  

Staff Report  
 

UDOT is commencing a bridge reconstruction project at the Spanish Fork River.  They calculate that 
two box culverts would handle the flows of a 100 year flood with the required free board.  Both the 
county and the city have master planned a trail system along the Spanish Fork River.  We also have 
concerns about debris hanging up on a double culvert bridge system. 

With these issues in mind Spanish Fork City and Utah County requested that UDOT install a third 
culvert for added capacity if debris hangs up on the culvert separation walls and to use as a trail 
connection under I-15.  This UDOT has agreed to do but would like the included agreement with both 
the city and the county. 

We recommend that the city council approve this agreement which allows the city and county to use 
the third culvert as a trail but holds UDOT harmless for the related costs of doing so. 

 

Attached:  Proposed Agreement 
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AGREEMENT
 

 

______, 2011 by 
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION, hereinafter referred to as 

“UDOT,” and SPANISH FORK CITY, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah, hereinafter 
referred to as the “CITY”, an TY a municipal corporation of the State of Utah, 
hereinafter referred to as the “COUNTY” 
 

 
 

stimates for that 
d as F-I15-6(197)254, I-15; Shoulder Reconstruction & Bridge Deck Treatments, 

Uta

WHEREAS, said project includes the construction of a three barrel box culvert at the 
Spa  of said box culvert for a 
pedestrian trail; and

ions whereunder will allow 
said box culvert to be used as a pedestrian trial.  

follows: 

1. CITY and COUNTY acknowledge that the sole purpose of the three barrel box culvert is to 
convey the Spanish Fork River under I-15, and that the northern most barrel is designed to have 
water flowing through it in an event equal to a greater than a 10 year event.  

2.  CITY and COUNTY further acknowledge that UDOT is not responsible for the construction 
uture wingwalls, lighting and or necessary pumping system for the trail. Details of said box 

culvert and future wingwalls are shown on the attached drawing E-2663 marked “EXHIBIT A” 
attached hereto and thereby made a part hereof.  
 
 
 
3.  CITY and COUNTY agree to contact UDOT structures division prior to constructing said 

  
 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this ______ day of _______
and between the UTAH DEPART

d UTAH COUN

 
WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, UDOT is engaged in preparing plans, specifications and e
proj ct identifiee

h County, Utah; and 
 

nish Fork River, and the CITY and COUNTY desire to use a portion
 

 
THIS AGREEMENT is written to describe the condit UDOT 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, it is agreed by and between the parties hereto as 

 

 

of the f
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wingwalls f
.    

 COUNTY further acknowledge that UDOT’s maintenance responsibilities as 
annel, and in no 

way extend to the maintenance of the trail or removal of sediment and debris as they relate to the 
operation of said trail. 
______________________________________________________________________________

SPANISH FORK CITY
UTAH COUNTY 

or the trail.  CITY and COUNTY further agree to maintain all portions of said  
wingwalls and any portion of the trail within UDOT right-of-way at no cost to UDOT
 
4.  CITY and
they relate to the box  culvert system are  limited to the  operation of the river ch
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Authority No. 53133; Pin No. 8269 
SPANISH FORK CITY 

Page 3 of 3 
J11-005-8269-SF City UT County.doc 

ly 
authorized officers as of the day and year firs
 

TY, a municipal 
e of Utah 

_____________ 
 

Date:_________________________________ Date: 

 
unicipal corporation of 

By:___________________________________ By: _________________________________ 

Date:_________________________________ Date: _______________________________ 

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL: UTAH   DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
 

_________________ 

 
 
 

       COMPTROLLER OFFICE 
 
       By__________________________________ 
              Contract Administrator  
 

      Date:________________________________ 

UTAH COUNTY 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be executed by their du

t above written. 

ATTEST: SPANISH FORK CI
corporation of the Stat

 
By:___________________________________ By: ____________________

Title: ________________________________ Title: _________________________________ 
 

_______________________________ 
 

ATTEST: UTAH COUNTY, a m
the State of Utah 

 

 
Title: ________________________________ Title: _________________________________ 
 

 
 
********************************************************************************* 
 

By: __________________________________ By: _______________
      Region 3 Utility and Railroad Coordinator   Region Director   

 

 
Date: _________________________________ Date:________________________________   
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Memo 
To: Mayor & City Council 

From: Chris Thompson, Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Date: February 9, 2011 

Re: Contract Amendment to Add Full Build-out Scenario to the Travel Demand Model 
in the Transportation Masterplan 

Staff Report 
 

Horrocks Engineering has competed the 2040 Traffic Model according to MAG’s growth patterns 
based on 2010 Census data.  Horrocks Engineering has an on going traffic engineering consulting 
contract with the city.  This is helpful in predicting incremental traffic needs but often when growth 
occurs in an area the area becomes completely built out.  This has led us to realize that a model is 
needed for complete build out of the whole city.  This model combined with the previous model will 
help us predict immediate needs but also plan for the future and preserve required corridors.  It will 
also allow us to make immediate plans for areas that are being completely built out where the MAG 
model only shows them to be built out incrementally. 

We recommend that the $4,800 contract with Horrocks Engineering be approved to complete this 
model.  The cost of this contract and the amendment will be added in the next budget revision. 

 

Attached: Contract Amendment to Add Full Build-out Scenario to the Travel Demand Model in the 
               Transportation Masterplan 
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To:  Chris Thompson, P.E. 
  Public Works Director 
  Spanish Fork City 
   
From:  Ron Mortimer, T.E., Principal 
  John Dorny, P.E. 
     
Date:  February 7, 2011  PN10.040 
 
Subject:  2040 Travel Demand Model and TAZ Update (modification 1) 
 

 
Thank you for allowing Horrocks to submit this proposal to perform additional work on the 2040 Travel 
Demand  Model  update.    The  need  for  this  contract  modification  is  to  modify  the  Mountainland 
Association of Governments (MAG) travel demand model to accurately represent the future land use for 
Spanish Fork.   The newly released 2040 MAG travel model considers a growth rate of around 2‐3% for 
the next 20 years and then nearly no growth after that.  This might be fine in establishing a 5 to 20 year 
planning horizon but what this fails to do  is establish a full‐build condition for Spanish Fork and future 
annexations.   Without  a  full‐build  condition  that matches  the  future  zoning  and  land‐use of  Spanish 
Fork, it is impossible to estimate how much right‐of‐way to reserve for future roadways or expansions.   
 
New roadways built today may accommodate a single subdivision or a few subdivisions, but by looking 
at full‐build out of Spanish Fork, the City can preserve right‐of‐way now without the cost of purchasing 
right‐of‐way at a later date when more growth continues. 
 
The  scope of work presented here will  take  the MAG model, which  is meant  to be used  for  regional 

planning  that doesn’t  include a build‐out  condition, and match  it  to  Spanish  Fork’s General Plan and 

future land use planning efforts.    

 

Scope of Work 
 

1. Travel Demand Modeling: Establishing a Full‐Build Condition 
 

Horrocks will compare the City’s General Plan data to the 2040 travel‐demand model and adjust 
the travel‐demand model to represent a full‐build out condition for Spanish Fork City.  This will 
be  done  by  assigning  traffic  to  large  areas  of  relatively  vacant  land  throughout  the  City  and 
surrounding  future  annexation  areas  (based on  the General  and Master Plan).    Smaller  in‐fill 
parcels will not be reviewed unless directed by the City to include some lots that will contain a 
significant traffic generator. 
 
This full‐build condition will not have a horizon year attached to it.  This scenario will be based 
on  the  complete build‐out of  the  current  Spanish  Fork City boundaries  and  future expansion 
based on the established current planning efforts of Spanish Fork City. 
 
We will include adjacent municipalities in the model using the 2040 scenario provided by MAG. 
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2. Documentation 
 

The documentation will be  in  the  form of  the  travel‐demand model  itself, Excel spreadsheets, 
and maps depicting a Full‐Build out of the Spanish Fork Area.  This will include maps that show 
level  of  service  (A‐F),  daily  traffic  volumes,  roadway  deficiencies,  future  intersection  signal 
locations, and recommended full‐build out roadway classifications. 
 

3. Meetings 
 
Horrocks will present the data to Spanish Fork City in a meeting that is included in the proposal cost.  
All other meetings will be on an as‐needed basis and will be billed on a time and materials basis. 

 
 
The cost to complete the work described  is $4,800  including all direct costs such as travel, phone, 
fax, computer, etc.  Additional work due to site plan changes and/or additional project meetings will 
be performed/attended only at your request per our hourly rate schedule. 

 
We can complete the work described in approximately 10 working days from receiving authorization 
to proceed.  

 
We  look forward to performing this work and can begin  immediately at your request.    If you have 
any questions, please feel free to contact Horrocks.   

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
Ron Mortimer 

 
 
 
Cost of Tasks 1‐3                  $4,800 

 

 

Approved by:    Date:  
     Signature

  
   Please Print

Authorization to Proceed 

Approved by:    Date:  
     Signature

  
   Please Print
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ORDINANCE NO.  02 -11
   ROLL CALL

VOTING YES NO

G. WAYNE ANDERSEN
Mayor
(votes only in case of tie)

ROD DART
Council member

RICHARD M. DAVIS
Counci lmember

STEVE LEIFSON 
Council member

JENS P. NIELSEN
Council member

KEIR A. SCOUBES 
Council member

I MOVE this ordinance be adopted:   Council member                        
SECOND the foregoing motion:    Council member                             

ORDINANCE NO. 02-11
ORDINANCE AMENDING TELECOMMUNICATIONS MEETINGS

WHEREAS, Spanish Fork has an ordinance which allows for electronic meetings by

following the requirements of Utah Code Annotated §52-4-7.8 (1953 as amended); and

WHEREAS, Spanish Fork City has held meetings using telecommunications

technologies, finds them beneficial, and plans on continuing their use; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the City to allow telecommunications

meetings when a council member or staff is out of town, ill, or otherwise able to attend at

the regular location; and

WHEREAS, the telecommunications industry is changing rapidly, with
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technological advances, which necessitate changes to the ordinance from time to time; 

WHEREAS, the advance notice required to be prepared for a telecommunications

meeting is now much shorter;

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained and enacted by the Spanish Fork City Council

as follows:

I.

Spanish Fork Municipal Code §2.08.035(B)(iii) is hereby amended as follows:

2.08.035 Telecommunications Meetings.

B.  Telecommunications Meetings Authorized

iii.  Members who desire to participate in a meeting of the City via

telecommunications should notify the City of their intent far enough in advance of the

meeting so that appropriate arrangements can be made to conduct the meeting via

telecommunications.  Notice shall be given to the City Manager’s office, which office shall

determine what is adequate notice.

II.

This ordinance shall become effective 20 days after passage and publication.

DATED this 15th day of February, 2011.

____________________________________
G. WAYNE ANDERSEN, Mayor

Attest:

KENT R. CLARK, City Recorder
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MEMO 
 
To:  Mayor & City Council 
 
From:  Chief Dee Rosenbaum 
 
Date:  February 15, 2011 
 
Re:  False Alarm Ordinance Amendment 
 
 
 
When the False Alarm Ordinance was passed a year ago we 
inadvertently left out a paragraph that is an enforcement mechanism.  
This amendment will add the enforcement paragraph which states that 
if a violator is assessed a fee and fails to pay the fee within 120 days of 
notice the violators permit may be suspended.  Also that if they have 10 
false alarms in a calendar year their alarm system will be deemed 
unreliable and their alarm permit may be suspended. If a permit is 
suspended, in order to get the permit reinstated the violator will have 
to pay the imposed fines plus a $100 fee.  Note: the alarm permit 
suspension does not apply to fire alarms. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 03-11

ROLL CALL

VOTING YES NO

G. WAYNE ANDERSEN
Mayor (votes only in case of
tie)

ROD DART
Council member

RICHARD M. DAVIS
Council member

STEVE LEIFSON
Council member

JENS P. NIELSON
Council member

KEIR A. SCOUBES
Council member

I MOVE this ordinance be adopted:                                                    
I SECOND the foregoing motion                                                        

ORDINANCE No. 03-11

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE FALSE ALARM 
REQUIREMENTS OF SPANISH FORK CITY

WHEREAS, Spanish Fork City adopted a false alarm ordinance in order to

eliminate the number of false alarms and responses thereto within the City, including the

attendant risks; and

WHEREAS, the ordinance has now been in place for a number of months and

several false alarm penalties have been assessed; and

WHEREAS, some of the businesses against who penalties have been assessed
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have not paid the assessment and the City has determined that an adequate enforcement

remedy for collection of the assessments does not exist within the ordinance,

necessitating an amendment thereto;

NOW THEREFORE, be it ordained and enacted by the Spanish Fork City Council

as follows:

I.

Spanish Fork City Municipal Code §9.44.060 is hereby amended by amending the

provisions of paragraph A, changing existing paragraph B to paragraph E, and creating a

new paragraphs B, C & D as follows:

9.44.060 False Alarms

A. For each false alarm to which emergency personnel are dispatched (even if

the call is subsequently cancelled) in any calendar year, the alarm user shall

be issued a warning or shall pay an administrative service fee to the City

according to the following schedule:

First three false alarms Warning
Fourth false alarm Fifty dollars ($50.00)
Fifth false alarm Seventy-five dollars ($75.00)
Sixth through ninth false alarms One hundred dollars ($100.00)
Tenth and subsequent false alarms Two hundred dollars ($200.00)

B. All administrative service fees assessed under this Chapter shall be paid to

the City within (30) days of the date the notice of the assessment of the

service fee is mailed to the alarm user.  If any service fee is not paid within

the time set forth above, late penalties shall be assessed against the alarm

user according to the following schedule:
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1-60 days Ten dollars ($10.00)
61-90 days Twenty dollars ($20.00) 
91-120 days Thirty dollars ($30.00)

C. The City may use all available legal remedies to collect delinquent service

fees and late penalties.  If a delinquent service fee is owed by a business,

payment of the fee and late penalties is required prior to the renewal of the

alarm user’s business license.  

D. An alarm permit shall be suspended for any failure by the alarm user to pay

any administrative service fee and applicable late penalties imposed

pursuant to this Chapter within (120) days of the date that notice of the

assessment of the service fee is mailed to the alarm user. The Public Safety

Director may also suspend any alarm permit if the Director determines that

the alarm system in question has a history of unreliability, which unreliability

shall be presumed upon the occurrence of ten false alarms in any calendar

year. A suspension for unreliability may be lifted upon a showing that the

conditions which caused the false alarms have been corrected.  An alarm

user whose alarm permit is suspended from the City shall pay a

reinstatement fee of one hundred dollars ($100.00) to the City before such

permit shall be reinstated.  Notwithstanding the above, a fire alarm permit

shall not be suspended if such an alarm is required by the building code or

any statute, law, or other ordinance.  

E. [formally paragraph B-no change]

II.
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This ordinance shall become effective 20 days after passage and publication.  

DATED this 15th day of February, 2011.

                                                           
G. WAYNE ANDERSEN, Mayor

Attest:

                                                       
Kent R. Clark, City Recorder



 
 
 

 

 

S T A F F  R E P O R T  

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

February 15, 2011  staff report form.doc 

 
 

DATE: 2/8/2011  

    

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council  

 

FROM: Cris Child/Airport Manager 

 

SUBJECT: ROCKY MOUNTAIN COMPOSITES LEASE ASSIGNMENT 

 

 

RECOMMENDED MOTION 

 

Motion to Approve Assignment 

 
BACKGROUND  Rocky Mountain Composites currently operates a manufacturing facility on land 

leased from the Airport.  At the last Airport Board Meeting, Jason Sant the Spanish Fork City Assistant 

Attorney reported to the board that he has reviewed a request from Rocky Mountain Composites to 

assign the current Airport Ground Lease from 303 West Corporation to San Miguel Valley 

Corporation as a sale is pending.  A motion was made by John Hafen to recommend to the City 

Councils that the assignment be approved,  secondeded by Clair Anderson, vote unanimous. 

 

 

DISCUSSION  The current economic downturn has created a difficult economic environment for 

Rocky Mountain Composites to meet their obligations.  The pending sale and assignment of the lease 

agreement is seen by the Airport Board as a positive step in enabling Rocky Mountain Composites to 

improve their economic viability. 

 

 

 

ALTERNATIVES  BLOCK THE ASSIGNMENT.  MOST LIKELY NOT IN THE BEST 

INTEREST OF ANYONE INVOLVED IN THE ISSUE. 

 

 

 

FISCAL IMPACT SUPPORT OF THE ASSIGNMENT WILL LIKELY HELP ROCKY 

MOUNTAIN COMPOSITES TO MEET THEIR GROUND LEASE PAYMENT 

REQUIREMENTS. 

 

 

 

 

Name Cris Child 

Title Airport Manager 
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        PRELIMINARY PLAT 
  REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
  KIRBY LANE BUSINESS COMPLEX PRELIMINARY PLAT 

 
 
Agenda Date: February 15, 2011. 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director. 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review 
Committee, Planning Commission. 
 
Request:   Duane Koyle is requesting 
Preliminary Plat approval to subdivide an existing 
building into three separate units that could then 
be individually conveyed. 
 
Zoning: Commercial 2. 
 
General Plan: General Commercial. 
 
Project Size:   Approximately 32,000 square 
feet. 
 
Number of lots:  3. 
 
Location: Approximately 600 East Kirby 
Lane. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Background Discussion 
 
At present, Mr. Duane Koyle owns a building that 
is situated between the Wingers building and 
Kirby Lane.  The building has three separate units 
that house three separate businesses.  At 
present, the building and all of the improvements 
on the 32,000 square-foot property constitute 
one lot.  As such, that lot can only be bought and 
sold in mass, it cannot be parceled out in any 
fashion. 
 
Mr. Koyle has proposed to file a condominium 
plat that would allow each of the three units to be 
conveyed individually.  The parking area would be 
owned by an owners association and would be 
maintained jointly by owners of the three 
individual units.  The initial step in this process is 
to have a Preliminary Plat approved.  The 
applicant would then need to have a Final Plat 
approved before being able to have a plat 
recorded. 
 
The City’s standards with respect to applications 
of this nature are limited to provisions in the 
City’s Construction and Development Standards 
and the Condominium Act as found in Utah State 
Code.  Staff and the Planning Commission have 
recommended that the proposed plat be 
approved subject to several conditions that 
involve meeting code requirements and 
addressing the need to provide pressurized 
irrigation service to the area. 
 
  
Development Review Committee 
 
The Development Review Committee 
recommended that this request be approved.  
Draft minutes from the February 2, 2011 meeting 
read as follows: 
 
Kirby Lane Business Complex 
Applicant:  Duane Koyle 
General Plan:  General Commercial 
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Zoning:  Commercial 2 
Location:  600 East Kirby Lane 
 
Mr. Johnson explained that it was an existing 
building that they wanted to turn into condos and 
explained Engineering redlines which were as 
follows: 
 

1. A 10’ Public Utility Easement shall be 
required along Kirby Lane. 

2. Condominium Plat should show Units 
instead of Lots. 

3. Address Units: Unit 1 – 642 East, Unit 2 
– 644 East, Unit 3 – 646 East. 

4. Unit 2 has some errors in its dimensions.  
East corner should have a distance of 
7.42’ instead of 7.00’.  South corner 
should have a distance of 7.00’ instead 
of 6.82’. 

5. Existing building has a single utility 
service for water and sewer.  Separating 
existing building into individual units shall 
require each individual unit to have its 
own separate utility service or an 
agreement between unit owners sharing 
the use of the single utility service.  This 
agreement shall satisfy Spanish Fork 
City that all utility services shall be paid 
for and maintained properly by the 
owners. 

6. Developer shall be required to pay to the 
City the costs associated with installing 
the Pressurized Irrigation in Kirby Lane. 

 
Discussion was held regarding the redlines. 
 
Mr. Baker asked Mr. Swenson if he had looked at 
the proposal.  Mr. Swenson explained that he 
was aware of the proposal but that he had not 
inspected the building for years. 
 
Mr. Baker moved to continue the project.  He 
later withdrew his motion. 
 
Mr. Anderson disagreed with Mr. Baker’s motion 
and discussion was held regarding approving the 
proposal contingent upon the applicant 
addressing any building code issues. 
 
Mr. Swenson said he was not aware of what the 
attic separation was in the building and that the 
applicant would need to submit that information 
from a licensed architect. 
 

Mr. Anderson asked what the City’s policy was 
with the approach that we take in turning existing 
buildings into condominiums.  He said that Mr. 
Peterson had made it clear that there would need 
to be separate power meters. 
 
Mr. Oyler said that he felt if they were not going 
to have separate sewer and water lines that they 
would need to have an association legally 
responsible for the utilities.  
 
Discussion was held regarding what the City’s 
policy is regarding laterals, metering and meeting 
the International Building Code for residential 
versus commercial condominiums. 
 
Mr. Thompson explained that the City would not 
get involved in civil matters as to who pays the 
bill if some sort of an association was established 
for sharing lines. 
 
Mr. Swenson explained that in the industrial part 
of town a water line may not be able to be 
shared.  Mr. Oyler said he felt condominium 
proposals would need to be looked at on a case 
by case basis. 
 
Mr. Anderson recapped the discussion by stating 
that there was an understanding for a need to 
have some type of owners association involved to 
maintain common area and that the association 
would also be responsible for common water and 
sewer lines to the building and that the 
association would then be responsible to divvy up 
water and sewer bills amongst the owners and 
that it was not an issue that the City would get 
involved with.   That the Building Department 
would need to inspect the building and there may 
be a need for the applicant to provide 
architectural plans showing how the building is 
going to be brought into conformity with the 
current building code as it would apply to 
individually conveyed units.  We understand that 
today there is a separate power meter to each 
unit but that the Power Department would want 
to confirm that. 
 
Mr. Oyler moved to approve the Preliminary Plat 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
Conditions 
 

1. The issues as stated by Dave Anderson 
above be addressed. 
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2. That the applicant pays for the 
pressurized irrigation line that will be 
installed in Kirby Lane before a final plat 
is accepted. 

 
Mr. Anderson seconded and the motion passed 
all in favor. 
 
Mr. Thompson asked if the pressurized irrigation 
should be triggered on this proposal.  Mr. Baker 
said he felt it did.  Mr. Thompson explained that 
the applicant would pay the amount that it would 
cost to construct ½ the line and the condition 
was placed with the motion. 
 
 
Planning Commission 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed this request 
in their February 2 meeting and recommended 
that it be approved.  Draft minutes from that 
meeting read as follows: 
 
Kirby Lane Business Complex 
Applicant:  Duane Koyle 
General Plan:  General Commercial 
Zoning:  Commercial 2 
Location:  approximately 600 East Kirby Lane 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the parcel that the 
building sits on was owned by one owner who 
was simply proposing that the individual units of 
the building be divided in order to be sold 
individually.  He further explained that the parking 
lot would be common area and the process at 
Utah County was to record a Condominium Plat.  
He explained that the City looks at commercial 
condominiums differently than residential with 
regard to utilities.  Each unit would need a 
separate meter for power but that the other 
services could be owned commonly.  He 
explained the conditions of the DRC approval. 
 
Commissioner Stroud asked if the City would 
make sure that all Building Code requirements 
are met before recording a Final Plat.  Mr. 
Anderson said that City staff would. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales asked what the building 
would be using pressurized irrigation for as they 
did not have any landscape.  Mr. Anderson 
explained that there was a little bit of landscape 
and that staff believed there would be a need for 
pressurized irrigation service down Kirby lane.  

Mr. Anderson gave background on the discussion 
about a pressurized irrigation line and Taco Time. 
 
Commissioner Evans asked if the City had looked 
at other proposals similar to this one.  Mr. 
Anderson said that the City had only looked at 
one other in the time that he had worked for the 
City; that it did not happen very often. 
 
** Commissioner Cope arrived at 6:27p.m. 
 
Commissioner Gonzales moved to approve the 
Kirby Lane Business Complex Preliminary Plat 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
Conditions 
 
 

1. That the applicant has a licensed 
architect submit plans that identify what 
improvements need to be made to 
conform to the Building Code. 

2. That they will have some type of Owner’s 
Association responsible for common 
improvements.  

3. That the applicant will be responsible to 
bring the building to current  
Building Code. 

4. That the separate power meters are 
required. 

5. That the developer shall be required to 
pay to the City the proportionate cost 
associated with installing the pressurized 
irrigation in Kirby Lane. 

 
Commissioner Marshall seconded and the motion 
passed all in favor. 
 
 
Budgetary Impact 
 
There is no anticipated budget impact with this 
proposed subdivision. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the proposed Preliminary 
Plat be approved. 
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TO:  Spanish Fork City Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  Dave Anderson, Community Development Director 
 
DATE: February 8, 2011 
 
RE: Bella Vista Reapproval 

 
 
Accompanying this memorandum is a copy of the staff report that was presented to the City Council when 
the Bella Vista development was approved in 2009.  The attached staff report was presented when both 
Zone Change and Preliminary Plat approvals were sought.  At this time, the Council is only being asked to 
act on the proposed Preliminary Plat.  The zoning was changed in 2009 making that a moot issue relative to 
the project’s entitlements today. 
 
In short, the developer failed to maintain the Preliminary Plat approval by recording a plat within a year of 
the original November 4, 2009 approval date.  The applicant has applied to have the project reapproved 
with the same lot configuration and street layout – in the same form as the original approval. 
 
The DRC reviewed this proposal on January 26 and recommended that it be approved.  The DRC 
recommended that it be approved with the original conditions and one new condition.  The additional 
condition pertains to a park that is planned for the north end of the development.  The City has recently 
changed its approach to designing parks in new developments.  In the past, parks have typically been 
designed by developers.  The City has now contracted with a park designer to design City parks, including 
parks that are to be constructed by private developers.  City staff has recommended that the City’s 
consultant redesign the improvements in the park that is planned for this development. 
 
The Planning Commission also reviewed this request and has recommended that it be approved.  Draft 
minutes from the Commission’s February 2, 2011 meeting read as follows: 
 

Bella Vista 
Applicant:  Lou Bankhead 
General Plan:  Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre 
Zoning:  R-1-6 
Location:  800 North State Road 51 
 
Mr. Anderson gave background on the proposal and explained that a Preliminary Plat approval expires 
one year from the date it is approved by the City, unless a Final Plat is recorded.  He further explained 
that a Final Plat was not recorded for Bella Vista and that the Preliminary Plat had expired and needed 
re-approval.  The only change to the proposal is that the City’s Parks & Recreation Department requires 
all parks to be designed by the City’s consultant. 
 
Chairman Christiansen asked Mr. Anderson to give him background on what the history was with 
Expressway Lane.  Mr. Anderson explained that the City’s transportation plan had changed and that a 
big road would no longer tie in through this development to Expressway Lane.   
 
Commissioner Marshall asked if the applicant would be contributing the same dollar amount of money 
towards the park cost projection.  Mr. Anderson said that was the expectation. 



 

 
Commissioner Gonzales asked if some of the open space was for parks and, if so, could they be moved 
away from the highway?  Mr. Anderson explained that it was open area and not useable park space.  
Commissioner Marshall said that it was never discussed as park space.  The applicant said it was for 
detention. 
 
Steve Maddox 
Mr. Maddox thanked the Commission for re-hearing the proposal.  He said that nothing had changed 
and explained that the open space was not park space but detention. 
 
Commissioner Evans moved to re-approve the Bella Vista Preliminary Plat subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
Conditions 
 
1. That the applicant meets any conditions of the original approval 
2. That the applicant designs the park as specified by the City’s Parks & Recreation Department. 
 
Commissioner Marshall seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 

 
Staff therefore recommends that the proposed Preliminary Plat be approved based on the following finding 
and subject to the following conditions: 
 
Finding 
 

1.  That the proposed Preliminary Plat conforms to the City’s requirements for Master Planned 
Developments in the R-1-6 zone. 

 
Conditions 
 

1.  That a design of the park be completed as part of the final plat review process on the project’s first 
phase. 

2.  That the applicant dedicate the park land with the first phase. 
3.  That the applicant bond for a proportionate share of the park construction with the second and third 

phases. 
4.  That the park be constructed with the public improvements in the third phase. 
5.  That all of the landscaping that is visible from a public right-of-way be installed at the time of 

development or when the time homes are constructed. 
6. That the City redesign the proposed park improvements and that the improvements be constructed 

according to the City’s approved plan. 
 

 



        PRELIMINARY PLAT 
  REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
  BELLA VISTA ZONE CHANGE AND PRELIMINARY PLAT 

 
 
Agenda Date: November 4, 2009 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review Committee 
 
Request: Steve Maddox is requesting a 
Zone Change and Preliminary Plat approval for a 
100-lot Master Planned Development. 
 
Zoning: R-1-6 
 
General Plan: Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre 
 
Project Size: 26.14 acres 
 
Number of lots: N/A 
 
Location: approximately 900 North State 
Road 51 
REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
BELLA VISTA ZONE CHANGE AND 
PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL R 
 
EQUEST 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Background Discussion 
 
The City has fielded a number of development 
proposals in recent years for the properties that are 
now included in the proposed Bella Vista 
Preliminary Plat. The current proposal involves the 
development of single-family homes whereas other 
submitted versions have included townhomes. 
 
Three different zoning districts are found within 
the proposed development area. R-3, Rural 
Residential and R-1-6 zoning currently exist. R-1- 
6 zoning is proposed for the entire development. 
The proposed R-1-6 zone is consistent with the 
Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre General Plan 
designation.  The proposed development is 
presented as a Master Planned Development with 
a total of 100 building lots. One of the building lots, 
lot 100, currently houses a Residential Treatment 
Facility.  The other 99 lots are designed to 
accommodate single-family dwellings. 
 
One of the more unique factors of the proposal is 
the inclusion of lots that have as little as 40 feet of 
frontage and 4,000 square feet in area. The Master 
Planned Development section of Title 15 permits 
lots of this nature so long as the City 
Council makes specific findings relative to such lots 
being an enhancement from other development 
types.  The specific language from 
Title 15 reads as follows: 
 
Single family lots shall be a minimum of 6,000 
square feet, with a minimum of 50 feet of frontage; 
twin home lots shall be a minimum of 4,000 square 
feet each, with a minimum of 40 feet of frontage 
each. The Council may grant a waiver of this 
requirement based on superior design. The Council 
has the absolute discretion in approving a request 
for such a waiver.  In this case, this City Council 
entertained the concept of granting this waiver in a 
meeting last month. In that meeting, the City 
Council indicated a willingness to approve the 
development with lots that may be as small as 
4,000 square feet as long as no other issues 
surface as concerns relative to the proposed 
development. 
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Staff’s main concerns with the proposal have 
involved the quality of construction and the 
functionality of providing basics utility services to 
lots with 40 feet of frontage. Accompanying this 
report is a package of information for the 
development that identifies what the elevation of 
homes constructed in the project are proposed to 
be. Additionally, the applicant has proffered the 
following standards relative to homes that would be 
constructed: 
 
Home Size 
 

R-1-6 Zone – Home size shall be no less than 
1,550 finished square feet. Developer is 
proposing homes ranging from 1,700-2,400 
square feet with many of the homes having 
basements. 
Exterior Materials 
Exterior material types – Exteriors shall be limited 
to brick, stone, hard board siding or stucco. A 
minimum of 50% of the homes constructed on 
project shall include a brick and / or stone 
architectural element on a portion of the front 
elevation of the home. 
Home Plotting Restriction 
Home plotting criteria – no identical home (i.e. 
the same floor plan and exterior elevation) shall 
be plotted within 200 feet of each other. 
Exterior color schemes – no exterior color 
schemes may be plotted next to a home with the 
same scheme. 
A schematic of homes will be on the final plat 
showing drive approaches / utility crossing to 
allow utilities / livability. 
Home Design Elements 
Garages – each home will have a minimum two 
(2) car garage and a three (3) car garage offered 
where lot permits. 
Exterior Elevation – a minimum of three (3) 
exterior elevations per plan shall be provided. 
Variation in window, roof design, exterior relief 
and window treatments will be provided 
Roof Pitch – a minimum roof pitch of 6:12 will be 
constructed. 
Subdivision Facts 
Each home will have full front yard landscaping 
provided by developer. (See CC&R’s section 
10.09) 
A 3+ acre “Public” park will be provided as open 
space providing entertainment and enjoyment of 
community. 
Each yard will be fenced for the privacy and 
livability for all.  Restrictive CC&R’s will be 
recorded and enforced. 

 

Relative to the provision of utilities to each lot, the 
proposed solution for staff’s concerns is to design 
the location of each driveway and all lateral 
locations with the construction plans that are 
submitted with Final Plat applications. Our staff 
seems to agree that by designing to this higher 
level of detail we can avoid problems that have 
been experienced in other projects where space is 
limited.  A three-acre park is proposed as part of 
this development. The applicant has offered to 
improve the park as part of the amenity package 
for the overall project. In fact, the applicant has 
provided conceptual renditions to illustrate the 
types of improvements that they propose to make 
in the park. 
 
Relative to a design for the park and the 
improvements that would be constructed therein, 
staff feels strongly that, as this would be a City 
park, City staff should be very involved in the 
design of the park. To that end, City staff met 
earlier this week with the applicant to discuss the 
basic design philosophy and level of improvement 
that the City expects to see within the park. The 
applicant has agreed to prepare a final design for 
the park that will be approved by the City with the 
approval of the Final Plat for the first phase of the 
development. 
 
Also related to the design of the park are several 
images that the applicant included in the 
accompanying package of information that pertains 
to park improvements. Staff wishes to make clear 
that the examples of benches, playground 
equipment and other exhibited items do not 
necessarily conform to the City’s expectations for 
that type of equipment in City parks. The applicant 
has been advised that different items will likely be 
required for the park and they have offered to work 
with staff to make sure that improvements 
designed for the park meet the City’s standards. 
 
The last park related issue involves the timing of its 
construction. City staff is very concerned about 
making sure that any facility proffered at the time 
that a development is approved is ultimately 
constructed in the manner described. Staff also 
understands some of the basic realities of financing 
a development and how potentially impractical it 
might be to require all amenities with a 
development’s initial phase. In the hope of 
balancing the City’s needs and the developer’s 
ability, staff has proposed that the land for the park 
be dedicated with the initial phase, that the 
applicant bond for 50% of the cost to construct the 
park with the second phase and that the applicant 
bond for the remaining cost to construct the park 
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and then construct the park with the other public 
improvements in the third phase. Staff believes that 
this program ensures that the park will be 
constructed as approved. 
 
 
Development Review Committee 
 
The Development Review Committee reviewed this 
request in their October 21, 2009 meeting and 
recommended that it be approved. Minutes from 
that meeting read as follows: 
 
Bella Vista 
Applicant: Steve Maddox 
General: Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre 
Zoning: Rural Residential, R-3 and R-1-6 existing, 
R-1-6 requested 
Location: approximately 900 North State Road 51 
 
Discussion was held between the Committee and 
the applicant regarding the size of the park, access 
through the park for farm equipment, trails, 
stubbing utilities to the east boundary, table on the 
cover sheet of the Preliminary Plat needing to be 
updated, phasing and improving the park, the park 
being constructed with the public utilities in the 
third phase, that before the final plat is approved 
the park will need to be designed, meandering the 
sidewalk on the side of the park, specific language 
that refers to exterior materials, power and storm 
drain. 
 
Mr. Anderson moved to recommend to the City 
Council approval of the Bella Vista Zone change 
from Rural Residential, R-2 and R-1-6 to all R-1-6, 
based on the following findings: 
 
Findings 
 

1.  That the proposed zone is consistent with the 
General Plan. 

2.  That the zone would accommodate the 
proposed Bella Vista development which 
appears to conform to the City’s 
requirements for Master Planned 
Developments. 

 
Mr. Thompson seconded and the motion passed all 
in favor. 
 
Mr. Anderson moved to recommend to the City 
Council approval of the Bella Vista Preliminary 
Plat located at approximately 900 North State 
Road 51 with 100 building lots subject to the 
following conditions: 
 

Conditions 
 

1.  That the applicant update the supportive 
materials prior to the project being presented 
to the Planning Commission. 

2.  That the applicant make any necessary 
corrections to the plat itself and receive 
approval from the City’s Engineering 
Department prior to the project being 
presented to the Planning Commission. 

3.  That a design of the park be completed as 
part of the final plat review process on the 
project’s first phase. 

4.  That the applicant dedicate the park land 
with the first phase. 

5.  That the applicant bond for a proportionate 
share of the park construction with the 
second and third phases. 

6.  That the park be constructed with the public 
improvements in the third phase. 

7.  That all of the landscaping that is visible from 
a public right-of-way be installed at the time 
of development or when the time homes are 
constructed. 

 
Mr. Thompson seconded and the motion passed all 
in favor. 
 
 
Planning Commission 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed this request in 
their November 4, 2009 meeting and recommended 
that it be approved.  The following are draft 
minutes from that meeting:   
 
Bella Vista Zone Change 
Applicant:  Steve Maddox 
General Plan:  Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre 
Zoning:  R-3, R-1-6 and Rural Residential 
Location: approximately 900 North State Road 51 
 
Mr. Anderson said he would be discussing both the 
Zone Change and the Preliminary Plat in tandem.  
He explained the current zoning of the property was 
R-3, R-1-6 and Rural Residential and the General 
Plan designation was 5.5-8 units per acre.  He said 
that the applicant was requesting R-1-6 zoning, and 
that this proposed density was at the low end of 
what the General Plan allowed and that due to the 
unique characteristics of the property (the presence 
of a substantial gas line, railroad tracks and 
highway) City staff felt comfortable approving the 
R-1-6 zoning.  Mr. Anderson explained the 
proposed Preliminary Plat was a Master Planned 
Development.  The proposed Master Planned 
Development would be exclusively single-family 
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detached homes and that there would be 100 
building lots in all but one lot which already exists 
with a residential treatment center.  Mr. Anderson 
explained that some of the lots would be as little as 
4,000 square feet with other lots being much larger 
than that.  He said that under the Master Planned 
Development section of the Municipal Code that a 
waiver could be granted for the smaller lot size and 
that the City Council would need to approve the 
waiver in order for this development to be 
approved.  Mr. Anderson said he felt that in 
canvassing Utah County, you would not find many 
developments of this type, but in other states 
single family detached homes on smaller lots are 
very common.  He said he felt that the key to 
success for this type of development was the 
quality of construction and provisions to ensure that 
proper maintenance of landscaping and fencing 
occurred.  He said City staff’s greatest concerns 
were related to maintenance and felt the applicant 
had addressed the concerns head on.  He said the 
exterior product of the homes would be all masonry 
and that the applicant was proffering a three-acre 
parcel of land to be dedicated to the City for a 
park.  He said that the applicant would be required 
to construct the park to the City’s park standards 
and that the applicant had met with the City’s 
Parks and Recreation Department.  He explained 
the phasing plan of the development and how it 
would affect the construction of the park.  
 
Commissioner Marshall asked how enforceable CC 
& R’s were and if the City was involved in CC & R’s.  
Mr. Anderson explained how CC & R’s work, that 
they were a civil issue and that the City did not get 
involved in the enforcement of CC & R’s. 
 
Chairman Christianson asked what the City was 
agreeing to pay for the park.  Mr. Anderson said 
that the applicant was going to pay for 100 percent 
of the construction of the park.  He said that City 
staff understood that there was not a final design 
for the park that was acceptable to the City but 
that there would need to be a final design before a 
Final Plat is approved. 
 
Chairman Christianson asked about the three 
detention basins and asked if the maintenance of 
the basins would be the City’s responsibility or 
common space that would be the responsibility of 
the Homeowner’s Association (HOA).  Mr. 
Anderson said it was his understanding that it 
would be both.  The HOA would maintain the turf 
but the City would maintain the storm drain portion 
of the retention basin. 
 

Chairman Christianson asked what the City’s 
setbacks were between the lot that already existed 
that the residential treatment center was located 
on and the proposed lot that would abut it.  Mr. 
Maddox said that it was his understanding that the 
lots met the City’s setback requirements but that if 
for some reason they did not he would rectify the 
issue.   
 
Chairman Christianson invited the applicant to 
speak. 
 
Steve Maddox 
Mr. Maddox said he would address the park portion 
of the development and explained that he had met 
with the City Parks and Recreation Department.  
Mr. Maddox explained what they had agreed upon.  
He said they were still in the stages of designing a 
fence because he wanted a more open feel but was 
met with opposition from City staff who felt that 
people want privacy and did not want an entourage 
of fencing.  He then explained how he felt about 
CC&R’s are that the keys to CC & R’s were setting 
the bar high at the beginning, education and 
enforcement.   
 
Commissioner Robins asked Mr. Maddox if, in his 
experience, maintaining CC&R’s had to be pushed 
to the legal limit.  Mr. Maddox said he had not had 
to go that far.  He said that education was key. 
 
Discussion was held regarding HOA’s, how they 
work and enforcement of CC&R’s. 
 
Commissioner Robins asked about wetlands.  Mr. 
Maddox said he will leave it in its natural 
vegetation.   
 
Mr. Maddox explained the gas line easement. 
 
Chairman Christianson asked about Residential 
Treatment Center and whether it is legal 
conforming or non-conforming use.  Mr. Anderson 
said that the treatment center was already zoned 
R-1-6 and was a non-conforming use and the 
vested status would not change. 
 
Commissioner Evans asked Mr. Maddox if he was 
comfortable with agreeing to construct a park to 
the City’s standards without a final design.  Mr. 
Maddox said that he was because he had met with 
the Parks Department.  He said the price point was 
the playground equipment but felt he was in a 
comfort zone.  Mr. Maddox asked if he could 
construct the park along with the third phase of the 
development and not be allowed to pull a building 
permit on the fourth phase until the park was 
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finished instead of constructing the park before 
building permits are issued on the third phase. 
 
Mr. Anderson said that the City would like a clear 
trigger for when the park would be constructed and 
that was the reason for the condition that the park 
be constructed along with the public utilities.   
 
Discussion was held regarding the phasing plan, the 
park and whether or not the applicant could take 
more time to construct it. 
 
Commissioner Marshall asked about road width and 
when the City uses the different widths.  Mr. 
Anderson explained the streets in the project that 
would qualify for certain widths. 
 
Chairman Christianson invited public comment. 
 
Avante Custio 
Ms. Custio expressed concern with the lot size.  
She said she feels it is too small.  She also 
expressed concern with maintenance and wetlands.   
 
Commissioner Robins explained the history on the 
project. 
 
Mr. Maddox said he had met on site with the Army 
Corps of Engineers and that they had discovered 
four illegal wells that have since been capped and 
the ground is now dry.  He then explained that he 
had the ability to maintain the project through an 
HOA and, if it was done correctly and enforced, he 
said it would look better than the traditional 
subdivision. 
 
Robert Gowan 
Mr. Gowan requested to see the park plans.  He 
expressed concern with the north edge and the 
drop in topography.  He asked how it would be 
addressed.  Chairman Christianson explained that a 
survey would be done to know what level of fill 
would need to be addressed.  Mr. Maddox said that 
a six-foot vinyl fence would be installed on the 
north end of the project. 
 
Commissioner Robins moved to recommend to the 
City Council approval of the R-1-6 Zone Change 
based on the following finding: 
 
Finding 
 

1. That the proposed zoning is consistent with 
the General Plan. 

 
Commissioner Marshall seconded and the motion 
passed all in favor by a roll call vote. 

 
Commissioner Marshall moved to close public 
hearing.  Commissioner Evans seconded and the 
motion passed all in favor at 7:01 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Robins moved to recommend to the 
City Council approval of the Bella Vista Preliminary 
Plat based on the following finding and subject to 
the following conditions: 
 
Finding 
 

1. That the proposed Preliminary Plat 
conforms to the City’s requirements for 
Master Planned Developments in the R-1-6 
zone. 

 
Conditions 
 

1. That a design of the park be completed as 
part of the Final Plat review process on the 
project’s first phase. 

2. That the applicant dedicate the park land 
with the first phase. 

3. That the applicant bond for a proportionate 
share of the park construction with the 
second and third phases. 

4. That the park be constructed as part of the 
third phase. 

5. That all of the landscaping that is visible 
from a public right-of-way be installed at 
the time of development or at the time 
homes are constructed. 

 
Commissioner Evans seconded and the motion 
passed all in favor by a roll call vote. 
 
 
Budgetary Impact 
 
There is no immediate budgetary impact anticipated 
with the approval of this plat. 
 
 
Zone Change Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the proposed Zone Change, 
changing the zoning from R-3, R-1-6 and Rural 
Residential to R-1-6 be approved based on the 
following finding: 
 
Finding 
1. That the proposed zoning is consistent with the 
General Plan. 
 
 
Preliminary Plat Recommendation 
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Staff recommends that the proposed Preliminary 
Plat be approved based on the following finding and 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
Finding 
 

1.  That the proposed Preliminary Plat conforms 
to the City’s requirements for Master 
Planned Developments in the R-1-6 zone. 

 
Conditions 
 

1.  That a design of the park be completed as 
part of the final plat review process on the 
project’s first phase. 

2.  That the applicant dedicate the park land 
with the first phase. 

3.  That the applicant bond for a proportionate 
share of the park construction with the 
second and third phases. 

4.  That the park be constructed with the public 
improvements in the third phase. 

5.  That all of the landscaping that is visible from 
a public right-of-way be installed at the time 
of development or when the time homes are 
constructed. 
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