
 
 
 
 

 
 

Planning Commission Agenda 
June 3, 2009 

 
 
Planning 6:30 P.M. Agenda Meeting 
Commissioners 
 
Del Robins 7:00 P.M. 1. Preliminary Activities 
Chairman 
  a. Pledge of Allegiance 
Sherman Huff  b. Approval of Minutes:  May 6, 2009 
Vice Chairman   
 
David Lewis  2. Public Hearings 
  
David Stroud a. Peterson Zoning and General Plan Map Amendments 
  Applicant:  Warren Peterson 
Shane Marshall     General Plan:  Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre existing, 

Residential 9 to 12 units per acre proposed 
Michael Christianson     Zoning:  R-1-6 existing, R-3 proposed 
    Location:  the General Plan Amendment includes the blocks 

between 200 East and 300 East, 200 North and 400 North and 
the block bounded by 200 East, 100 North, 300 East and Center 
Street; the Zoning Map Amendment is for the property located at 
245 North 300 East 

 
 b. Promise of Women and Family Conditional Use Permit 

(continued from April 1, 2009)   
      Applicant:  Utah County 
    General Plan:  Light Industrial 

Zoning:  Industrial 1 
    Location:  1169 East 1010 North 
 
 c. Proposed Amendments to Title 15, Permitted and 

Conditional Uses (continued from May 6, 2009)  
      Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
    General Plan:  city wide 

Zoning:  city wide 
    Location:  city wide 
 
 d. Public Facilities Map Amendments (continued from May 6, 

2009) 
      Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 

General Plan:  multiple existing, Public Facilities proposed  
Zoning:  multiple existing, Public Facilities proposed 
Location:  multiple 
 

 e. Proposed Amendments to Title 15, In-fill Overlay 
(continued from May 6, 2009) 

      Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
    General Plan:  city wide 

40 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah 
Phone 801.798.5000  ·  facsimile 801.798.5005 



40 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah 
Phone 801.798.5000  ·  facsimile 801.798.5005 

 
 
3. Other Discussion 

 
a. Discussion on Planning Commission work program 

 
 
Planning Commissioners, if you are unable to attend a meeting please let us know ASAP.  Thanks. 
  
The public is invited to participate in all Planning Commission Meetings.  If you need special accommodations to participate in 
the meeting, please contact the City Manager’s Office at (801) 804-4530. 
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Spanish Fork City Planning Commission Meeting 
May 6, 2009 

 
 
Commission Members Present:  Chairman Del Robins, Sherman Huff, Shane 
Marshall, Michael Christianson, Dave Lewis, Dave Stroud. 
 
Staff Present:  Dave Anderson, Planning Director; Shelley Hendrickson, Planning 
Secretary; Chris Thompson, Design Engineer; Kirk Nord, Assistant City Attorney. 
 
Citizens Present:  Kari Barber, Mark S. Greenwood, Warren A. Peterson, illegible 
name, illegible name, illegible name, Nolo Swenson, Tom Galovich, Mark Watkins, 
Adam Stone, Geoff Eppley, Dallas Davis, John Watkins. 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER17 

18 
19 
20 
21 

 
Chairman Robins called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.   
 
 
PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES22 

23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

 
Pledge 

 
Commissioner Marshall led the pledge of allegiance. 
 

Adoption of Minutes:  April 1, 2009 
 
Commissioner Huff moved to approve the minutes of April 1, 2009.  Commissioner 
Lewis seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 
 
 
STAFF REPORTS34 

35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

 
Applicant:  Warren Peterson 
General Plan: Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre existing, Residential 9 to 12 units 
per acre proposed    
Zoning:  R-1-6 existing, R-3 proposed 
Location:  the General Plan Amendment includes the blocks between 200 East and 
300 East, 200 North and 400 North and the block bounded by 200 East, 100 North, 
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300 East and Center Street; the Zoning Map Amendment is for the property located 
at 245 North 300 East. 
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Mr. Anderson explained that the proposal was originally on the agenda as a Public 
Hearing item but changed to a Staff Report agenda item.  He said the reason for the 
change was due to the volume of public interest involving the proposal.  He 
explained that a meeting was held prior to the Planning Commission’s meeting 
where citizens were given a chance to speak with the applicant, ask questions, and 
air their concerns.  Mr. Anderson explained that the proposal was to change the 
General Plan and the Zoning of the property at 245 North 300 East.  The impetus for 
changing the General Plan was the proposed development.  He said the City staff 
did not want to make a practice of changing the General Plan to accommodate 
projects but are trying to look at the bigger picture for now with regard to properties 
on each side of 300 East.  He said he felt that there was merit, given the 
characteristics of 300 East, to make it the delineator between the General Plan 
designation of 5.5-8 units per acre and 9-12 units per acre. 
 
Commissioner Marshall asked how many acres were being affected by the General 
Plan change.  Mr. Anderson said approximately 10 acres. 
 
Dr. Warren Peterson explained to the Commission what he was proposing to build 
on the property and displayed renderings on the overhead projector. 
 
Adam Stone said he felt the renderings did not fit the neighborhood and that a 
community garden or other things might work better than a residential use. 
 
John Watkins expressed concern with the R-3 zone.  
 
Lynn Ottison expressed that she felt the public notice was vague and was not 
explanatory enough.  She said she had knocked on every door in the neighborhood 
and talked to every homeowner and said they all had the same concern, which was 
the density.  She said she had obtained signatures against the proposal. 
 
Commissioner Marshall expressed that he felt a General Plan request should be  
looked at on its own merit separate from any other request. 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that a project usually is the impetus for a General Plan 
change and discussion was held regarding how to handle General Plan Amendment 
changes and whether or not the City should initiate changes. 
 

Planning Commission Draft Minutes     Page 2 of 8     05-06-09 
 



 

Commissioner Stroud moved to open into public hearing.  Commissioner Lewis 
seconded and the motion passed at 7:30 p.m. 
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Proposed Amendments to Title 15, Permitted and Conditional Uses 
Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
General Plan:  City wide 
Zoning:  City wide 
Location:  City wide 
 
Mr. Anderson asked the Commission to continue this item until the Commission’s 
next meeting. 
 
Commissioner Lewis moved to continue the Proposed Amendments to Title 15, 
Permitted and Conditional Uses.  Commissioner Marshall seconded and the motion  
passed all in favor. 
 
 
Silver Sage Business Park Preliminary Plat Amendment 
Applicant:  Kent Barber 
General Plan:  Light Industrial 
Zoning:  Light Industrial 
Location:  approximately 1700 North Chappel Drive 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the City Council approved a Final Plat for this project 
one year ago.  The applicant was proposing to scale back the development and the 
proposed lots did meet the City requirements in the I-1 zone.  He said staff did not 
see any reason not to approve the amendment. 
 
Chairman Robins opened for public comment. 
 
Randy Giboney 
Mr. Giboney explained that he was the owner of Western Botanicals and that his 
business was located adjacent to the proposal and asked for more information on 
what would be constructed. 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the first phase would involve two one-acre parcels 
coming from Chappel Drive, provided that the plat was recorded.  He said that the 
applicant would need to go through a Site Plan review process and until a Site Plan 
was submitted the City was not aware of what would be built there. 
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Mr. Giboney explained that his business was currently operating and that he had a 
problem with the debris and mess on the Barber Welding site.  He explained that the 
area looked like the City dump.  He explained the condition of the property (old cars, 
pallets that are accumulating in piles, iron).  He said so much debris had 
accumulated that there was no longer any parking.  He said there was a level of 
maintenance not being taken care of and that it was an avenue for pests. 
 
Mr. Anderson said the issues had been discussed with the applicant and he felt that 
one of the effective ways to remedy the situation was with a development approval.  
He agreed that there were things that needed to be fixed.  Chairman Robins asked if 
a development agreement could address nuisances.  Mr. Anderson said yes and that 
it could be a very effective tool. 
 
Rob Harding 
Mr. Harding said part of the reason for the expansion was so that they could have 
room to store and clean up the site but that it was a different property owner that 
owned the material to the east. 
 
Discussion was held regarding a remedy for nuisances involving new development 
and development agreements. 
 
Chairman Robins closed public hearing comments. 
 
Commissioner Marshall moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 
Silver Sage Business Park Preliminary Plat Amendment subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

1. That the Final Plat submittal provide the required 20-foot easement along 
Chappel Drive. 

2. That the applicant show any other City easements on the Final Plat. 
3. That the Final Plat include all three lots. 

 
Commissioner Huff seconded and the motion passed all in favor by a roll call vote. 
 
Commissioner Stroud moved to leave public hearing and move to item 4.a on the 
agenda.  Commissioner Lewis seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 
 
Spanish Fork West Zoning Map Amendment 
Applicant:  LDS Church 
General Plan:  Residential .5 to 1.5 units per acre 
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Zoning:  Rural Residential existing, R-1-20 proposed 164 
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Location:  approximately 1900 West 900 South 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the zoning needed to be changed in order to 
accommodate a meeting house for the respective property owner, the LDS Church.  
He said he felt the R-1-20 zoning could hypothetically raise the bar for any 
developers in the area. 
 
Discussion was held regarding what the residential zones were in the area.  
Commissioner Marshall excused himself from the discussion. 
 
Lana Creer-Harris expressed her concern with anything happening in the Leland 
area.  She said she would like the highest lot size available in order to maintain open 
space and would like the Commission to stick with the R-1-20. 
 
Reed Swenson said he agreed with Ms. Creer-Harris’s comments and would like the 
zone to be R-1-20. 
 
Commissioner Lewis moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 
Spanish Fork West Stake Zoning Map Amendment changing the zone R-R to R-1-
20.  Commissioner Stroud seconded and the motion passed all in favor by a roll call 
vote.  Commissioner Marshall abstained. 
 
Commissioner Lewis moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 
Spanish Fork West Stake Preliminary Plat subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. That the applicant provide a letter from the Utah Department of 
Transportation identifying their approval of access onto 900 South. 

2. That the applicant rectifies any discrepancies between the plat and the 
approved Site Plan. 

3. That the applicant address the Power Department’s concerns prior to 
recordation of the plat. 

 
Commissioner Huff seconded and the motion passed all in favor by a roll call vote.  
Commissioner Marshall abstained. 
 
In-Fill Overlay 
Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
General Plan:  City wide 
Zoning:  City wide 
Location:  City wide 
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* Commissioner Christianson arrived at 7:59 p.m 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the proposed changes were to no longer allow multi-
family units in the R-1-6 zoning district. 
 
Discussion was held regarding lot size as part of the review process for an in-fill 
overlay project and the density being regulated by the general plan.   
 
Commissioner Christianson asked about the setback verbage change. 
 
Chairman Robins opened for public comment.  There was none. 
 
Discussion was held regarding the R-1-6 zone being very large and the Commission 
not feeling comfortable with the change.  Mr. Anderson explained that residents had 
told the City Council that they felt that the R-1-6 zone was to promote single-family 
residence and not multi-family housing. 
 
Commissioner Robins moved to table the In-Fill Overlay Zoning Text Amendment 
along with the public hearing, for one month.  Commissioner Christianson seconded 
and the motion passed all in favor. 
 
Urban Village Zone 
Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
General Plan: City wide 
Zoning: City wide 
Location: City wide 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the Urban Village Zone was the City’s mixed use zoning 
district allowing both residential and non-residential uses.  He said he felt mixed use 
developments were the most in vogue discussion amongst planners.  He said the 
City’s Urban Village Zone had been on the books for 6-7 years and that the only 
property the City had in this zoning designation was very green and not ripe for 
development.  He explained the changes (see attached). 
 
Discussion was held regarding this zone being a walkable community and removing 
the option for a drive-thru.  
 
Cameron Gunter expressed his concern about a bank not being able to have a drive-
thru or a fast food restaurant not having a drive-thru (on a corner) if you do a 
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combination c-store.  He said that he felt it should be kept as a conditional use and 
to not completely remove drive thrus. 
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Discussion was held regarding 20 percent more residential, arterial frontage or 
access, whether or not the Planning Commission would see a Site Plan, and 
development agreements.  
 
Commissioner Lewis moved to recommend to the City Council  approval of the 
Proposed Amendments to Title 15, Urban Village Zone striking out the word ‘may’ for 
the word ‘will’ in H.3.  Commissioner Marshall seconded and the motion passed all 
in favor by a roll call vote. 
 
Master Planned Development 
Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
General Plan: City wide 
Zoning: City wide 
Location: City wide 
 
Mr. Anderson asked the Commission to examine some siding examples.  He 
explained the changes (see attachment).   
 
Chairman Robins opened public comment.  There was none. 
 
Commissioner Christianson moved to recommend that the City Council approve the 
Proposed Amendments to Title 15, Master Planned Development.  Commissioner 
Lewis seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 
 
Public Facilities Map Amendment 
Applicant:  Spanish Fork City 
General Plan:  City wide 
Zoning:  City wide 
Location:  City wide 
 
Mr. Anderson explained the proposed changes (See Attached). 
 
Chairman Robins opened for public comment.  There was none. 
 
Discussion was held regarding Nebo School District properties and Charter school 
properties being included in the change. 
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Commissioner Huff said it seemed unreal to him to change the ALA site to a 
government-owned facility when it was privately owned. 
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Discussion was held regarding the ALA and changing the zone. 
 
Commissioner Huff moved to continue the Public Facilities Map Amendments.  
Commissioner Stroud seconded and the motion passed all in favor. 
 
Commissioner Huff moved to close public hearing.  Commissioner Lewis seconded 
and the motion passed all in favor at 9:09 p.m. 
 
OTHER DISCUSSION 296 
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Discussion on Planning Commission work program. 
 
There was none. 
 
White Rail Master Planned Development concept plan presentation. 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that Mr. Steve Maddox had been working on a single family 
detached development for several years but that it was a very cumbersome 
development due to SR 51, the railroad tracks, the high pressure gas line and 
Expressway Lane.  He explained that the purpose of the discussion was to get direct 
feedback. 
 
Mr. Maddox explained what was originally proposed and what he was now proposing 
which was single-family detached housing.   He explained that he did not anticipate 
this project selling out in a six month time frame.  He said he would form an HOA to 
control aesthetic issues in the development. 
 
Discussion was held regarding Expressway Lane, who would be funding the road 
and whether or not the group homes required a land buffer.   
 
Discussion was held regarding the density and promoting home ownership. 
 
ADJOURNMENT320 

321 
322 
323 
324 
325 

 
Commissioner Robins moved to adjourn.  Commissioner Lewis seconded and the 
motion passed all in favor at 9:32 p.m. 
 
Adopted:   
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      _________________________________ 326 
327 
328 

      Shelley Hendrickson, Planning Secretary  
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Agenda Date: June 3, 2009 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review Committee 
 
Request:   The applicant, Warren Peterson, 
has requested that the zoning be changed for one 
parcel located at 245 North 300 East.  Prior to 
approving the Zone Change, the General Plan 
must be amended, hence the proposed General 
Plan Amendment that encompasses three blocks 
on the west side of 300 East.  
 
Zoning: R-1-6 existing, R-3 requested 
 
General Plan: Residential 5.5 to 8 Units Per 
Acre existing, Residential 9 to 12 Units Per Acre 
proposed 
 
Project Size:   not applicable 
 
Number of lots: not applicable 
 
Location: The General Plan Amendment 
includes the blocks between 200 East and 300 
East, 200 North and 400 North and the block 
bounded by 200 East, 100 North, 300 East and 
Center Street; the Zoning Map Amendment is for 
the property located at 245 North 300 East.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
PETERSON GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE 

 
Background Discussion 
 
A map accompanies this report which identifies 
the proposed changes. 
 
The proposed changes involve making 300 East 
the boundary between the General Plan 
designation that allows for up to 8 units per acre 
and the designation that allows up to 12 units per 
acre. 
 
The second part of the proposed change involves 
changing the zoning on 245 North 300 East from 
R-1-6 to R-3. 
 
The applicant’s ultimate goal is the development 
of two twinhomes at 245 North and 300 East.  
Should the proposed General Plan and Zoning Map 
Amendments be approved, Mr. Peterson would 
still be required to have the In-fill Overlay 
approved prior to being able to construct the two 
twinhomes. 
 
The question before the Commission at this time is 
limited to General Plan and Zoning Map changes.  
With that said, staff is attaching various concepts 
that the applicant has prepared in order to help 
describe what he would ultimately like to do.  It is 
staff’s hope that these images will help the 
Commission and general public understand the 
nature of the planning vision for the residential 
blocks that flank the Main Street corridor. 
 
Staff understands this proposal has generated 
considerable energy among the residents of the 
neighborhood.  In a neighborhood meeting that 
was held several weeks ago, staff heard concerns 
about various impacts that people associate with 
the proposal to allow for additional density.  These 
concerns include increased crime, dropping 
property values, increased traffic and general 
concerns about aesthetics. 
 
From a comprehensive planning perspective, the 
proposed amendment could potentially have some 
effect on changing the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
If someone were to acquire every parcel of a City 
block and then receive approval for an In-fill 
Overlay project at the maximum density allowed in 
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this area’s current General Plan designation, 30 
units could be constructed within that project. 

Discussion was held regarding the General Plan 
and the history of the boundary, spot zoning, and 
isolating zoning not being a good policy to follow.   

If someone were to acquire every parcel of a City 
block and then receive approval for an In-fill 
Overlay project at the maximum density allowed in 
the proposed General Plan designation, 44 units 
could be constructed within that project. 

 
Mr. Baker moved to recommend that the 
Planning Commission approve the Zoning to R-3 
and change the General Plan for the 3 blocks but 
deny the General Plan change in the area 
currently General Planned as Residential Office; 
either change the whole block or half of the block.  
Mr. Anderson seconded and the motion passed 
all in favor. 

 
However, the regulations contained in the In-fill 
Overlay zone will limit a potential developer’s 
ability to maximize the density that is permitted.  
This situation is exacerbated further given the fact 
that few, if any, properties in the area are vacant.  
All in all, the likelihood that someone could 
assemble enough property that would be 
configured such to make the maximum density 
achievable is, in staff’s view, quite unlikely.   

 
 
Budgetary Impact  
 
There is no immediate budgetary impact 
anticipated with the proposed General Plan 
amendment.  

  
Development Review Committee  

Recommendation  
The Development Review Committee reviewed this 
request in their April 29, 2009 meeting and 
recommended that it be approved.  Minutes from 
that meeting read as follows: 

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
recommend that the Peterson General Plan and 
Zoning Map Amendment be approved based on 
the following findings:  

Peterson Zoning and General Plan Map 
Amendments 

 
1. That the proposed General Plan amendment 

would establish an appropriate delineation for 
projects that are approved with R-1-6 and R-3 
zoning provisions. 

Applicant:  Warren Peterson 
General Plan:  Residential 5.5 to 8 units per acre 
existing 
Zoning:  R-1-6 existing, R-3 proposed 2. That the proposed R-3 zone is appropriate for 

the subject property given the general plan 
designation and the property’s proximity to 
300 East. 

 

Location:  The General Plan Amendment includes 
the blocks between 200 East and 300 East, 200 
North and 400 North and the block bounded by 
200 East, 100 North, 300 East and Center Street; 
the Zoning Map Amendment is for the property 
located at 245 North 300 East. 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that the applicant would 
like to build two twin home units and in order to 
do so the property needed to be re-zoned to R-3.  
Mr. Anderson expressed that he felt Mr. Peterson 
had put together a very good project that would 
be good for others to follow.  He explained that 
there were two aspects to the proposal, the first 
being the General Plan Amendment which would 
make 300 East the boundary between the General 
Plan designations and the second being a Zone 
Change of the property at 245 North 300 East to 
R-3.  Mr. Anderson also said that before the 
applicant could proceed with the development he 
would have to go through the In-fill Overlay zone 
approval process. 
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Current Zoning Map     Current General Plan Map 
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Agenda Date: June 3, 2009 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review Committee 
 
Request:   Utah County is requesting the 
approval of a Conditional Use for a Rehabilitation 
Center in the Expressway Business Park. 
 
Zoning: Industrial 1 
 
General Plan: Light Industrial 
 
Project Size:   Approximately .25 acres 
 
Number of lots: N/A 
 
Location: 1169 East 1010 North  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
PROMISE OF WOMEN AND FAMILY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 
Background Discussion 
 
This request was continued in your April 1, 2009 
meeting.  Since that time, one of the proposed 
conditions has been met in that the fence in a 
parking lot that enclosed a play area for children 
has been removed.  Staff understands that all 
activities associated with the facility will now be 
limited to the interior of the units. 
 
In 2008, Utah County opened the Promise of 
Women and Family facility in the Expressway 
Business Park.  Initially, the City determined that 
the facility would be a Professional Office use.  
However, the City Attorney has determined that 
the facility is defined by the City as a 
Rehabilitation Treatment Center. 
 
For purposes of this discussion the most 
significant distinction between these two uses is 
that Professional Office is a permitted use and 
Rehabilitation Treatment Center is a conditional 
use. 
 
Staff understands that the facility offers daytime 
counseling and classes for women with young 
children. 
 
The County is now requesting that a Conditional 
Use Permit be granted so as to have the facility 
conform to Spanish Fork City’s zoning ordinance.  
Provided that two conditions are met, staff sees 
no problem in granting the Conditional Use Permit. 
 
 
Development Review Committee 
 
The Development Review Committee reviewed this 
request in their March 11, 2009 meeting and 
recommended that it be approved.  Minutes from 
that meeting read as follows: 
 
Promise of Women and Family 
Applicant:  Utah County 
General Plan:  Light Industrial 
Zoning:  Industrial 1 
Location:  800 North 1300 East 
 
Mr. Anderson explained that when Vickie Jaussi 
approached the City for a business license the 
Planning Department determined the use to be an 
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office type use; however, upon learning more 
about the use and their operation, Mr. Baker said 
our code would call the use a Rehabilitation 
Treatment center which, rather than being a 
permitted use in the Industrial 1 zone, was a 
Conditional Use and that the County was now 
going through the Conditional Use process so their 
operation conformed to the City ordinance. 
 
Mr. Baker explained that a conditional use meant 
that the use was allowed in the zone with 
conditions imposed to mitigate adverse impacts 
that may not fit in with the rest of the 
neighborhood.  In this case, the industrial area. 
 
*Bart Morrell arrived at 10:36 a.m. 

. 

 
Mr. Anderson explained the Development Review 
Committee’s role in the conditional use process in 
order for the Planning Commission to approve the 
Conditional Use Permit.  He explained the 
committee would need to make five findings and 
read them from the City code.   
 
Mr. Anderson moved to recommend that the 
Planning Commission approve a Conditional Use 
Permit for a Rehabilitation Treatment facility for 
the Utah County Health Department subject to the 
following conditions being met: 
 
Conditions 
 

1. That the applicant provide in writing that 
the requisite 15 parking stalls are made 
available for The Promise of Women and 
Children Facility. 

2. That the operation of the facility be limited 
to indoor activities.  The indoor activities 
involve having the fenced in playground 
removed. 

 
Mr. Baker asked if the City would be okay with a 
grassed area for a playground if they were to 
locate such an area.  Mr. Anderson said that he 
would be happy to revisit the idea of a playground 
but given the fact that it has been six months with 
no communication or effort made to pursue that 
he didn’t feel it was a realistic option. 
 
Mr. Oyler seconded and the motion passed all in 
favor. 
 
Mr. Shorts said that the way he understands a 
daycare you must have an outdoor facility.  Mr. 
Anderson said we were not approving a daycare.  
Discussion was held regarding the facility being a 

daycare.  Ms. Vicky Jaussi said they were not a 
daycare and that the mothers were there the 
entire time the children were there.  It was 
determined that this was not a daycare facility. 
 
*Mr. Thompson excused at 10:47 a.m
 
Mr. Baker amended the motion with the following 
findings: 
 
Findings 
 

1. Upon meeting the proposed conditions 
this use is consistent with the General 
Plan and the purpose of the Industrial One 
zoning district. 

2. That the use is not materially or 
detrimental to the health, safety or 
general welfare of persons who are either 
working or residing in the area based 
upon the conditions. 

3. That the proposed site is adequate in size 
for its intended use and, with those 
conditions does meet all of the setbacks, 
landscaping and buffers. 

4. That the proposed site does have 
adequate access to public streets and with 
the conditions being met does have 
adequate parking. 

5. No additional conditions are needed to off 
set any other detrimental affects. 

 
Ms. Jaussi said that they have rooms for the 
children to play in and that it would be nice to 
have a place for them to play outside, but not 
necessary.  She said the Mayor had visited the 
facility and thought things could be worked out.  
 
Mr. Anderson and Mr. Oyler approved the 
additions of these findings to their motion, which 
findings were then unanimously approved. 
 
Discussion was held regarding uses in an 
Industrial zone and concerns regarding 
neighboring uses.  Mr. Jarvis said he had received 
a phone call from Ms. Jaussi regarding the door 
that exits out into the fenced play area that 
children were slipping out the door and they were 
wanting to install hardware on the door to prevent 
children from going out.  Mr. Jarvis asked if the 
children were being supervised.  Ms. Jaussi said 
that they were and her staff to child ratio was four 
to one.  Mr. Jarvis asked if the hardware had been 
changed.  Ms. Jaussi said that the hardware had 
not been installed because the Mayor had been 
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out to their facility and said the issue could be 
worked out. 
 
 
Budgetary Impact  
 
There is no immediate budgetary impact 
anticipated with the proposed Conditional Use 
Permit. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the proposed Conditional 
Use Permit be approved based on the following 
findings and conditions: 
 
Findings 
 

1. That upon meeting the proposed 
conditions, this use is consistent with the 
General Plan and the purpose of the 
Industrial 1 zoning district. 

2. That the use is not materially or 
detrimental to the health, safety or 
general welfare of persons who are either 
working or residing in the area based 
upon the conditions. 

3. That the proposed site is adequate in size 
for its intended use and, with those 
conditions does meet all of the setbacks, 
landscaping and buffers. 

4. That the proposed site does have 
adequate access to public streets and with 
the conditions being met does have 
adequate parking. 

5. That no additional conditions are needed 
to off set any other detrimental affects. 

 
Conditions 
 

1. That the applicant provide in writing that 
the requisite 15 parking stalls are made 
available for The Promise of Women and 
Children Facility. 

2. That the operation of the facility be limited 
to indoor activities and that the exterior 
fencing be removed immediately. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
TO:  Spanish Fork City Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Dave Anderson, Community Development Director 
 
DATE: May 28, 2009 
 
RE: Proposed Text Changes to Title 15 and Public Facilities Zone Map Amendment 
 
 
In your May 6, 2009 meeting, we requested that you continue the proposed changes to the permitted and 
conditional use portions of Title 15.  Staff is requesting that you continue this item once again.  We do anticipate 
having this item ready for action in your July meeting.  In the meantime, staff welcomes any input the 
Commission has relative to what’s been proposed. 
 
Also in your May meeting, the proposed Map Amendment for the Public Facilities zone was continued.  Staff 
understood that the proposal was continued so as to allow staff the opportunity to propose modified language for 
the purpose section of the ordinance.  With that understanding, staff has prepared the following proposed 
addition to the Public Facilities portion of the ordinance: 
 

15.3.16.160. Public Facilities (P-F). 
This district is intended to provide for structures and uses that are owned, leased, or operated by a 
governmental entity for the purpose of providing governmental services to the community. Allowed 
uses will be necessary for the efficient function of the local community or may be desired services 
which contribute to the community's cultural or educational enrichment such as public and charter 
schools.  Other allowed uses will be ancillary to a larger use that provides a direct governmental 
service to the community. 

 
Should the Commission wish to approve this modified text, these modifications can occur with the other changes 
that have been proposed to Title 15.  It is now anticipated that those changes will be approved in July of this 
year.  For the time being, staff believes there are two options available to the Commission relative to action on 
the Public Facilities Map Amendment.  The Commission could continue the Map Amendment so as to have the 
text modified prior to the Map Amendment being approved.  The Commission could also go ahead and 
recommend that the Map Amendment be approved with the understanding that the text will be modified as part 
of the larger Title 15 modifications. 
 
In this case, staff does not have strong feelings about which option may be preferred. 

40 South Main Street, Spanish Fork, Utah 
Phone 801.798.5000  ·  facsimile 801.798.5005 
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Agenda Date: June 3, 2009 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review Committee 
 
Request:   Spanish Fork City is proposing 
to change the zoning of most of the City-owned 
properties in the City and the American Leadership 
Academy Site to the Public Facilities zone. 
 
Zoning: multiple zones 
 
General Plan: multiple designations 
 
Project Size:   not applicable 
 
Number of lots: not applicable 
 
Location: not applicable   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
PUBLIC FACILITIES ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

 
Background Discussion 
 
This item was continued in your May 6, 2009 
meeting.  A memorandum addressing this 
item and how its approval may be associated 
with the proposed text changes to Title 15. 
 
In 2007, Spanish Fork City created the Public 
Facilities zone.  The purpose of creating a 
zone for publicly owned properties was to 
allow for the provision of customary and even 
perhaps essential public services at a variety 
of locations throughout the City. 
 
At this time, it is proposed that most of the 
properties owned by Spanish Fork City be changed 
from their existing zones to the Public Facilities 
zone. 
 
In addition to properties that are owned by 
Spanish Fork, it is proposed that the zoning of the 
American Leadership Academy Site be changed to 
Public Facilities.  Spanish Fork City staff has also 
approached the Nebo School District about the 
prospect of changing the zoning on the properties 
that they own in Spanish Fork.  Future changes 
may also involve entities such as the United States 
Forest Service of the State of Utah. 
 
In essence, this proposal comes forward primarily 
as a means of maintaining an orderly, consistent 
zoning program in the City.  At present, most 
municipal operations are allowed in each of the 
different zoning districts.  While this program has 
effectively allowed the City or other agencies to 
conduct their necessary business, it is believed 
that the implementation of the Public Facilities 
zone will lead to the most functional way to permit 
the necessary activities while helping the residents 
of the City understand what is allowed at various 
locations throughout the City. 
 
 
Budgetary Impact:  
 
There is no anticipated budgetary impact with the 
proposed Zoning Map Amendment. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
1. Staff recommends that the proposed Zoning 

Map Amendment be approved.
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Agenda Date: June 3, 2009 
 
Staff Contacts: Dave Anderson, Community 
Development Director 
 
Reviewed By: Development Review Committee 
 
Request:   Spanish Fork City is proposing 
to change the text of the In-fill Overlay zone. 
 
Zoning: R-1-6 and R-3 zones 
 
General Plan: not applicable 
 
Project Size:   not applicable 
 
Number of lots: not applicable 
 
Location: not applicable   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
IN-FILL OVERLAY ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT 

 
Background Discussion 
 
This item was continued from your May 6, 2009 
meeting.  Since that time, a summary of the 
proposed changes has been added to this report.  
No changes have been made to the proposed 
ordinance since your last meeting. 
 
In late 2008, the City Council adopted the In-Fill 
Overlay zone.  Since the City’s adoption of that 
zone, there has been one application filed for its 
implementation.  After reviewing that application, 
staff and officials have suggested modifications to 
the text of the In-fill Overlay zone. 
 
Accompanying this correspondence is a proposed 
ordinance that identifies what the proposed 
changes are.  In staff’s view, the most significant 
change involves the elimination of the opportunity 
to develop multi-family dwellings of any type in 
the R-1-6 zone. 
 
The following is a summary of the proposed 
changes: 
 
 The most significant change involves the 

disallowance of twinhomes and duplexes in 
the R-1-6 zone.  The changes would make the 
R-1-6 zone exclusively a single-family zone. 

 Language that explicitly pertains to 
homeownership as a requirement would be 
removed so as to avoid confusion relative to 
the overall purpose of the In-fill Overlay zone. 

 Some slight adjustments to setback 
requirements are proposed. 

 It is proposed that minimum lot size 
requirements be eliminated.  The General Plan 
designation will still govern the maximum 
number of units someone could propose to 
include in an In-fill Overlay project. 

 Minimum project sizes have changed so that 
8,000 square feet of land area is required to 
propose a project in the R-3 zone and 12,000 
square feet of area are required to propose a 
project in the R-1-6 zone. 

 The allowed impervious surface area of a 
project is proposed to be changed from 60% 
to 65%. 
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The Development Review Committee reviewed this 
proposal and recommended that it be approved on 
April 29, 2009. 
 
  
Budgetary Impact:  
 
Staff believes there would be little or no budgetary 
impact with the proposed Zoning Text 
Amendment. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
1. Staff recommends that the proposed Zoning 

Text Amendment be approved. 
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