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 1 
 2 

PLEASANT GROVE CITY 3 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 4 

June 14, 2018 5 

 6 

PRESENT:  Chair Lisa Coombs, Vice Chair Sam Sanderson, Commissioners Peter Steele, Dustin 7 

Phillips, Jon Hawkins, Tamara Oborn, Bobbi Jo Blake, and Jeffery Butler 8 

 9 

EXCUSED:  Commissioner Matt Nydegger 10 

 11 

STAFF:  Community Development Director Daniel Cardenas, City Planner Julie Henry, Staff 12 

Engineer Shaun Hilton, Building Tech Barbara Johnson 13 

 14 

Chair Coombs opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m.   15 

 16 

Commission Business: 17 

 18 

1. Pledge of Allegiance:  Commissioner Phillips led the Pledge of Allegiance. 19 

 20 

2. Opening Remarks:  Commissioner Butler gave the opening remarks. 21 

 22 

3. Agenda Approval: 23 

 24 

 MOTION:  Commissioner Sanderson moved to APPROVE the agenda as part of 25 

public record, with Item 4 being continued to the June 28, 2018 meeting.  26 

Commissioner Oborn seconded the motion.  The Commissioner unanimously voted 27 

“Aye”.  The motion carried. 28 

 29 

4. Staff Reports: 30 

 31 

 MOTION:  Commissioner Steele moved to APPROVE the Staff Reports as part 32 

of the public record.  Commissioner Hawkins seconded the motion.  The 33 

Commissioners unanimously voted “Aye”.  The motion carried. 34 

 35 

5. Declaration of Conflicts and Abstentions from Commission Members:  There were 36 

none. 37 
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ITEM 1 – Public Hearing to Consider the Request of Sally Johnson for a Conditional Use Permit 1 

to Allow a Booking Agency as a Major Home Occupation on Property Located at 1891 Glendon 2 

Circle in the R1-20 (Single-Family Residential) Zone.  NORTH FIELD NEIGHBORHOOD 3 

 4 

City Planner, Julie Henry, presented an aerial photograph of the subject property and identified the 5 

parking stalls designated for business use.  The home has a three-car garage to accommodate 6 

resident parking.  The applicant indicated that no patrons or clients will be coming to the home 7 

and all business will be conducted via telephone and the internet.  Currently, the owner is the only 8 

resident/employee and she has three non-resident employees.  The applicant was requesting to be 9 

allowed to have more non-resident employees at some point in the future.  Ms. Henry explained 10 

that the things that limit the number of non-resident employees are lot size and the number of non-11 

resident employees, which can never exceed the number of people that live in the home.  She 12 

confirmed that the lot size allows for more than two non-resident employees and there are five 13 

people living in the home, including the applicant.  It was noted that the Planning Commission can 14 

grant up to five non-resident employees for this home occupation.  Ms. Henry also noted that the 15 

home occupation ordinance does not allow on-street parking.  Staff recommended approval of the 16 

application.  17 

 18 

Commissioner Phillips asked if there was a mechanism to ensure that there are five people living 19 

in the home.  Ms. Henry responded that the owner will have to renew her business license every 20 

year, and they will review that component at that time.  21 

 22 

Community Development Director, Daniel Cardenas, requested that they add a condition stating 23 

that there will be no on-street parking.  It is part of the ordinance, but he wanted it to be included 24 

in the approval as well.  25 

 26 

Chair Coombs opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  Chair Coombs closed 27 

the public hearing.  28 

 29 

MOTION:  Commissioner Steele moved that the Planning Commission APPROVE the request 30 

of Sally Johnson for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to operate a booking agency as a major 31 

home occupation, on property located at 1891 Glendale Circle, in the R1-20 (Single-Family 32 

Residential) Zone; and adopt the exhibits, conditions, and findings contained in the staff report, 33 

and as modified by the conditions below: 34 

 35 

1. Up to five (5) non-resident employees are granted, provided the number of non-resident 36 

employees does not exceed the number of residents in the home. 37 

 38 

2. At least two (2) parking spaces need to be maintained for the residents’ vehicles that are 39 

not used for business purposes; and no on-street parking is allowed. 40 

 41 

3. All the conditions in City Code Section 10-21-4 are met. 42 



Page 3 of 10 
061418 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 
 

4. All Final Planning, Engineering, and Fire Department requirements are met. 1 

 2 

5. No on street parking allowed. 3 

 4 

Commissioner Hawkins seconded the motion.   5 

 6 

The applicant, Sally Johnson, asked for clarification on the on-street parking regulation.  She 7 

explained that her home is located in a cul-de-sac and there are a lot of children who play near her 8 

driveway.  She has one employee that comes to the home for a few hours twice a week, and that 9 

employee has been parking on the street because it is safer than backing out of the driveway.   10 

 11 

Director Cardenas explained that the regulation is part of the ordinance, so it is required of all 12 

home-based occupations.  The Planning Commission does not have the ability to waive that 13 

requirement.  The applicant could seek a Code amendment to allow an exception for businesses 14 

within a cul-de-sac but that was a separate process from this application.  15 

 16 

Mrs. Johnson commented that many residents in her neighborhood have home-based businesses 17 

and they are not following this rule.  She asked what the penalty would be for violating this 18 

regulation.  Mr. Cardenas explained that Code enforcement in Pleasant Grove is complaint based.  19 

The City does not have enough money or resources to have a person patrolling the area.  The 20 

penalty would be loss of the business license.  21 

 22 

Chair Coombs called for a vote on the motion.  23 

 24 

The Commissioners unanimously voted “Aye”.  The motion carried. 25 

 26 

ITEM 2 – Public Hearing to Consider the Request of Dan Vowles for a Preliminary Subdivision 27 

Plat, with One Lot and One Parcel, called Karma Holdings Plat ‘A’ on Property Located at 28 

Approximately 175 S. Proctor Lane in The Grove Zone – Commercial Sales Subdistrict.  SAM 29 

WHITE’S LANE NEIGHBORHOOD. 30 

 31 

NOTE:  Items 2 and 3 were discussed simultaneously.  32 

 33 

Ms. Henry presented the staff report and explained that the subject property is 1.48 acres in size 34 

and is located in the Commercial Sales Subdistrict.  The first request was to split the property into 35 

one lot along street and one parcel in the rear.  On the front lot, they plan to construct the building 36 

for Interior Concepts, which had been operating in another location.  The rear lot would remain 37 

undeveloped for the time being.  Ms. Henry confirmed that the proposed plat meets all 38 

requirements of the zone.  The second request was for approval of the site plan for Interior 39 

Concepts.  The site plan and building had been reviewed by the Design Review Board who 40 

recommended a few deviations from the Code requirements, as stated in the conditions.  The first 41 

deviation was from the requirement that 70% of the building façade be facing a street.  They asked 42 
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for this deviation because they want to provide access to the rear parcel for future development.  1 

The site plan meets or exceeds the requirements for setbacks, landscaping, and parking.  Ms. Henry 2 

mentioned that the applicant was choosing to only do utilities for the front lot at this time.  3 

However, once 1300 West is completely reconstructed, there will be a five-year moratorium on 4 

cutting into that road for utilities.  The applicant was made aware of the moratorium.  5 

 6 

Staff Engineer, Shawn Hilton, stated that the moratorium is only for new roads and 1300 West is 7 

currently under design to be reconstructed.  8 

 9 

Ms. Henry presented the building elevations and materials and stated that the design meets all zone 10 

requirements.  Staff recommended approval of the plat and site plan.  11 

 12 

Commissioner Butler asked about traffic flow.  Ms. Henry explained that business was by-13 

appointment or conducted online, so the traffic flow will be minimal.  There will be 10 employees 14 

on site.  15 

 16 

The applicant, Dan Vowles, reported that they have plans for the rear parcel, but they were waiting 17 

for several situations to play out before they can move forward.  They were aware of the five-year 18 

moratorium on utilities, and their feeling was the they could have the back portion developed 19 

before 1300 West is completed.  He briefly explained how their architect designed the drainage to 20 

accommodate the rear portion.  21 

 22 

Chair Coombs opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  Chair Coombs closed 23 

the public hearing.  24 

 25 

MOTION:  Commissioner Oborn moved that the Planning Commission forward a 26 

recommendation of APPROVAL for the request of Dan Vowles for the subdivision plat called 27 

Karma Holdings Plat ‘A’, on property at approximately 175 S. Proctor Lane, in the Commercial 28 

Sales Subdistrict of The Grove Zone; and adopt the exhibits, conditions, and findings contained in 29 

the staff report, and as modified by the condition below:   30 

 31 

1. All Final Planning, Engineering, and Fire Department Requirements are met. 32 

 33 

Commissioner Blake seconded the motion.  The Commissioners unanimously voted “Aye”.  The 34 

motion carried. 35 

 36 

ITEM 3 – Public Hearing to Consider the Request of Dan Vowles for Approval of a Proposed Site 37 

Plan for a New Office Building on Property Located at Approximately 175 S. Proctor Lane in The 38 

Grove Zone – Commercial Sales Subdistrict.  SAM WHITE’S LANE NEIGHBORHOOD.  39 

 40 

NOTE:  Items 2 and 3 were discussed simultaneously.  41 

 42 
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MOTION:  Commissioner Oborn moved that the Planning Commission forward a 1 

recommendation of APPROVAL for the request of Dan Vowles for the proposed site plan on 2 

property located at approximately 175 South Proctor Lane, in the Commercial Sales Subdistrict of 3 

The Grove Zone; and adopt the exhibits, conditions, and findings contained in the staff report, and 4 

as modified by the conditions below: 5 

 6 

1. Deviation from requirement of 70% of the building façade to be oriented along the street 7 

in order to provide for through traffic for future development of the rear parcel. 8 

 9 

2. Deviation from the requirement for a landscape planter every 10 stalls based on the small 10 

size of the parking lot and for exceeding all other landscaping requirements.  11 

 12 

3. Deviation from the requirement to provide vegetation in the landscape areas on the north 13 

and east sides of the building, based on the provision of two trellises along the east façade.  14 

 15 

4. All final Planning, Engineering, and Fire Department requirements are met. 16 

 17 

Commissioner Blake seconded the motion.  The Commissioners unanimously voted “Aye”.  The 18 

motion carried.  19 

 20 

ITEM 4 – Public Hearing to Consider the Request of Artisan Construction for an 11-lot 21 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat called Hawkes Landing Plat ‘A’ on Property Located at 22 

Approximately 2793 N. Canyon Road in the R-R (Rural Residential) Zone.  MANILA 23 

NEIGHBORHOOD  *Continued to the June 28, 2018 meeting. 24 

 25 

ITEM 5 – Public Hearing to Consider the Request of McKay Christensen to Create an Overlay 26 

Zone that Provides for Flexibility in Creating Master-Planned Communities that Incorporate 27 

Commercial, Office and Mixed-Use Buildings as well as a Variety of Housing Types.  THE 28 

GROVE ZONE. 29 

 30 

Director Cardenas explained that the proposal would create a new overlay zone that could be 31 

applied to properties, exceeding eight acres, along Pleasant Grove Boulevard in the Commercial 32 

Sales Subdistrict of The Grove Zone.  The name of the overlay was Boulevard Mixed-Use Overlay.  33 

Director Cardenas presented a map of the zone and identified one property that this overlay could 34 

be applied to.   35 

 36 

Director Cardenas explained that there are four hurdles they need to overcome to make the 37 

applicant’s project work.  The first was to add residential as an allowed use, because it is currently 38 

prohibited in the Commercial Sale Subdistrict.  The second was to amend or change the required 39 

setbacks.  The third was to reduce the required percentage of open space.  The final hurdle was to 40 

the parking requirements, which were of greatest concern to staff.  The proposed project will result 41 

in 262 residential units on three parcels totaling 10.73 acres.  That equates to a density of 25 units 42 
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per acre.  Director Cardenas stated that the current density allowed in the Mixed Housing 1 

Subdistrict is 12 units per acre.  The proposed project will have roughly 40,000 square feet of retail 2 

floor space, 25,500 square feet of restaurant uses, and 12,000 square feet of mixed use.  Director 3 

Cardenas stated that the proposed project provides 227 parking stalls, which equates to 1.28 stalls 4 

per residential unit.  The current parking requirement is two stalls per unit, regardless of the number 5 

of bedrooms.  If the City were to require two stalls per unit, the project would need to include 430 6 

parking stalls.  If they limited the number of units by the current parking standard, the project could 7 

have a maximum of 138 units.   8 

 9 

Director Cardenas reported that they had been working on the amendment for some time, but they 10 

only had a rough draft of the language.  He requested that the Planning Commission discuss the 11 

item and continue it.  12 

 13 

Commissioner Blake asked about the parking requirement for the senior housing project that was 14 

approved recently.  Director Cardenas stated that it was a ratio of 1.25 stalls for one-bedroom units.  15 

The project did not require a deviation because the ratio was already established in the code.  16 

 17 

The applicant, McKay Christensen, reported that he gave a presentation of the project a few weeks 18 

earlier, so he went through his presentation briefly.  He showed photographs of similar projects 19 

that he had done in Provo and Sandy.  Their target demographic for the product was single, 20 

working professionals or newlywed couples with one or fewer children.  With their focus on the 21 

millennial generation, they would be providing amenities that this generation is attracted to, such 22 

as bike racks and cleaning stations, close retail and restaurants, etc.  In this area of The Grove 23 

Zone, there are about two million square feet of office that is either under construction or planned 24 

to be, and they expect to get 11,000 new employees from those businesses.  They want to provide 25 

an environment for the young, working professional with close access to their workplace.  With 26 

regard to parking, Mr. Christensen stated that they are only asking for a reduction to 1.5 stalls for 27 

the apartments.  The townhomes will still have two stalls per unit.  He confirmed that the office 28 

and retail uses also meet the current parking requirements.   29 

 30 

Commissioner Blake asked if they were still interested in purchasing additional property for 31 

parking.  Mr. Christensen responded that if they were able to purchase the property, they would 32 

incorporate it into their design.  Their intention was to hide the residential parking from view of 33 

the public.  34 

 35 

Commissioner Blake asked for details about the roadway going through the project.  36 

Mr. Christensen explained that they reduced the 70-foot right-of-way to 55 feet, which still 37 

allowed for traffic to flow easily.  He explained that the 70-foot road would have cut the project 38 

into small triangular pieces that would be very difficult to develop. 39 

 40 

Commissioner Butler asked if they needed so many residential units.  Mr. Christensen stated that 41 

they need the density to offset the cost of building the parking.  42 
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Commissioner Butler asked if they could enter into a Joint Parking Agreement so that residents 1 

can use office parking spaces in the evenings.  Mr. Christensen reported that he discussed this issue 2 

with Director Cardenas earlier in the day and they determined that the residential and retail parking 3 

areas should be separated.  However, they expected some parking to rollover from the restaurants 4 

into the office parking area in the evenings.   5 

 6 

Chair Coombs opened the public hearing. 7 

 8 

Craig Yuzon, owner of the property adjacent to the subject property, expressed concern about 9 

underground parking with the high water table in the area.  He also was not in favor of the proposed 10 

parking ratios for the project.  11 

 12 

Steve Renshaw gave his address as 2725 North Canyon Road and commented on the biking aspect 13 

of the applicant’s presentation.  Mr. Renshaw stated that the City has to invest in some off-street 14 

trails for this kind of biking community to work.  If the City was prepared to do that, they could 15 

connect the development all the way up to Thanksgiving Point.  Biking on the road was much too 16 

dangerous.   17 

 18 

Gordon Jacobson, a resident, reported that he recently moved to Pleasant Grove from Alpine, and 19 

now he is within walking distance of his office.  He and his wife share one vehicle.  Mr. Jacobson 20 

stated that he would love to help his young, married children get into a project just like this one 21 

because it is what the City needs right now.  There is a shortage of affordable housing and 22 

apartments should be a good solution to relieve some of the housing burden.    23 

 24 

Jackie Miller, owner of Interior Concepts, agreed that apartments are desperately needed; however, 25 

she was not sure this was an appropriate location for apartments.  She recently purchased a property 26 

here and she had an understanding of what the area was going to be.  Residential was not part of 27 

that picture.  Although the design of the project is beautiful, 262 units is a lot, and parking is of 28 

significant concern.  Ms. Miller was concerned that any overflow parking will come onto her lot, 29 

which will take parking away from her clients.  She also had concerns about increased traffic from 30 

the proposed development.   31 

 32 

David Doxey, legal counsel for doTERRA, echoed Ms. Miller’s comments.  Mr. Doxey had 33 

spoken out against the overlay request twice already and he was willing to come out and speak 34 

against it again.  One of his primary concerns was that no actual language had been presented for 35 

the overlay zone.  They deserve to see something in writing as opposed to hearing conceptual 36 

ideas.  Mr. Doxey was also concerned that the applicant was presenting his project as if he was 37 

seeking site plan approval, but in reality, he was just trying to sell them the idea of “spot zoning”.  38 

He explained that the proposal is not an overlay, but an entirely new zone.  When doTERRA 39 

created their overlay, they wanted to still fit within the commercial zone, but did not want to be 40 

limited in building height.  In exchange for building height, they offered to provide more open 41 
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space, a walkable development, and a trail system.  The overlay proposed by the applicant would 1 

add residential density, less parking, less open space, and it gave nothing back to the City.  2 

 3 

There were no further public comments.  Chair Coombs closed the public hearing.  4 

 5 

Commissioner Oborn worried about Pleasant Grove being compared to Provo when it comes to a 6 

project like this, because the demographics are very different.  Downtown Provo was much more 7 

walkable than The Grove Zone.  She would love to see more of this kind of project in Pleasant 8 

Grove, but she wasn’t sure they were ready for it.  She also wondered if biking had really caught 9 

on here, because biking is difficult during the winter months.  Commissioner Oborn was sure that 10 

small families would come into the complex and that could have a huge impact on the school 11 

district. 12 

 13 

Commissioner Butler was curious about the density and parking requirements of the other two 14 

apartment complexes in The Grove.  Director Cardenas stated that the density is 18 units per acre, 15 

but he did not know exactly how those complexes impact traffic.  Commissioner Butler asked if 16 

the proposed project was the best use of the land.  They may have parking and traffic concerns 17 

now, but that could change in five or 10 years.  18 

 19 

Commissioner Phillips commented on the traffic on State Street and Pleasant Grove Boulevard 20 

and was concerned that the project will exacerbate the problem.  He liked the concept of a biking 21 

and walkable community but he wasn’t convinced that this was the right location for it.  Even if 22 

people can walk or bike to work, they need a car to get anywhere else in the City.  He also wondered 23 

if this was the best use of the property.  He asked if they were condemning the property as unusable 24 

for the next several years if they do not allow the development.  25 

 26 

Chair Coombs commented that she had raised a few millennials and while they enjoy walking and 27 

being close to everything, they do own cars.  There was no way to accurately predict that the 28 

apartments would be filled with single, working people, and she agreed that this could be filled 29 

with small families.  She was also concerned about the impact to local schools.  The product is 30 

beautiful but she was having a difficult time wrapping her head around how different it was from 31 

the City’s plan for the area.  Chair Coombs knew the City Council’s position on things like parking 32 

and density and she knew that they would not be amenable to this development.   33 

 34 

Commissioner Sanderson echoed Commissioner Phillips comments about parking and traffic.  He 35 

also wondered if this was the only development that would be successful on the property.   36 

 37 

Commissioner Blake was concerned about setting a precedent for other people who want to change 38 

zoning in this way.  Her primary issues were with parking and congestion.  She was interested to 39 

hear what the Engineering Department thought about the impact on local roads.  While she was 40 

fascinated by the project, she had reservations.   41 

 42 



Page 9 of 10 
061418 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 
 

Commissioner Oborn commented that another concern for her was the lack of open space in the 1 

development. 2 

 3 

Commissioner Hawkins was in favor of the development.  One of the biggest issues facing the 4 

entire state was growth.  He thought that a mixed-housing, mixed-use development would be good 5 

in this area.  If executed property, the project would be real benefit to the City and bring in much-6 

needed commerce.  7 

 8 

Commissioner Butler commented that Utah millennials differ from millennials from other parts of 9 

the County.  Individuals coming from other big cities would be used to this kind of living.   10 

 11 

Commissioner Steele stated that the population of Utah is expected to triple by 2060.  That is 12 

enough people to warrant another highway.  This means that things have to change, whether it is 13 

spurred by developers or cities.  Density will need to increase and transportation will need to 14 

improve.  He considered this kind of development to be a perfect solution to the growth problem, 15 

but it may be a little early for Pleasant Grove because they do not have the transportation 16 

infrastructure to accommodate it.  17 

 18 

Commissioner Oborn stated that there needs to be compromise on both sides if the project is going 19 

to work.   20 

 21 

MOTION:  Commissioner Steele moved to continue the Item to the June 28, 2018 Planning 22 

Commission Meeting.  Commissioner Sanderson seconded the motion.  The Commissioners 23 

unanimously voted “Aye”.  The motion carried.  24 

 25 

ITEM 6 – Review and Approval of the Minutes from the May 24, 2018 Planning Commission 26 

Meeting. 27 

 28 

MOTION:  Commissioner Sanderson moved to APPROVE the minutes from the May 24, 2018 29 

Planning Commission meeting.  Commissioner Steele seconded the motion.  The Commissioners 30 

unanimously voted “Aye”.  The motion carried.  31 

 32 

MOTION:  Commissioner Steele moved to adjourn.  The Commissioners unanimously voted 33 

“Aye”.  The motion carried. 34 

 35 

The meeting adjourned at 8:56 p.m. 36 
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 1 

 2 

_______________________________ 3 

Planning Commission Chair 4 

 5 

______________________________  6 

Barbara Johnson, Planning Tech 7 

 8 

___________________________ 9 

Date Approved 10 


