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Mar 7, 2017 

ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AT 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah 

March 7, 2017 

 

I.  GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

A. Welcome and Roll Call: The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Chairman Steve 

Cosper.  The following Commission members were present and constituted a quorum. 

 

Chairman: Steve Cosper 

Commission Members: Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane 

Grainer, John Gubler, and Carla Merrill 

Staff: Jason Bond, Jed Muhlestein, Marla Fox 

Others: Mayor Sheldon Wimmer, Councilman Lon Lott, Councilman Roger Bennett, Gary 

Deveraux, Roger Whitby, Sylvia Christensen, Spencer Farrell, Tim Farrell, Mile Rison, Brynna 

Brockbank, Jordan Cullimore, Tom Andra, Shelby Andra, Eric Budge 

 

A. Prayer/Opening Comments: Jason Thelin 

B. Pledge of Allegiance: John Gubler 

 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

No Public Comment. 

 

III. ACTION ITEMS 

 

A. Creekside Estates Plat A Minor Subdivision – Tom & Shelby Andra. 

The proposed Creek Side Estates minor subdivision located on Matisse Lane includes two lots on 

a site that is 1.9 acres in size. The site is located in the CR-20,000 zone.  The City Council 

recently approved a different version of this development but the Developer is now proposing a 

modified version that would not involve amending the Alpine Cottages PRD plat. 

 

Jason Bond explained that the frontage for this property would be on 200 North with this new 

subdivision plan.  Jed Muhlestein confirmed that there is enough square footage on the property 

for the developer to build a home outside of the floodplain.  Utilities would be taken off of 200 

North.  Jason Bond said that the application meets all ordinance requirements.   

 

Tom Andra, the applicant, explained that the HOA was not unanimously in support of his last 

development plan, so he has revised and come forward with this application. 

 

Jason Thelin asked if the proposal was for a flag lot.  Jason Bond answered affirmatively.  

Normally, the City does not prefer flag lots, but this proposal does meet all of the flag lot 

requirements.   

 

MOTION: David Fotheringham moved to recommend approval of the proposed Creekside 

Estates Plat A Minor Subdivision with the following conditions: 
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1. The Developer meets the water policy. 

2. The Developer provides a construction cost estimate for bonding purposes. 

 

Jason Thelin seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 7 Ayes and 0 Nays.  Bryce Higbee, 

Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, John Gubler, and Carla Merrill 

all voted Aye. 

 

B. Bennett Farms Plat H Minor Subdivision – John & Rebecca Bursell 

The proposed Bennett Farms Plat H minor subdivision would split Lot 1 of Bennett Farms Plat G 

Amended into two parcels.  Plat G combined the proposed two lots into one.  The original lots 

were Lot 1 of Bennett Farms Plat E and Lot 2 of Bennett Farms Plat D.  This proposal essentially 

reverts back to what was originally recorded on Plats D and E.  The lot boundaries have been 

verified to show that this is the case.   

 

Roger Bennett, the property owner, stated that the original subdivision contained 27 lots.  He 

suggested that the developers use another name for this subdivision.  

 

MOTION: Carla Merrill moved to recommend approval of the proposed Bennett Farms Plat H 

Minor Subdivision. 

 

David Fotheringham seconded the motion. The motion passed with 7 Ayes and 0 Nays.  Bryce 

Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, John Gubler, and Carla 

Merrill all voted Aye. 

 

C. Planning Commission Training – Jordan Cullimore – Office of the Property Rights 

Ombudsmen 

Jordan Cullimore first spoke about property rights in relation to the government taking 

ownership of property and eminent domain.  He said that the government will work with a 

property owner to obtain a property, if they need it.  However, if an agreement cannot be 

reached, the government can take the property and the property owner will have to be 

compensated with fair market value.  Courts will say that taking is proper if it is for the 

betterment of the community.  

 

Jason Bond said that the City had recently adopted an amendment to the Annexation Policy Plan 

and the City Council has requested that two additional areas be included in the plan.  Steve 

Cosper asked for clarity on the Planning Commission’s role in the annexation process.   

 

Mr. Cullimore explained that annexations are a legislative matter, so the Planning Commission’s 

role is to make a recommendation to the City Council on what parcels should be included in an 

annexation.  The Planning Commission should consider how the annexation would improve the 

community, create revenue, affect the City infrastructure, and so on.   

 

Jason Thelin asked if it was appropriate to recommend denial of an annexation with the intention 

of maintaining the “small town feel” of the City.  Mr. Cullimore said that it was perfectly legal to 

do so.  He also stated that if a certain property can only be developed if it is annexed into the 
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City, the Planning Commission should consider this when making their recommendation.  

However, this does not automatically require the annexation to be approved.   

 

Mr. Cullimore said that cities are required to have an annexation policy but it is used as a 

guideline rather than a strict code.  

 

The Planning Commission discussed the requirements for annexation petitions and land owner 

percentages.  This information is outlined in the annexation policy and the City Recorder 

examines these petitions to ensure they are valid before coming to the Planning Commission.  

 

Jane Griener asked if the City should include all potential properties in the annexation plan or if 

they should include only properties they would seriously consider bringing into the City.  She 

also asked if the annexation plan was legally binding.  Mr. Cullimore recommended that they 

work with the City Engineers to see what properties could realistically be brought into the City in 

terms of infrastructure.  He also said that the City is not legally bound to annex every property 

included in the Annexation Policy Plan.   

 

Jason Thelin questioned the approach of the plan and wondered whether they should include 

every property or just those that they want to annex in. 

 

John Gubler asked if a property on a border can be included in more than one City’s Plan.  

Jordan Cullimore answered affirmatively.   

 

D. Maximum Cul-de-sac Length Requirement (Section 4.7.4 and Section 3.9.7) 

Jason Bond explained that the topic of a proper cul-de-sac length had come up a lot with a recent 

subdivision request and the City Council had asked that the Planning Commission discuss the 

existing ordinance requirement.  The ordinance outlines a maximum length of a cul-de-sac as 

450 feet as measured from the center of the turnaround to the point of connection to the 

intersection street.  Members of both the Planning Commission and City Council have 

questioned whether or not this distance should be reconsidered.  

 

There are a number of factors that can influence the determination of a cul-de-sac: 
 

1. Stub streets are not cul-de-sacs.  Stub streets are intended to eventually be extended 

and do not need to meet the maximum 450 foot requirement (i.e. Bald Mountain 

Drive) while cul-de-sacs are intended to permanently be the end of the road (i.e. 

Mountainville Circle).   

2. Some cul-de-sacs appear longer than is allowed by ordinance because of an 

emergency access road that is included with the cul-de-sac (i.e. Preston Drive)  

3. Some cul-de-sacs appear longer than is allowed by ordinance because it is a legal 

nonconforming road that was there before the maximum 450 feet requirement (i.e. 

Fort Canyon Road). 

4. Some cul-de-sacs were simply given an exception (i.e. Lakeview Drive) 

5. A cul-de-sac cannot have 20 or more homes on it.  Another access needs to be 

provided if there is an excess of homes. (Section 4.7.4.2) 
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Jason Bond said that the 450 feet requirement was implemented and strictly enforced to avoid 

the perception of private roads.  But there was a concern that a longer cul-de-sac would hinder 

good traffic circulation and be hazardous in emergency situations.   

 

The City Planner, City Engineer, and Fire Marshall met to discuss the current requirements and 

potential amendments.  From a fire safety standpoint, the number of homes accessing the cul-de-

sac is more important than the length of street.  In terms of Planning and Engineering, traffic 

circulation and connectivity through the City are the biggest concerns.  The maximum length of a 

cul-de-sac that would not require special approval from the fire department and would still not 

significantly impact traffic circulation would be 750 feet. 

 

Neighboring cities’ maximum cul-de-sac length requirements are as follows: 

 

 Highland – 600 feet 

 Cedar Hills – 500 feet or 1000 feet depending on the zone 

 Pleasant Grove – 400 feet or 650 feet if approved by the Planning Commission 

 Lehi – 250 feet or 400 feet depending on dwelling units per acre 

 American Fork – 400 feet 

NOTE: Each city may measure the length of a cul-de-sac differently.  

 

Jed Muhlestein said that longer cul-de-sacs tend to create areas with stagnant water, which can 

cause bacteria and affect water availability.   

 

The Planning Commission discussed the lengths of various cul-de-sacs throughout the City.  

Jason Thelin though that the length of the cul-de-sac should be shorter to accommodate a 

standard fire hose.  Jed Muhlestein stated that the City is required to have a fire hydrant every 

500 feet, so the length of the hose wouldn’t be an issue with a longer cul-de-sac.  

 

After further discussion, the Planning Commission recommended leaving the cul-de-sac 

maximum length at 450 feet.  Jason Bond said he would take their feedback to the City Council.  

 

E. General Plan Update – Moderate Income Housing Element 

Jason Bond explained that the State requires every city to have three elements in their General 

Plan, and one of those is a Moderate Income Housing element.  This element is difficult for 

Alpine to accommodate because of the current housing market.  Alpine does allow accessory 

apartments in every zone in the City and they allow senior housing development at eight units 

per acre.  He believes that these two items work toward facilitating moderate income housing.  

 

Sylvia Christiansen, a resident, said Pleasant Grove is the first city in Utah County to allow tiny 

homes on a lot with an existing home.  She said this will come up in Alpine in the near future 

because tiny homes are very popular.   

 

Jason Bond commented that tiny homes are essentially accessory apartments that aren’t attached 

to the main dwelling.  He believes that detached accessory apartments should be allowed, and he 

has brought this up to the City Council before.  He commented that having a detached accessory 

apartment was not very different from having one in a basement or over a garage.  
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Jason Bond said the State Code talks about cities having different types of housing and Moderate 

Income Housing.  Carla Merrill asked if Alpine was in compliance with the State Code.   

 

The Planning Commission had a discussion about fulfilling this requirement and said it would be 

very difficult to build moderate income housing because of the price of land in Alpine.  It was 

mentioned that even the senior housing development turned out expensive homes.   

 

Steve Cosper said he would like to revisit the possibility of allowing detached accessory 

structures.   Jason Bond said he will address the issue with the City Council at their next meeting. 

 

IV.COMMUNICATIONS 

Jason Bond asked the Planning Commission members to report if they had a key to the building.  

Staff needed to have an accurate count as to how many keys had been given out.  

 

V.  APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: February 21, 2017 

 

MOTION: Jason Thelin moved to approve the Planning Commission Minutes for February 21, 

2017, as written. 

 

John Gubler seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 7 Ayes and 0 Nays. Bryce Higbee, 

Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, John Gubler, and Carla Merrill, 

all voted Aye. 

 

Adjourn 

Steve Cosper stated that the Planning Commission had covered all of the items on the agenda 

and adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m. 


