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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes community feedback received on the draft Land Use Element and documents 
how that input was evaluated and incorporated into revisions to the plan. It is intended to provide 
transparency into both the outreach process and the resulting changes.

At the direction of the City Council, Spanish Fork City conducted community outreach to gather 
feedback on the draft Land Use Element of the General Plan. On November 25, 2025, the City invited 
residents to review the draft plan through the City website and provide comments via an online survey. 
Additional outreach was conducted through email to residents and stakeholders who previously 
participated in workshops and surveys. 
 
A total of 57 survey responses and one written email were received. While the number of responses 
represents a small portion of the city’s population, the comments provided consistent themes that 
helped identify where the document could be improved. The feedback did not indicate a need to 
alter the overall growth strategy or land use framework of the plan. Instead, comments focused on 
improving clarity, communication, and understanding of how the plan functions and is implemented.
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Survey Overview 
 
The survey asked respondents to evaluate how 
well the draft Land Use Element reflected their 
priorities and values, and to provide written 
comments on areas of confusion, concern, or 
suggested improvement.
 
General Sentiment 
 
Over 50% of respondents indicated that the draft 
Land Use Element reflects their priorities and 
values either somewhat well or very well. 
 
Support was strongest for: 
 
	 • identification and preservation of 
	 sensitive lands and open space. 
	 • reserving land for future commercial 
	 and employment uses. 
 

Comments expressing opposition generally 
reflected broader concerns about growth, density, 
and change rather than specific objections to 
individual land use designations or policies. 
Overall, the responses reflect attitudes toward the 
plan’s overall direction and clarity. They do not 
represent approval or denial of specific zoning 
actions or development proposals.

Key Findings

More than 70% of respondents agreed with the 
plan’s approach to identifying and reserving land 
for retail, office, and employment uses. Comments 
generally acknowledged the importance of 
maintaining a strong tax base and providing local 
job opportunities, even among respondents who 
expressed concern about growth more broadly. 
 
A clear majority of respondents supported 
the plan’s treatment of the Spanish Fork River 
Bottoms, floodplains, and other environmentally 
sensitive areas. Feedback consistently emphasized 
the importance of preserving agricultural activity, 
open space, and natural systems in these 
locations.

Together, these findings suggest that the plan’s 
overall direction aligns with many community 
priorities, while highlighting the importance of 
clearer communication about how long-range 
planning decisions affect day-to-day development 
outcomes.

Previous Public Outreach
 Focus Groups: Input on opportunities and 
threats with growth (35 stakeholders).

 Survey #1: Public input on development 
priorities (3,176 responses).

 The Chip Game: Visualizing and 
understanding different growth scenarios in 
Spanish Fork (88 stakeholders).

 Survey #2: Public feedback on growth 
scenarios (286 responses).
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How well does the draft Land Use 
Element reflect your priorities and 
values for Spanish Fork?

Not at all
Not very well
Not sure
Somewhat well
Very well

How well does the draft plan 
identify and reserve areas for 
future non-residential uses?

Not at all
Not very well
Not sure
Somewhat well
Very well

How well does the draft plan for 
the future land use, access, and 
preservation of the River Bottoms?
 

Not at all
Not very well
Not sure
Somewhat well
Very well

High-Level Takeaway 
 
1. Plan Direction Is Generally Supported 
 
Respondents largely affirmed the plan’s emphasis 
on: 
 
	 • protecting established neighborhoods. 
	 • directing higher-density and mixed-use 
	 development to targeted points in the 
	 city. 
	 • preserving sensitive lands and 
	 agricultural areas where appropriate. 
 
2. Communication and Clarity Need 
Improvement 
 
Many comments focused on the need for clearer 
explanations of: 
 
	 • common planning terms (e.g., infill 
	 development, gateway, mixed use). 
	 • how to read and interpret the Future 
	 Land Use Map. 
	 • the distinction between a land use 
	 designation and zoning or development 
	 approval. 
 
3. Targeted Refinements Can Improve Usability 
 
Respondents identified modest but meaningful 
opportunities to: 
 
	 • improve map readability (colors, 
	 legends, labels, and landmarks). 
	 • add context to key sections of the 
	 document. 
	 • better explain how the Land Use 
	 Element is implemented over time.
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TARGETED IMPROVEMENTS

What parts of the Future Land Use Map or land-use categories were unclear or 
confusing? Please describe any terms, colors, boundaries, or designations that 
could be clarified.

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 Increased the label size and adjusted coloring 
for land use designation labels and major streets. 
Icons for I-15 and highway 6 were also added and 
made large enough to find easily.

 The colors for the various residential 
designations were adjusted to make them more 
distinguishable from each other. The “hex codes” 
for the different colors were recorded for reference 
in the future and used to make sure the colors 
in the map keys matched what is shown on the 
map.

 The acronyms for each land use designation 
are shown on each map key to give an 
alphanumeric reference in addition to the color 
on the map.

 The land use donut chart and build out table 
colors were updated to match the new color 
scheme. The Station Area designation was added 
to the key. The page was reorganzied to improve 
legibility and layout.

 Recently annexed property has been added to 
the land use map.

Comments 
 
 Format is difficult to use. Landmarks are 	
missing or undefined.

 The ‘yellows’ are a little tricky on the actual 
map (the key is fine). ‘Low’ and ‘Medium’ are 
fairly easy to distinguish, but the ‘High’ and 
‘Urban’ don’t quite match their key colors.

 I just needed to orient myself to what part 
of the city I was looking at and what was being 
proposed. For me, I feel like a big symbol of 
what what be happening in a particular area 
would help me. The colors are great, but I don’t 
remember what the color means. It’s probably 
just me. If there was a color and a symbol. For 
example, the area where Front Runner is going 
to be has a train. Utilities could be a symbol. 
Parks could be a swing or playground symbol.   
We should look at the proposect of adding some 
imagery that utilizes symbology.  That’s not our 
strength, developing symbology, but it could be 
helpful.

 The different colors are too similar. 
Especially using the different shades of yellow. 
And I think the different levels of transparency 
are harder to read as well even with different 
color shades.

 It would be easier to follow if there were a 
few streets or landmarks that were identified/
marked.

 Very tiny - even zoomed in it’s difficult ot 
read.
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Before After 
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(cont.) What parts of the Future Land Use Map or land-use categories were 
unclear or confusing? Please describe any terms, colors, boundaries, or 
designations that could be clarified.

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 Adjusted the symbology and colors for the 
Green Space map (used hex codes for those as 
well). Added acronym labels to green areas on 
map for further clarity and added locations of 
existing parks and potential future parks that were 
not on the previous map. Narrative was added to 
give more context and intent for the map.

 Reduced the number of “Gateway” references 
from 3 to 1. Gateways (as discussed in the 
“Strengthening & Shaping section) was changed 
to “Focused Growth Centers” and the “Gateway 
quadrant” area was changed to “Southwest Valley”. 
Any mentions of a gateway are now referencing 
the land use designation only.

 Reorganized the order of some sections 
to improve clarity and flow. The “Station Area” 
section are now located before the land use 
map. The land use data and quadrant pages 
are now located after the land use designation 
explainations.

Comments 
 
 All of the different greens on the ‘Green 
Space’ map on page 13 are difficult to 
distinguish. Having them all green does 
emphasize the green space idea, but it would be 
so much easier to read if other colors were used. 
I could not find any of the ‘future park’ areas 
because they show up as the same color as the 
existing parks.

 The ‘gateway’ locations were a bit confusing 
in the beginning. Page 9 explains there are 3 
main ‘gateways’ being planned for (canyon 
creek, station & south) - this explanation made 
perfect sense. But then the first look at the 
Future Land Use Map on page 15 only shows 1 
‘gateway’ area in dark blue near canyon creek. 
I wondered why the other two ‘gateway’ areas 
were not labeled/shown on the map as well. 
It’s not until page 23 that the map is titled 
‘South Gateway’ when I realized it had not 
been forgotten. The other ‘gateway’ mentioned 
(station) has a great explanation on 40 - it’s just 
never marked on the master map.

 The report discusses “gateway” 
designations.  The only designations for 
“gateway” are in the North at Canyon Creek - 
there are no designated “gateway” areas in the 
section called South Gateway, correct?  Seems a 
bit confusing.  Page 49 uses the term Gateway 
area for the upcomming Front Runner station, 
yet there is no designated “gateway” areas in 
this sector (confused?  same here...haha).

 Land use designations section outlining the 
details around each zoning type should have 
been listed first for clarity’s sake.
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What would increase your confidence that public input influences the final 
draft?

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 Data included in the executive summary of 
this report. The full spreadsheet of responses can 
be provided upon receiving a GRAMA request.

 Planning staff reviewed all the comments 
multiple times and referenced key suggestions 
that guided revisions and additions to the plan.

 Large, printed maps to be shown at the public 
hearings and future neighborhood outreach. 
Online land use map offers opportunities to zoom 
into specific areas, search addresses, and get more 
information. A link to the GIS map will be added 
to the Land Use Element webpage after adoption.

 Staff plans to regularly update the city website 
with information about amendments to the Land 
Use Element, implementation accomplishments, 
and improved reporting and review of the plan.

 Staff will look into developing media, with 
assistance from the Communications Division for 
the city, that describes the Land Use Element and 
what it means for residents of the community.

 Community Development Staff is committed 
to interacting more often with the community, 
including the potential for neighborhood 
meetings and other such outreach opportunities.

Comments 
 
 Data on the amount of public input.

 Highlighting feedback from specific 
residents.

 Several maps of areas --- one enlarged map 
is difficult to see the individual areas.

 I would like to know when proposed 
changes will be happening.

 I think if someone filmed an “infomercial” 
type presentation so that people aren’t trying to 
guess what is what. There could be full screen 
images while someone is talking and pointing 
things out. There could be a Q and A portion 
where people have summited questions or 
concerns that are answered in the video.

 More focused public meetings in 
neighborhoods (go to the people rather than 
expecting them to go to city hall).

 I would love to have my neighborhood/city 
area invited to an input session with a few city 
planning leaders to ask questions - but I know 
that’s not very practical and that can easily 
turn into a complaint session - which defeats 
the purpose of the meeting. My 2nd choice (to 
increase confidence) would be some smaller, 
more focused surveys. I know I have filled out a 
city survey before asking for my priorities in the 
city’s growth direction - however I remember 
it being fairly broad in the questions. Perhaps 
some smaller surveys that were tailored to just 
two or three land use categories (like in-depth 
questions about the gateway areas, or questions 
about what residents feel would need to happen 
to their higher trafficked residential streets when 
some of the future land develops, etc.).
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What change or clarification would most improve the draft plan? Please be as 
specific as possible (map locations, policies, definitions, etc.).

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 The concept of Established Neighborhoods 
and Focused Growth Centers aligns somewhat 
with the idea of focusing density and intense 
land uses in specific areas where those uses can 
be supported. Doing so allows for the city to 
accomodate additional housing numbers while 
preserving other areas for single family homes on 
larger lots.

 Staff will consider options to make 
comparisons between the existing Land Use 
Element and future adoptions and amendments 
easier for the public.

 The term “infill development” is now better 
defined in the “Vacant Residential Land” section. 
Additional terms that might need further 
clarification have been included in a Key Terms 
section at the begining of the Land Use Element.

 As previously mentioned, the “Station Area” 
section has been moved closer to the beginning 
of the plan so that it can receive more attention.

 The idea of “density all over the city” doesn’t fit 
the effort to preserve Established Neighborhoods 
and focus dense development in appropriate 
areas. Some residential density can be spread 
throughout the city using the Infill Overlay Zone.

Comments 
 
 Not to do it. Build single family homes with 
backyards for family. Build taller buildings closer 
to the city center for commercial and residential 
use to preserve farm and open spaces.

 Current policies shown in the document 
would be helpful to see and contrast with the 
plan.

 One designation that I found confusing is 
the term ‘infill development’. I don’t know what 
that infers - and it is never explained, but it is 
used many times in the plan. Perhaps a quick, 
more detailed explanation when it first surfaces 
in the ‘Vacant Residential Land’ on page 8? 
Plans for existing neighborhoods are always a 
high concern since that is land usually closest to 
homes.

 I think the ‘Station Area Plan’ that is 
currently on page 40-41 would fit better (and 
have better continuity) higher up in the plan - 
like after page 26 which shows the East Bench. 
I realize it is not one of the ‘4 quadrants’ being 
shown, but it feels like an afterthought - tacked 
on at the very end - yet it’s a huge part of the 
city planning. Perhaps it could sandwich after 
the 4 quadrants and before the ‘Land Use 
Designations’.

 While I’m good with where it is targeting 
density, I believe we need density all over the 
city - there is just too much demand and I don’t 
want to hold back progress.

 Demonstrating the changes made to the 
draft based on imput provided. Actually [cite] 
where the recommendation was made.



TO D AY ’ S  P R O G R E S S ,  To m o r r o w ’ s  P r i d e S p a n i s h  F o r k  C i t y

Before 

After 

10

dmann
Line

dmann
Line

dmann
Line

dmann
Line

dmann
Line

dmann
Line



S p a n i s h  F o r k  C i t y TO D AY ’ S  P R O G R E S S ,  To m o r r o w ’ s  P r i d e11

dmann
Line



TO D AY ’ S  P R O G R E S S ,  To m o r r o w ’ s  P r i d e S p a n i s h  F o r k  C i t y

Please provide any additional thoughts or comments on the Land Use Element 
Draft.

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 The Verk Industrial Project Area boundary is 
already established through prior agreements 
with the Utah Inland Port Authority and cannot be 
changed through this Land Use Element update. 
While the boundary is fixed, future development 
within the area will still be regulated by City 
zoning, design standards, and infrastructure 
requirements to manage impacts and ensure 
compatibility with surrounding uses.

 Staff has proposed to address concerns about 
preserving agriculture areas through the annual 
review of the Growth Boundary. This is explored 
in more detail in the ”Defining the Edges” section 
and referenced in the “Cultivating Growth”section.

 The map from the Utah Department of 
Agriculture and Food (UDAF) was replaced with a 
callout box explaining the key elements of APAs to 
improve understanding. Staff has contacted UDAF 
regarding their APA map and given them records 
to assist them in updating their GIS layer to reflect 
which properties are still in agriculture protection.

 Staff recognizes that key metrics, such 
as residential density and potential ridership, 
are important factors that are considered in 
discussions regarding improving transit service 
and infrastructure. Strategies have been included 
under Goal 3 that emphasize collaboration with 
other governmental entities to work towards 
better public transportation options in Spanish 
Fork.

Comments 
 
 I realize the Inland Port area is a tax 
generator, but it is far too big [and] needs to be 
scaled down and allow farming to survive in our 
area. We don’t need to be Salt Lake.

 There is so much agricultural protection 
already, do not water down areas simply 
because the farmers want to cry about not 
getting enough protection.

 Existing farmland, farmers have said they 
dont wish to sell. What about them? Also I’d love 
a plan of just how much “high density” garbage 
youre planning to shove in the small areas. This 
towns gonna be hell. It’s already bad enough.

 On page 10 there is a map with a large 
sector to the west of the city in a blue shade.  It 
appears to be outside current city limits.  The 
map is on a page discussing APA's.  Is that 
entire section in blue "preserved" as an APA?  Do 
any of the APA designated areas lap-over into 
"environmentally sensitive" designated sites?

 There is far too much dependence and 
over-reliance on automobiles and “protecting 
neighborhoods” by not wanting higher density 
housing. The East Bench areas are starved of 
accessibility and vibrancy, in particular. By trying 
to quarantine the “dirty density” to Gateways 
and Station Areas, the city is attempting to 
have its cake and it too. It is good to have that 
density there, but underserves the remaining 
population. There needs to be more density and 
transit in more neighborhoods.
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Comments 
 
 It didn’t include the future transportation 
features that would be helpful in understanding 
the bigger plan.

 Mixed use between Center [Street] and 100 
S is a concern as well as the entire plan for the 
Transit Station area. We don’t need to import the 
problems that Frontrunner has brought to Provo.

 More traffic details are added. Specifically 
how traffic will be dealt with on highway 6 or 
Main Street. Everyone complains about it, but it 
itsn’t mentioned once in the document. I don’t 
have confidence that we will be listened to at all 
about the actual land usage, but talking more 
traffic would be some sort of hint.

(cont.) Please provide any additional thoughts or comments on the Land Use 
Element Draft.

Efforts to Address Comments 
 
 A map is being developed that references 
planned and anticipated infrastructure 
improvements based on completed studies and 
confirmed sources of funding.

 Most of the property within the Mixed Use 
designation on the Land Use Map that are 
located between Center Street and 100 South 
are currently designated the same on the 
existing Land Use Map. This designation reflects 
the existing mix of uses in that area, including 
residential, religious buildings, senior care, and 
other small commercial operations.

 Goal 8 in the plan outlines objectives and 
strategies that the city will plan to address 
over the coming years in order to improve 
transportation efficiency. The bulk of detailed 
discussion and planning for improving traffic 
flow within and through Spanish Fork should be 
contained in the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan.
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Other Edits Made 
 
 In the “Defining the Edges” section, the term 
“Policy Boundary” was changed to “Annexation 
Policy Boundary” and the content was edited to 
reduce repetition.

 Added a note at the bottom of the “List 
of Acronyms and Partner Agencies” stating a 
directory of the agencies will be on the city 
website (which can be added upon plan 
adoption).

 Added an additional strategy to Objective 
7.3: “7.3.5 Annually coordinate with the UDAF 
to ensure GIS layers and information reflects an 
accurate picture of the current agricultural status 
within the city.”

 Map boundaries were updated to reflect the 
most recent annexations of property into Spanish 
Fork.

 Additional updates to formatting and layout 
were done after other changes were completed to 
improve legibility.
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Conclusion

Community feedback has played a meaningful 
role throughout the deveopment of the Land Use 
Element, especially in refining the final draft. The 
survey responses clearly identified areas where 
clarity, organization, and communication could be 
improved. 
 
In response, the City made targeted revisions 
to improve map readability, define commonly 
used planning terms, clarify how land use 
designations function, and better explain how the 
plan is implemented over time. These changes 
strengthen the document’s usability without 
compromising its long-term policy direction. 
 
The Land Use Element remains a guiding 
framework rather than a zoning or development 
approval document. It will continue to be 
reviewed and updated as conditions change, 
infrastructure is built, and additional public 
input is received. This report reflects the City’s 
commitment to transparency, accountability, and 
ongoing engagement as Spanish Fork plans for its 
future.


