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CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Tuesday, February 16, 2016 

Meeting held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 
Councilmembers may participate in this meeting electronically via video or telephonic conferencing. 
PLEASE NOTE: THE ORDER OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MAY BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE BY ORDER OF THE MAYOR. 
 
Commencing at 7:00 p.m. 

• Call to Order. 
• Roll Call. 
• Invocation / Reverence.  
• Pledge of Allegiance.  
• Public Input - Time has been set aside for the public to express ideas, concerns, and comments. Please limit repetitive 

comments. 
• Awards and Recognitions.   

 
POLICY ITEMS: (All items are scheduled for consideration and possible approval unless otherwise noted). 

 
REPORTS: 

1.    Mayor. 
2.    City Council. 
3.    Administration Communication with Council. 
4.    Staff Updates: Inquires, Applications, and Approvals.   

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
1.    Budget Amendments to the City of Saratoga Spring 2015-2016 Fiscal Year Budget; Resolution R16-11 (2-16-16). 
2.    Rezone and Concept Plan for Lake Mountain, located approximately 3750 S and West of Lake Mountain Estates, Nick 

Baird Applicant; Ordinance 16-05 (2-16-16) 
3.    Vacation of Easements in Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow), Various Locations, Matt Scott - JF Capital, 

Applicant; Ordinance 16-06 (2-16-16) 
ACTION ITEMS: 

1.    Library Board Bylaws Amendment. 
2.    Bid Award: Library RFID.    
3. Bid Award: Phase 2 – North Gravity Sewer Outfall for Redwood Road Sewer Project. 
4. Public Improvements Extension and Reimbursement Agreement for Legacy Farms Village Plans 1 & 2; Resolution 

R16-12 (2-16-16). 
5.    Legacy Farms Village Plan 2 Plats 2A & 2B Agriculture Protection Area Removal; Resolution R16-13 (2-16-16). 
6.    Final Plat Approval for Lakeside at Saratoga Springs, Plat 27, Located at approximately 2800 S Redwood Road, 

Woodside Homes, Applicant. 
7.    Reimbursement Agreement and Release of All Claims with JF Capital for The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox 

Hollow), Neighborhood 6; Resolution R16-14 (2-16-16).  
8. Resolution R16-15 (2-16-16) Appointing Bud Poduska as an Alternate Board Member of the Utah Valley Dispatch 

Special Service District.  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

1. February 2, 2016. 
 
REPORTS OF ACTION 
 
CLOSED SESSION 

1.    Motion to enter into closed session for any of the following: purchase, exchange, or lease of real property; pending or 
reasonably imminent litigation; the character, professional competence, or the physical or mental health of an 
individual. 

ADJORNMENT 
 
Notice to those in attendance: 

• Please be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting.  
• Please refrain from conversing with others in the audience as the microphones are sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.  
• Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
• Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (e.g., applauding or booing).  
• Please silence all cell phones, tablets, beepers, pagers, or other noise making devices.  
• Refrain from congregating near the doors to talk as it can be noisy and disruptive. 
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Memo	  
To:	   	   Mayor,	  City	  Council	  and/or	  Planning	  Commission	  	  
From:	   	   Planning	  Department	  	  
Date:	   	   February	  8,	  2016	  
Meeting	  Date:	  	   February	  16,	  2016	  
Re:	   	   New	  Applications	  &	  Resubmittals	  since	  1/26/2016	  

	  
New	  Projects:	  	  

• 1.26.16	  Denny’s	  Concept	  &	  Site	  Plan	  (1516	  N.	  Redwood	  Dr.)	  	  
• 1.27.16	  Lakeside	  Plat	  27-‐	  Highland	  at	  Talons	  Cove	  Temporary	  Use	  (Redwood	  Rd	  &	  Bliss	  Dr)	  
• 1.27.16	  Sergeant	  Court	  Phase	  3	  Plat	  Amendment	  (Redwood	  Rd	  &	  Sergeant	  Court	  Dr)	  
• 1.27.16	  Deer	  Meadow	  Church-‐	  Fox	  Hollow	  N.6	  Concept	  Plan	  (Village	  Parkway)	  	  
• 1.29.16	  Valley	  View	  Townhomes	  Minor	  Site	  Plan	  Amendment	  (1972	  N.	  Hillcrest	  Rd)	  	  
• 2.4.16	  	  	  Murphy	  Express	  Concept	  (42	  E.	  Commerce	  Dr)	  	  

	  
Resubmittals	  &	  Supplemental	  Submittals:	  	  

• 2.1.16	  Resubmittal	  Hillcrest	  Condominiums	  Phase	  3	  Bldg.	  O	  Final	  Plat	  (Crest	  Rd	  &	  Ridge	  Rd)	  	  
• 2.2.16	  Supplemental	  Legacy	  Farms	  School	  Site	  Plan	  (S.	  Redwood	  Rd	  &	  E.	  400	  S.)	  
• 2.3.16	  Supplemental	  Saratoga	  Springs	  4	  Church	  Final	  Plat	  (Old	  Farm	  Rd	  &	  Redwood	  Rd)	  	  
• 2.8.16	  Supplemental	  Legacy	  Farms	  Landscaping	  (400	  S.	  Redwood	  Dr)	  	  

	  
Staff	  Approvals:	  	  

• None	  
	  



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author: Chelese M. Rawlings, Finance Manager  
Subject: Budget Amendments 
Date: February 16, 2016 
Type of Item:   Resolution 
 
 
Summary Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the following by resolution 
amending the budget for the fiscal year 2015-16. 
 
Description 
 

A. Topic  
This is the fourth budget amendment for the fiscal year 2015-2016.  
 
B. Background   
 
On August 4, 2015, October 6, 2015 and January 19, 2016, the first, second and third budget 
amendments for FY15-16 was approved by council.  Attached is the detail of the requested 
budget amendments for the 4th budget amendment.   
 
C. Analysis  

 
Additional budgeted expenditures are detailed in the attached spreadsheet. 
 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the resolution amending the budget for the 
fiscal year 2015-16. 

 



G/L Account Department Description
 Current FY

2016 Budget
 New Budget

Amount
 Increase

(Decrease) Notes/Comments

General Fund
Expenditures
10-4220-202 Fire Department Wild Land Expenses - 105,623 105,623 Expenses offset by Wild Land Revenue of $169K
10-4450-500 Engineering Department Software 9,050 17,760 8,710 GIS Software
10-4210-110 Police Department Salaries and Wages 1,313,970 1,361,691 47,721 Police Adjustment
10-4210-130 Police Department Employee Benefits 834,935 864,012 29,077 Police Adjustment
10-4210-132 Police Department Salaries - Part Time 207,865 221,125 13,260 Police Adjustment

-

204,391

2015-2016 Budget Amendment Supplemental #4



RESOLUTION NO. R16-11 (2-16-16) 
 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2015-2016 AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs has found it necessary to 
amend the City’s current 2015-2016 fiscal year budget;  

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to state law, the City Council has conducted a public hearing on the 

proposed amended budget; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the proposed budget amendment is in 

the best interests of the public, will further the public health, safety, and welfare, and will assist 
in the efficient administration of City government.   

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF 

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT: 
 
1. The City of Saratoga Springs does hereby adopt the amended 2015-2016 fiscal year 

budget as set forth and attached hereto. 
 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
 
 
Passed on the 16th  day of February, 2016 
 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
 
Signed:       
  Jim Miller, Mayor  
 
 
 
 
Attest:               
                  City Recorder Date 
 
 



Kimber  Gabryszak,  Planning  Director  
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  

1307  North  Commerce  Drive,  Suite  200    •    Saratoga  Springs,  Utah  84045  
801-766-9793  x107    •    801-766-9794  fax  

	  	  	  	  	  	  

City	  Council	  
	   	   Staff	  Report	  
	  
Concept	  &	  Rezone	  
Lake	  Mountain	  
Tuesday,	  February	  16,	  2016	  
Public	  Hearing	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   Tuesday,	  February	  9,	  2016	  
Applicant:	   Nick	  Baird	  
Owner:	  	   	   	   JD	  IV,	  LLC	  
Location:	   West	  of	  Lake	  Mountain	  Estates	  Subdivision	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   Redwood	  Road	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   59:013:0067,	  116.99	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   Agricultural	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   A,	  R-‐3	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Mining/Grading	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	  	   	   Low	  Density	  Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   None	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   None	  
Type	  of	  Action:	   Legislative	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  
Future	  Routing:	   City	  Council	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	  

	  
	  
A.	   Executive	  Summary:	  	  	  

The	  applicant	  is	  requesting	  approval	  of	  a	  Rezone	  for	  116.99	  acres	  of	  property	  located	  at	  west	  of	  the	  
Lake	  Mountain	  Estates	  subdivision	  in	  order	  to	  submit	  future	  subdivision	  applications	  for	  a	  new	  low	  
density	  residential	  development.	  	  

	  
Recommendation:	  	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing	  on	  the	  Lake	  Mountain	  Rezone,	  
take	  public	  comment,	  review	  and	  discuss	  the	  proposal,	  provide	  feedback	  on	  the	  Concept	  Plan,	  and	  
choose	  from	  the	  options	  in	  Section	  “G”	  of	  this	  report.	  Options	  include	  conditional	  approval,	  denial,	  
or	  continuation.	  
	  

B.	   Specific	  Request:	  The	  applicant	  is	  requesting	  the	  R-‐3	  zone	  in	  order	  to	  develop	  approximately	  254	  
units	  on	  116.99	  acres,	  for	  an	  average	  density	  of	  2.17	  units	  per	  acre.	  	  
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C.	   Process:	  	  
	  
Rezone	  
Section	  19.17.03	  outlines	  the	  process	  requirements	  for	  a	  Rezone,	  requiring	  all	  rezone	  applications	  to	  
be	  reviewed	  by	  both	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  City	  Council.	  The	  City	  Council	  is	  the	  land	  use	  
authority	  for	  Rezone	  applications	  and	  shall	  review	  and	  either	  approve	  or	  deny	  the	  application,	  after	  
receiving	  a	  formal	  recommendation	  from	  the	  Planning	  Commission.	  Both	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  
and	  City	  Council	  reviews	  involve	  a	  public	  hearing.	  	  
	  
Concept	  Plan	  
Section	  19.17.02	  states	  “Petitions	  for	  changes	  to	  the	  City’s	  Zoning	  Map	  to	  all	  land	  use	  zones	  shall	  be	  
accompanied	  by	  an	  application	  for	  Concept	  Plan	  Review	  or	  Master	  Development	  Agreement	  approval	  
pursuant	  to	  Chapter	  19.13	  of	  this	  Code.”	  
	  
The	  applicant	  has	  submitted	  a	  Concept	  Plan	  for	  the	  previously	  referenced	  254-‐unit	  single-‐family	  
subdivision.	  Per	  Section	  19.13	  of	  the	  City	  Code,	  the	  process	  for	  a	  Concept	  Plan	  includes	  an	  informal	  
review	  of	  the	  Concept	  Plan	  by	  both	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  the	  City	  Council.	  The	  reviews	  shall	  
be	  for	  comment	  only,	  no	  public	  hearing	  is	  required	  and	  no	  recommendation	  or	  action	  made.	  
	  
Planning	  Commission	  Hearing	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  held	  a	  public	  hearing	  on	  January	  28,	  2016,	  and	  voted	  unanimously	  to	  
forward	  a	  positive	  recommendation	  to	  the	  City	  Council.	  Their	  discussion	  included	  concerns	  over	  
traffic,	  secondary	  water,	  secondary	  access,	  and	  hillside	  development;	  these	  issues	  will	  be	  required	  to	  
be	  addressed	  prior	  to	  or	  during	  the	  preliminary	  plat	  process,	  and	  the	  positive	  recommendation	  was	  
for	  the	  rezone	  only.	  Draft	  minutes	  from	  this	  meeting	  are	  attached.	  	  

	  
D.	   Community	  Review:	  The	  Rezone	  portion	  of	  this	  application	  has	  been	  noticed	  as	  a	  public	  hearing	  in	  

the	  Daily	  Herald,	  and	  mailed	  notice	  sent	  to	  all	  property	  owners	  within	  300	  feet	  of	  the	  subject	  
property	  at	  least	  10	  days	  prior	  to	  this	  meeting.	  As	  of	  the	  date	  of	  this	  report,	  public	  input	  was	  received	  
at	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  hearing,	  as	  outlined	  in	  the	  draft	  minutes	  (attached).	  No	  further	  public	  
comment	  has	  been	  received.	  

	  
	  	   The	  Concept	  Plan	  portion	  of	  the	  proposal	  does	  not	  require	  a	  public	  hearing.	  	  
	  
E.	   General	  Plan:	  	  The	  Land	  Use	  Element	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  designates	  the	  property	  in	  the	  application	  

as	  Low	  Density	  Residential.	  The	  applicant	  requests	  that	  the	  property	  be	  zoned	  as	  R-‐3	  in	  order	  to	  
develop	  a	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  subdivision.	  The	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  designation	  is	  defined	  by	  
the	  General	  Plan	  as	  follows:	  

	  
“Low	  Density	  Residential.	  The	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  designation	  is	  designed	  to	  provide	  
areas	  for	  residential	  subdivisions	  with	  an	  overall	  density	  of	  1	  to	  4	  units	  per	  acre.	  This	  area	  is	  
characterized	  by	  neighborhoods	  with	  streets	  designed	  to	  the	  City’s	  urban	  standards,	  single-‐
family	  detached	  dwellings	  and	  open	  spaces.	  Planned	  unit	  developments	  may	  be	  permitted	  
within	  this	  designation.	  	  

	  
Open	  spaces	  shall	  include	  useable	  recreational	  features	  as	  outlined	  in	  the	  City’s	  Parks,	  
Recreation,	  Trails,	  and	  Open	  Space	  Element	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  but	  may	  be	  comprised	  of	  
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both	  Natural	  and	  Developed	  Open	  Spaces.	  The	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  designation	  is	  
expected	  to	  be	  the	  City’s	  most	  prevalent	  land-‐use	  designation.	  In	  this	  land	  use	  designation,	  it	  
is	  estimated	  that	  a	  typical	  acre	  of	  land	  may	  contain	  3	  dwelling	  units”	  

	  
Potential	  Finding:	  Consistent.	  The	  applicant	  is	  requesting	  an	  R-‐3	  zone	  designation.	  The	  R-‐3	  zone	  
allows	  for	  a	  density	  of	  3	  units	  per	  acres	  and	  requires	  15%	  open	  space.	  The	  intent	  of	  the	  R-‐3	  zone	  is	  for	  
the	  development	  of	  Single	  Family	  Residential	  Subdivisions,	  and	  the	  application	  is	  for	  a	  zone	  to	  enable	  
such	  a	  development.	  

	  
F.	   Code	  Criteria:	  	  

Rezones	  are	  legislative	  decisions;	  therefore	  the	  Council	  has	  significant	  legislative	  discretion	  when	  
making	  a	  decision	  on	  such	  requests,	  and	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  in	  making	  recommendations.	  	  
	  
The	  Code	  criteria	  below	  are	  provided	  as	  guidelines,	  however	  are	  not	  binding	  requirements.	  	  

	  
	   Rezone	  

19.17,	  General	  Plan,	  Ordinance,	  and	  Zoning	  Map	  Amendments	  
o Planning	  Commission/City	  Council	  Review	  

§ The	  Planning	  Commission	  shall	  recommend	  adoption	  of	  proposed	  amendments	  only	  
where	  it	  finds	  the	  proposed	  amendment	  furthers	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  Saratoga	  Springs	  
Land	  Use	  Element	  of	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  that	  changed	  conditions	  make	  the	  
proposed	  amendment	  necessary	  to	  fulfill	  the	  purposes	  of	  the	  Title.	  	  

	  
Potential	  Finding:	  Consistent.	  The	  proposed	  zone	  is	  R-‐3	  and	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  
Plan.	  

	  
o Consideration	  of	  General	  Plan,	  Ordinance,	  or	  Zoning	  Map	  Amendment	  

§ The	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  City	  Council	  shall	  consider,	  but	  are	  not	  bound	  by,	  the	  
following	  criteria	  when	  deciding	  whether	  to	  recommend	  or	  grant	  a	  general	  plan,	  
ordinance,	  or	  zoning	  map	  amendment:	  

1. the	  proposed	  change	  will	  conform	  to	  the	  Land	  Use	  Element	  and	  other	  
provision	  of	  the	  General	  Plan;	  

2. the	  proposed	  change	  will	  not	  decrease	  nor	  otherwise	  adversely	  affect	  the	  
health,	  safety,	  convenience,	  morals,	  or	  general	  welfare	  of	  the	  public;	  

3. the	  proposed	  change	  will	  more	  fully	  carry	  out	  the	  general	  purposes	  and	  intent	  
of	  this	  Title	  and	  any	  other	  ordinance	  of	  the	  City;	  and	  

4. in	  balancing	  the	  interest	  of	  the	  petitioner	  with	  the	  interest	  of	  the	  public,	  
community	  interests	  will	  be	  better	  served	  by	  making	  the	  proposed	  change.	  

	  
Potential	  Finding:	  Consistent.	  The	  proposed	  zone	  is	  R-‐3	  and	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  
Plan,	  additional	  review	  through	  the	  plat	  process	  will	  ensure	  that	  there	  are	  no	  adverse	  effects	  
on	  the	  public,	  and	  will	  allow	  the	  city	  to	  grow	  by	  placing	  low-‐density	  residential	  development	  in	  
a	  location	  where	  low-‐density	  is	  appropriate.	  
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	   Concept	  Plan	  
When	  a	  rezone	  is	  proposed,	  a	  Concept	  Plan	  must	  be	  provided	  and	  accompany	  the	  rezone	  through	  the	  
process.	  However,	  Concept	  Plans	  are	  given	  only	  informal	  review	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  City	  
Council.	  Staff	  has	  done	  an	  initial	  Code	  review	  of	  the	  proposed	  subdivision.	  	  
	  
A	  more	  detailed	  initial	  Code	  review	  of	  the	  Concept	  Plan	  is	  included	  in	  Exhibit	  5.	  Key	  issues	  to	  address	  
prior	  to	  preliminary	  plat	  are	  summarized	  below:	  
• Location	  of	  the	  future	  Foothill	  Blvd	  and	  impact	  on	  lot	  layout.	  
• Water	  pressures	  and	  capacity.	  
• Second	  access	  and	  connectivity.	  	  
• Identification	  of	  natural	  slopes	  over	  30%,	  and	  slopes	  over	  30%	  created	  by	  mining	  activity.	  (Natural	  

slopes	  are	  sensitive	  lands	  and	  may	  not	  be	  contained	  in	  lots,	  while	  the	  City	  Engineer	  may	  permit	  
grading	  of	  mining	  cuts	  and	  placement	  in	  lots.)	  

• Other	  Hillside	  Development	  standards.	  
• Size	  of	  corner	  lots.	  
• Open	  space	  and	  adequacy	  of	  amenities.	  
	  
Foothill	  Boulevard	  –	  a	  portion	  of	  property	  will	  need	  to	  be	  dedicated	  for	  the	  future	  Foothill	  Boulevard.	  
The	  applicants	  have	  shown	  those	  portions	  of	  Foothill	  within	  their	  property,	  however	  additional	  Right	  
of	  Way	  outside	  the	  applicants’	  property	  is	  needed	  to	  help	  ensure	  that	  traffic	  impacts	  from	  the	  
development	  are	  mitigated,	  as	  shown	  in	  Exhibit	  4.	  Staff	  recommends	  a	  Development	  Agreement	  to	  
address	  the	  timing	  and	  methods	  and	  more	  precise	  location(s)	  for	  this	  Right	  of	  Way.	  	  

	  
G.	   Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	  

Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing,	  take	  public	  input,	  discuss	  the	  
application,	  provide	  feedback	  on	  the	  Concept	  Plan,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  following	  options.	  	  
	  
Option	  1	  –	  Conditional	  Approval	  
	  
“I	  move	  to	  conditionally	  approve	  the	  Lake	  Mountain	  rezone,	  as	  shown	  in	  Exhibit	  3,	  from	  Agriculture	  
to	  R-‐3	  with	  the	  Findings	  and	  Conditions	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report	  dated	  February	  9,	  2016:”	  

	  
Findings	  	  
1. The	  application	  complies	  with	  the	  criteria	  in	  section	  19.17	  of	  the	  Development	  Code,	  as	  

articulated	  in	  Section	  “F”	  of	  the	  staff	  report,	  which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  by	  reference	  
herein.	  	  

2. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  in	  Section	  “E”	  of	  the	  
staff	  report,	  which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  by	  reference	  herein.	  	  

	  
Conditions:	  
1. All	  conditions	  of	  the	  City	  Engineer	  shall	  be	  met,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  those	  in	  the	  

Staff	  report	  in	  Exhibit	  1.	  
2. All	  other	  code	  criteria	  shall	  be	  met.	  
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3. A	  development	  agreement	  in	  essentially	  the	  same	  form	  as	  Exhibit	  6	  shall	  be	  entered	  into	  
prior	  to	  zone	  recordation.	  

4. Any	  other	  conditions	  or	  changes	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  City	  Council:_______________	  
_____________________________________________________________________.	  

	  
Concept	  Plan	  –	  Informal	  Feedback:	  

• All	  requirements	  of	  the	  City	  Engineer	  shall	  be	  met,	  including	  those	  listed	  in	  the	  
attached	  staff	  report	  

• All	  requirements	  of	  the	  Fire	  Chief	  shall	  be	  met	  
• The	  comments	  in	  the	  attached	  Planning	  Checklist	  shall	  be	  addressed	  
• Any	  other	  comments	  stated	  by	  the	  City	  Council:	  ___________________________	  

__________________________________________________________________.	  
	  
Alternative	  1	  -‐	  Continuance	  
The	  City	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  continue	  the	  item.	  “I	  move	  to	  continue	  the	  Lake	  Mountain	  
rezone,	  as	  shown	  in	  Exhibit	  3,	  from	  Agriculture	  to	  R-‐3	  to	  another	  meeting	  on	  [March	  1,	  2016],	  with	  
direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  and	  Staff	  on	  information	  and	  /	  or	  changes	  needed	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  as	  
follows:	  	  

1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
Alternative	  2	  –	  Denial	  
The	  City	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  deny	  the	  application.	  “I	  move	  to	  deny	  the	  Lake	  Mountain	  rezone,	  
as	  shown	  in	  Exhibit	  3,	  from	  Agriculture	  to	  R-‐3,	  with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  

1. The	  Lake	  Mountain	  Rezone	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  
City	  Council:	  ________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

2. The	  Lake	  Mountain	  Rezone	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  Section	  19.17	  of	  the	  Code,	  as	  articulated	  
by	  the	  City	  Council:	  ___________________________________.	  	  

	  
I.	   Attachments:	  	  	  

1. City	  Engineer’s	  Report	   	   	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  6-‐7)	  
2. Location	  &	  Current	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   	   	   	   (page	  8)	  
3. Concept	  Plan	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  9-‐12)	  
4. Right	  of	  Way	  Graphic	   	   	   	   	   	   	   (page	  13)	  
5. Concept	  Plan	  Checklist	   	   	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  14-‐16)	  
6. Draft	  Development	  Agreement	   	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  17-‐36)	  
7. 1/28/2016	  Draft	  Planning	  Commission	  Minutes	   	   	   	   (pages	  37-‐41)	  
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City	  Council	  
Staff	  Report	  
	  
Author:	  	  Jeremy	  D.	  Lapin,	  City	  Engineer	   	  
Subject:	  	  Lake	  Mountain	  –	  Concept	  Plan	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Date:	   January	  28,	  2016	  
Type	  of	  Item:	  	  	  Concept	  Plan	  Review	  
	  
 
Description:	  
A. Topic:	  	  	  	  The	  applicant	  has	  submitted	  a	  concept	  plan	  application.	  Staff	  has	  reviewed	  the	  

submittal	  and	  provides	  the	  following	  recommendations.	  
	  
B. Background:	  
	  

Applicant:	   	   JDIV	  LLC	  –	  Nick	  Baird	  
Request:	   	   Concept	  Plan	  
Location:	   	   4000	  S.	  1220	  E.	  
Acreage:	   	   117.03	  acres	  -‐	  254	  lots	  

	  
C. Recommendation:	  	  Staff	  recommends	  the	  applicant	  address	  and	  incorporate	  the	  

following	  items	  for	  consideration	  into	  the	  development	  of	  their	  project	  and	  construction	  
drawings.	  

	  
D. Proposed	  Items	  for	  Consideration:	  	  	  

	  
A. Prepare	  construction	  drawings	  as	  outlined	  in	  the	  City’s	  standards	  and	  

specifications	  and	  receive	  approval	  from	  the	  City	  Engineer	  on	  those	  drawings	  
prior	  to	  receiving	  Final	  approval	  from	  the	  City	  Council.	  

	   	  
B. Consider	  and	  accommodate	  existing	  utilities,	  drainage	  systems,	  detention	  

systems,	  and	  water	  storage	  systems	  into	  the	  project	  design.	  Access	  to	  existing	  
facilities	  shall	  be	  maintained	  throughout	  the	  project.	  

	  
C. Comply	  with	  the	  Land	  Development	  Codes	  regarding	  the	  disturbance	  of	  30%+	  

slopes.	  
	  
D. Incorporate	  a	  grading	  and	  drainage	  design	  that	  protects	  homes	  from	  upland	  

flows.	  
	  
E. Developer	  shall	  provide	  a	  traffic	  study	  to	  determine	  the	  necessary	  improvements	  

to	  existing	  and	  proposed	  roads	  to	  provide	  an	  acceptable	  level	  of	  service	  for	  the	  
proposed	  project.	  
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F. Project	  must	  meet	  the	  City	  Ordinance	  for	  Storm	  Water	  release	  (0.2	  cfs/acre	  for	  all	  
developed	  property)	  and	  all	  UPDES	  and	  NPDES	  project	  construction	  
requirements.	  

	  
G. Developer	  shall	  meet	  all	  applicable	  city	  ordinances	  and	  engineering	  conditions	  

and	  requirements	  in	  the	  preparation	  of	  the	  Construction	  Drawings.	  
	  
H. Project	   bonding	  must	   be	   completed	   as	   approved	   by	   the	   City	   Engineer	   prior	   to	  

recordation	  of	  plats.	  
	  
I. All	  review	  comments	  and	  redlines	  provided	  by	  the	  City	  Engineer	  are	  to	  be	  

complied	  with	  and	  implemented	  into	  the	  construction	  drawings.	  
	  
J. All	  work	  to	  conform	  to	  the	  City	  of	  Saratoga	  Springs	  Standard	  Technical	  

Specifications,	  most	  recent	  edition.	  
	  
K. Developer	  shall	  prepare	  and	  record	  easements	  to	  the	  City	  for	  all	  public	  utilities	  

not	  located	  in	  a	  public	  right-‐of-‐way.	  
	  

L. Developer	  is	  required	  to	  ensure	  that	  there	  are	  no	  adverse	  effects	  to	  adjacent	  
property	  owners	  and	  future	  homeowners	  due	  to	  the	  grading	  and	  construction	  
practices	  employed	  during	  completion	  of	  this	  project.	  	  	  

	  
M. This	  project	  will	  be	  located	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  City’s	  zone	  2	  culinary	  and	  secondary	  

distribution	  system	  and	  as	  such	  may	  not	  be	  able	  to	  provide	  adequate	  pressures	  
for	  all	  areas.	  The	  developer	  shall	  perform	  flow	  tests	  and	  develop	  both	  a	  culinary	  
and	  a	  secondary	  water	  model	  to	  verify	  all	  proposed	  areas	  meet	  City	  culinary	  
standards	  of	  40	  psi	  residual	  during	  a	  2,000	  gpm	  fire	  flow	  and	  secondary	  standards	  
of	  30	  psi	  minimum	  during	  peak	  flow.	  Areas	  that	  cannot	  meet	  those	  standards	  will	  
not	  be	  able	  to	  construct	  until	  additional	  infrastructure	  is	  available	  to	  bring	  those	  
areas	  up	  to	  minimum	  standards.	  	  	  

	  
N. Project	  shall	  comply	  with	  the	  City’s	  Hillside	  Development	  Ordinance.	  
	  
O. All	  local	  road	  centerline	  radii	  shall	  be	  a	  minimum	  of	  200	  feet.	  	  
	  
P. In	  order	  to	  tie	  into	  the	  existing	  storm	  drain	  system	  that	  was	  stubbed	  in	  lot	  8211	  of	  

Hawks	  Landing	  Plat	  2	  the	  developer	  shall	  limit	  the	  discharge	  of	  the	  storm	  drainage	  
to	  the	  remaining	  capacity	  of	  the	  said	  storm	  drain	  pipe.	  

	  
Q. Developer	  shall	  protect	  the	  entire	  subdivision	  from	  alluvial	  flooding	  and	  debris	  

flow	  with	  cut-‐off	  channels	  and	  basins	  above	  the	  subdivision.	  	  
	  
R. No	  lots	  shall	  be	  allowed	  in	  sensitive	  lands	  as	  defined	  by	  the	  City.	  The	  restoration	  

of	  the	  site	  shall	  include	  stabilization	  of	  manmade	  slopes	  but	  shall	  also	  include	  the	  
restoring	  and	  preserving	  of	  the	  natural	  ridge	  lines.	  	  
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NORTH

DESIGNED BY:

1 inch =       ft.
( IN FEET )

100

FOCUS

CONCEPT NARRATIVE RESIDENTIAL

PROPOSED FUTURE DRAINAGE
SCHEME SENSITIVE LANDS

SEWER NOTE

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
A portion of  the SE1/4 of  Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a 2004 Utah County Monument marking the Southeast Corner of
Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; thence N89°50'06”W
along the Section line 1,371.44 feet to the Southwest Corner of  the SE1/4 of  the SE1/4 of  said
Section 13, thence N0°16'42”E along the 1/16th Section (40 acre) line 1,313.14 feet to the
Northwest Corner of  the SE1/4 of  the SE1/4 of  said Section 13; thence N89°46'48”W along the
1/16th Section (40 acre) line 1,371.68 feet to the Southwest Corner of  the NW1/4 of  the SE1/4 of
said Section 13; thence N0°16'04”E along the 1/4 Section line 1,314.45 to the Center 1/4 Corner of
said Section 13; thence S89°43'30”E along the 1/4 Section line 2,413.84 feet to the west line of  that
Real Property described in Deed Book 2813 Page 644 of  the Official Records of  Utah County;
thence along said deed the following 2 (two) courses and distances: S0°17'20”W (deed: South)
923.92 feet; thence S89°42'40”E (deed:East) 330.00 feet to the Section line; thence S0°17'20”W
along the Section line 1,699.65 feet to the point of beginning.

 Contains: 117.03± acres

SEWER TO CONNECT
INTO STUB ROAD AND

SUNRISE DRIVE

STORM DRAIN TO CONNECT
TO EXIST. STORM DRAIN
MANHOLE IN LOT 8211

EASEMENT FOR OUTFALL
OF UTILITIES WILL BE
REQUIRED ALONG WITH A
PAVED ACCESS

SHEET 1 OF 2

SEE SHEET 2 SEE SHEET 2

SITE TABULATIONS

CULINARY &
SECONDARY
WATER
CONNECTION

CULINARY &
SECONDARY

WATER
CONNECTION

LAKE MOUNTAIN
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SEE SHEET 1 SEE SHEET 1
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LAKE MOUNTAIN
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Offsite
Owner: Waldo Company
Area: 10.5 acres
Length: 1,715' (centerline)
Width: 300'

Lake Mountain
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APPLICATION REVIEW CHECKLIST 
 

                                                          Application Information      
 

Date Received:     3/4/2015 (Resubmittal 12/1/2015) 
Project Name:     Lake Mountain 
Project Request / Type:   Rezone / Concept 
Body:      City Council 
Meeting Type:     Public Hearing with PC and CC 
Applicant:   Nick Baird 
Owner (if different):    JD IV, LLC 
Location:     West of Lake Mountain Subdivision  
Major Street Access:    Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) and size:   59:013:0067, 116.99 acres 
General Plan Designation:   Low Density Residential 
Zone:      Agricultural  
Adjacent Zoning:    Low Density Residential 
Current Use:     Mining /Grading 
Adjacent Uses:     Single family homes and undeveloped property  
Previous Meetings:    None 
Type of Action:    Legislative 
Land Use Authority:   City Council 
Future Routing:   Goes to PC and CC  
Planner:     Kimber Gabryszak 
 

                                                  Section 19.13 – Application Submittal     
• Application Complete: yes 
• Rezone Required: yes 

o Zone: Requesting A to R-3 
• General Plan Amendment required: no 

o Designation: Low Density Residential 
• Additional Related Application(s) required: None at this time. Future applications include preliminary and final 

plat.  
                                                Section 19.13.04 – Process (DRC, PC, CC)     
• DRC: 3/16/15 – revegetation plan required, mining must cease if rezoned, water pressure issues, cul-de-sac 

length, sensitive lands, etc. CRM needed to go over comments, resubmittal needed 
• 3/24/15 CRM held, see comments in email dated 4/3/15 
• 9/28/15 – new resubmittal needs review by DRC 
• 10/5/15 – CRM needed; CRM held 10/15/15 – Hillside ordinance applies, slopes along Foothill Blvd are a 

concern, no sensitive lands in lots, O.S. needs frontage, Combine O.S. to create larger park, one more stub to the 
south, lot placement along Foothill Blvd., improve lot configuration for some lots, access from Lake Mtn needed, 
triangle of Waldo property is a concern – cannot leave remnants.  

• 12/1/15 – Resubmittal Received 
• UDC: N/A 

Page 14

saratogasprings
Text Box
Exhibit 5Application Checklist



• Neighborhood Meeting: N/A 
                                                                 General Review       

 
Building Department 

• Setback detail – not yet provided, required with prelim plat 
• Lot numbering – lot number should reflect phasing: i.e. Phase 1: 101, 102, etc. Phase 2: 201, 202, etc.  
• True buildable space on lots – take a close look at lots 46, 128, 162, 170, 175, 213, 242 – are these buildable?  
• Lot slope and need for cuts and fills – sensitive lands may not be in lots – review slopes again, review areas that 

need cuts/fills 
 
Fire Department 

• There is a new cul-de-sac detail that requires a 125’ diameter cul-de-sac (with 96’ drivable surface). See detail 
ST-16 in Engineering standards  

 
GIS / Addressing 

• To be reviewed with prelim/final plat 
 

                                                                     Code Review       
• 19.04, Land Use Zones (reviewed against the requested R-3 zone instead of Agriculture) 

o Use: currently mining/grading – requesting low density residential 
o Density: requesting ~2.17 units per acre 
o Setbacks: 25’ front and rear yard, 8’min/20’ total side yards  
o Lot width, depth, size, coverage: each lot requires 70’ of frontage (dimensions not given, will verify with 

prelim plat submittal) 
o Dwelling/Building size: 1,250 minimum required, to be verified at building permit 
o Height: 35’ maximum, to be verified at building permit 
o Open Space: The R-3 zone requires 15% 

§ Suggest combining open space parcels into a larger park area.  
§ The City will only consider accepting ownership of a park when it is 5+ acres in size; if smaller, parks 

may be privately owned by an HOA.  
o Sensitive Lands: 30% slopes and detention basins are sensitive lands. The code allows up to 50% of the 

required open space to be sensitive lands.  
§ The required open space is 17.55 acres (117.03x0.15=17.55). Up to 8.77 acres may be sensitive lands. 

Sensitive lands may not be located within lots – several lots may need adjustment to comply.  
 

• 19.05, Supplemental Regulations 
o Flood Plain: N/A 
o Water & sewage: There is capacity in the sewer system. Water pressures and/or capacity may be an issue as 

discussed with the City Engineer.  
o Transportation Master Plan: City Engineer will review the proposed location of Foothill Blvd. – this may 

need to be adjusted. Lots may not be proposed in the future location.  
o Property access: No more than 50 lots may be allowed on a single access. Access is not shown for Phase 1. 

Solve access issues.  
 

• 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing 
o Landscape plans will be required with the preliminary plat submittal 

 
• 19.09, Off Street Parking 
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o Each home is required to have a two-car garage. 
 

• 19.10, Hillside Development - applies 
o The following plans will be required with the preliminary plat application: 

§ Drainage, revegetation, erosion, landscape, geology, soils, fire, revegetation, others as required by 
the City Engineer. 

o Clustering, slope preservation, ridgelines, natural grade, grading permit, terracing, streets and access, and 
drainage corridor protection are items that may be necessary due to the topography of the site 
 

• 19.12, Subdivisions 
o Preliminary and Final plat applications will be required in the future.  
o The current review is for rezone and concept  
o Maximum block length is 1,000 feet.  
o Blocks longer than 800 feet require a pedestrian connection (block do not appear to be longer than 800 feet) 
o Connecting streets, pedestrian walkways, trails, etc. are required between neighborhoods. – Adequate 

connection is shown to the north, but not to the south. Provide one more stub street to the south. The 
connection to Harbor Parkway needs to be resolved and provided.  

o Access: two separate means of access onto an arterial or collector road are required when the total number of 
lots exceeds 50. Wildlife Blvd is the nearest collector road. Redwood Road is the nearest arterial roadway. 
The phasing plan will need to consider the number of lots in the abutting developments as well.   The 
recorded lots on Harrier Drive may impact the phasing plan.  

o Corner lots shall be 10 percent larger than the required minimum of 10,000 square feet (11,000 sq. ft. min for 
corner lots) 

 
• 19.27, Addressing 

o Will be reviewed with preliminary and final plat submittals 
 

Fire Department – Requirements to be applied at time of Preliminary & Final Plat 
• All access shall be of a width to support both parking on both sides as well as two vehicles being able to pass in 

between parked cars. 
• All fire flows shall meet current needs as well as future development in the area. 
• Hydrant spacing shall not exceed 500’ spacing and will be in all cul-de-sacs. 
• All cul-de-sacs shall be at a minimum 96’ radius. 
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
 

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into on 
_________, 20__, by and between the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, a Utah municipal 
corporation, hereinafter referred to as “City,” and _____________________________ 
_______________________________________________ “Developer.” 
 
 RECITALS: 
 
  WHEREAS, Developer is the owner and developer of unrecorded parcels in Saratoga 
Springs, Utah (the “Property”), which is more fully described in Exhibit A attached hereto and 
incorporated herein; and   
  
  WHEREAS, the Property is currently zoned ___.  Developer wishes to develop the 
project known as ____________, which will consist of ___ single family homes on ___ acres 
with lot sizes ranging from ______ square feet to ________ square feet (“Project”).  Currently, 
the proposed Project does not meet the ___ zone requirements and therefore would not be 
allowed in the ___ zone.  Therefore, in order to develop the Project, Developer wishes to place 
the Property in the ___ zone, as provided in Title 19 of the City Code, as amended (the “Zoning 
Request”) and wishes to be voluntary bound by this Agreement in order to be able to develop the 
Project as proposed; and 
 

WHEREAS,  to assist the City in its review of the Zoning Request and to ensure 
development of the Property in accordance with Developer’s representations to City, Developer 
and City desire to voluntarily enter into this Agreement, which sets forth the processes and 
standards whereby Developer may develop the Property; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City desires to enter into this Agreement to promote the health, welfare, 
safety, convenience, and economic prosperity of the inhabitants of the City through the 
establishment and administration of conditions and regulations concerning the use and 
development of the Property; and 
 

WHEREAS, on _______________, 201_, after a duly noticed public hearing, City’s 
Planning Commission recommended approval of Developer’s Zoning Request, this Agreement, 
and reviewed the conceptual project plans attached hereto as Exhibit D (“Concept Plan”), and 
forwarded the application to the City Council for its consideration, subject to the findings and 
conditions contained in the Staff Report, Report of Action, and written minutes attached hereto 
as Exhibit B; and 

 
WHEREAS, on _______________, 201_, the Saratoga Springs City Council (“City 

Council”), approved Developer’s Zoning Request, this Agreement, and reviewed the conceptual 
project plans, attached hereto as Exhibit D, subject to the findings and conditions contained in 
the Staff Report, Report of Action and written minutes attached hereto as Exhibit C; and 
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WHEREAS, the Concept Plan, attached as Exhibit D, among other things, identifies land 
uses, number of units Developer may be able to build, and required road, open space, parks, 
trails, storm drain, sewer, and water improvements; and 
 

WHEREAS, to allow development of the Property for the benefit of Developer, to 
ensure that the development of the Property and Project will conform to applicable ordinances, 
regulations, and standards, Developer and City are each willing to abide by the terms and 
conditions set forth herein; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to its legislative authority under Utah Code § 10-9a-101, et seq., 
and after all required public notice and hearings, the City Council, in exercising its authority, has 
determined that entering into this Agreement furthers the purposes of the Utah Municipal Land 
Use, Development, and Management Act, the City’s General Plan, and the City Code 
(collectively, the “Public Purposes”).  As a result of such determination, City has elected to 
process the Zoning Request and authorize the subsequent development thereunder in accordance 
with the provisions of this Agreement, and the City has concluded that the terms and conditions 
set forth in this Agreement accomplish the Public Purposes referenced above and promote the 
health, safety, prosperity, security, and general welfare of the residents and taxpayers of the City. 
 

AGREEMENT: 
 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the recitals above and the terms and conditions set 
forth below, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which 
are hereby acknowledged, the City and Developer agree as follows: 
 
1. Effective Date.  This Agreement shall become effective on the date it is executed by 

Developer and the City (the “Effective Date”).   The Effective Date shall be inserted in 
the introductory paragraph preceding the Recitals.  Upon execution, this Agreement shall 
be recorded against the Property in the Utah County Recorder’s Office, with the 
Developer to pay all recording fees. 
 

2. Affected Property. The property ownership map, vicinity map, and legal descriptions for 
the Property are attached as Exhibit “A.”  In the event of a conflict between the legal 
description and the property ownership map, the legal description shall take precedence.  
No other property may be added to or removed from this Agreement except by written 
amendment to this Agreement executed and approved by Developer and City.  If there is 
any portion of the Property not owned by Developer when this Agreement is signed, the 
owner(s) of record of such portion(s) of the Property shall execute the consent provision 
set forth beneath the Parties' signature blocks at the end of this Agreement. 

 
3. Zone Change, Permitted Uses, and Requirements.  Subject to the terms of this 

Agreement, the future development of the Property shall be subject to the provisions of 
the ___ zone as they exist on the effective date of this Agreement with respect to the 
maximum allowed density and permitted and conditional uses.  However, all other 
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requirements, including but not limited to setbacks, frontage, height, access, required 
improvements, and architectural and design requirements on the Property shall be 
governed by City ordinances, regulations, specifications, and standards in effect at the 
time of preliminary plat application, except to the extent this Agreement is more 
restrictive.     

 
4. Rights and Obligations under this Agreement.  Provided the Zoning Request is granted, 

and subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Developer shall have the 
vested right under this Agreement to develop the maximum allowable densities and the 
permitted and conditional uses under the ___ zone as this zone exists on the effective date 
of this Agreement if the requirements of that zone are met.  Developer shall be required 
to apply for and obtain approval for each subdivision, plat, or site plan provided for in the 
Concept Plan and to otherwise comply with all City ordinances, regulations, 
specifications, and standards in effect at the time of preliminary plat application, except 
as otherwise expressly provided in this Agreement.  Developer’s vested right of 
development of the Property pursuant to this Agreement and the ___ zone is expressly 
subject to and based upon strict compliance and performance by Developer of all of the 
terms, conditions, and obligations of Developer under this Agreement, City ordinances, 
regulations, specifications, and standards (hereinafter “City regulations”), and the 
exhibits attached to this Agreement. 
	  

5. Reserved Legislative Powers.  Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, this 
Agreement shall not limit the future exercise of the police powers of City in enacting 
zoning, subdivision, development, growth management, platting, environmental, open 
space, transportation, and other land use plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations after 
the date of this Agreement.  Notwithstanding the retained power of City to enact such 
legislation under its police powers, such legislation shall not modify Developer’s rights 
as set forth herein unless facts and circumstances are present that meet the compelling, 
countervailing public interest exception to the vested rights doctrine as set forth in 
Western Land Equities, Inc. v. City of Logan, 617 P.2d 388 (Utah 1988), or successor 
case law or statute.  Any such proposed change affecting Developer’s rights shall be of 
general applicability to all development activity in City.  Unless City declares an 
emergency, Developer shall be entitled to prior written notice and an opportunity to be 
heard with respect to the proposed change and its applicability to the Project. 
	  

6. Installation of Improvements Prior to Building Permits.  In accordance with City 
regulations, building permits will not be issued until all improvements required in this 
Agreement, all exhibits, and City regulations in effect at the time of preliminary plat 
application are installed in accordance with City regulations, accepted by the City in 
writing, and guaranteed by a warranty bond to guarantee that the improvements remain 
free from defects and continue to meet City standards for a period of one or two years as 
allowed in Utah Code § 10-9a-604.5. Concurrent with posting the warranty bond, 
Developer shall be required to enter into a warranty bond agreement on a form provided 
by the City.  The City may allow issuance of building permits prior to installation of all 

Page 19



 

 
Page 4 

Master Development Agreement 
 
 

improvements in accordance with current City regulations, which may change from time-
to-time.  

	  
7. Water Infrastructure, Dedications, and Fees. 

 
a. Dedication of Water.  Developer shall convey to or acquire from the City water 

rights sufficient for the development of the Property according to City regulations 
in effect at the time of plat recordation of each phase.  Water rights to meet 
culinary and secondary water requirements must be approved for municipal use 
with approved sources from City owned wells or other sources at locations 
approved by the City.  Prior to acceptance of the water rights from Developer, the 
City shall evaluate the water rights proposed for conveyance and may refuse to 
accept any right that the City determines to be insufficient in annual quantity or 
rate of flow, has not been approved for change to municipal purposes within the 
City or for diversion from City owned wells by the Utah State Engineer, or does 
not meet City regulations.   
 

b. Water Facilities for Development.  Developer shall be responsible for the 
installation and dedication to City of all onsite and offsite culinary and secondary 
water improvements, including but not limited to water sources and storage and 
distribution facilities, sufficient for the development of Developer’s Property in 
accordance with the City regulations in effect at the time of plat submittal. The 
required improvements for each plat shall be determined by the City Engineer at 
the time of plat submittal and may be adjusted in accordance with the then-current 
City regulations, this Agreement, and any applicable law.   

	  
c. City Service.  City shall provide public culinary and secondary water service to 

the property and maintain the water system improvements intended to be public 
upon Developer’s installation of such improvements, Developer’s dedication of 
the improvements to the City, and acceptance in writing by the City at the end of 
the warranty period so long as the improvements meet City regulations and the 
requirements of any applicable special service district.   

	  
8. Sewer, Storm Drainage, and Roads.   

 
a. Developer shall be responsible for the installation and dedication to City of all 

onsite and offsite sewer, storm drainage, and road improvements sufficient for the 
development of Developer’s Property in accordance with City regulations in 
effect at the time of preliminary plat submittal.  The required improvements for 
each plat shall be determined by the City Engineer at the time of plat submittal 
and may be adjusted in accordance with the then-current City regulations, this 
Agreement, and any applicable law.  
  

b. As an express condition of this Agreement and the Zoning Request, Developer 
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shall be required to install, improve, and dedicate the Foothill Boulevard 
Improvements are more fully specified in Exhibit E. This shall be in addition and 
not in lieu of all required road improvements in accordance with City regulations 
in effect at the time of a preliminary plat application. Furthermore, as an express 
condition of this Agreement and the Zoning Request, Developer shall be required 
to pay all road and transportation impact fees and shall not be entitled to any 
credits or reimbursements for the installation, improvement, and dedication of the 
Foothill Boulevard Improvements. 
 

c. City shall provide service to Developer’s property and maintain the improvements 
intended to be public upon dedication to the City and acceptance in writing by the 
City at the end of the performance bond period (as specified in City regulations), 
so long as the improvements meet City regulations and the requirements of any 
applicable special service district. 

  
9. Open Space Improvements.   

 
a. Developer shall be responsible for the installation of, and in some cases, 

dedication to City of open space improvements for each plat as determined by the 
City at the time of plat submittal in accordance with City regulations in effect at 
the time of plat submittal.   
 

b. Developer shall be required to install and dedicate to City all open space 
improvements intended to be public.  City shall maintain the public open space 
improvements upon dedication to the City and acceptance in writing by the City 
so long as the improvements meet City regulations.   

	  
c. For open space improvements not dedicated to the City, Developer shall ensure 

that a homeowners association assumes maintenance and operation 
responsibilities, and Developer shall provide written documentation to City of 
such.  If Developer is unable to immediately provide such documentation, 
Developer shall maintain the open space and post a maintenance bond in a form 
approved by the City to guarantee continued maintenance of the open space until 
assumption by a homeowners association.   

	  
10. Street Lighting SID.  At the time of plat recordation, the Property shall be added to the 

City’s Street Lighting Special Improvement District (“SID”) for the maintenance of street 
lighting, unless the City Council finds that inclusion of the property within each plat will 
adversely affect the owners of properties already within the SID.  Developer shall consent 
to the Property being included in the SID as a condition to final plat approval.  The SID is 
not for the installation of street lights but for maintenance by the City.  In all cases, 
Developer shall be responsible for installation of street light improvements in accordance 
with then-current City regulations, this Agreement, and any applicable law.  In addition, 
should the Property be included in the SID, Developer shall be responsible for dedication 

Page 21



 

 
Page 6 

Master Development Agreement 
 
 

to the City of the street lighting improvements, after which the City shall maintain the 
improvements.   
 

11. Capacity Reservations.  Any reservations by the City of capacities in any facilities built 
or otherwise provided to the City by or for the Developer shall be determined at the time 
of plat recordation in accordance with City regulations.   
	  

12. Upsizing of Improvements/Master Planned Improvements.  The parties acknowledge and 
recognize that the Property is large in size, will be developed in multiple phases, and may 
be owned by multiple developers.  As a result, there is a direct connection between: (a) 
the development of an individual developer’s property; and (b) the entire Property and 
the need to provide master-planned improvements and facilities, including the need to 
upsize improvements and facilities.  As determined by the City at time of plat submittal, 
Developer, or Developer’s successors, agents, or assigns, may be responsible for the 
upsizing of improvements to service more than an individual developer’s land within the 
Property. 
 

13. Title – Easement for Improvements.  Developer shall acquire, improve, dedicate, and 
convey to the City all land, rights of way, easements, and improvements for the public 
facilities and improvements required to be installed by Developer pursuant to this 
Agreement.  The City Engineer shall determine the alignment of all roads and utility lines 
and shall approve all descriptions of land, rights of way, and easements to be dedicated 
and conveyed to the City under this Agreement.  Developer shall also be responsible for 
paying all property taxes including rollback taxes prior to dedication or conveyance and 
prior to acceptance by City.  Developer shall acquire and provide to the City, for review 
and approval, a title report from a qualified title insurance company covering such land, 
rights of way, and easements.  Developer shall consult with the City Attorney and obtain 
the City Attorney’s approval of all instruments to convey and dedicate the land, rights of 
way, and easements hereunder to the City. 
	  

14. Sewer Fees.  Timpanogos Special Service District (“TSSD”) requires payment of a 
Capital Facilities Charge, which is subject to change from time to time.  The Capital 
Facilities Charge is currently collected by the City but may hereafter be collected directly 
by TSSD and may hereafter be collected as a Capital Facilities Charge or an impact fee 
by the City.  Developer acknowledges and agrees that said Capital Facilities Charge or 
impact fee by TSSD is separate from and in addition to sewer connection fees and sewer 
impact fees imposed by the City and that payment of the Capital Facilities Charge and the 
impact and connection fee imposed by the City for each connection is a condition to the 
providing of sewer service to the lots, residences, or other development covered by this 
Agreement. 
	  

15. Other Fees.  The City may charge other fees that are generally applicable to development 
in the City, including but not limited to subdivision, plat, site plan, and building permit 
review fees, connection fees, impact fees, taxes, service charges and fees, and 

Page 22



 

 Page 7 
Master Development Agreement 

 
 
 

assessments. These fees are in addition and not in lieu of the consideration, promises, 
terms, and requirements in this Agreement.  

	  
16. Wildland-Urban Interface Code.  Prior to or concurrent with the approval of any site plan 

or subdivision plat for the Property or a portion thereof, Developer shall demonstrate 
compliance with the Wildland-Urban Interface Code and all other applicable building and 
fire codes related to the prevention of wildfires as adopted by the City.  Developer may 
be required to record restrictions on certain lots as specified by such regulations. 
 

17. Termination of Agreement.  The term of this Agreement shall commence on the effective 
date of this Agreement and shall continue for a period of ten years from said date.  This 
Agreement shall continue beyond its term as to any rights or obligations for subdivisions, 
plats, or site plans that have been given final approval and have been recorded prior to the 
end of the term of this Agreement, provided that the City has proceeded in good faith to 
review the submissions or site plans within a reasonable time.  However, this Agreement 
shall terminate as to any subdivisions or site plans that have not been given final approval 
and have not been recorded prior to the end of the term of this Agreement.  This 
Agreement shall also terminate at such time as all development covered by this 
Agreement is approved and completed and all obligations of Developer have been met, at 
which time the City and Developer may execute a “Notice of Termination/Expiration” to 
be recorded against such portion of the Property to which this Agreement no longer 
applies.  Upon expiration of this Agreement or breach by Developer in accordance with 
section 19 below, the zoning for the Property (or portion thereof owned by a breaching 
developer in the event of an uncured breach by one developer) shall automatically revert 
to the ___ zone for such portions of the Property that have not received final approval and 
have not been recorded.  One or more developers and City may extend this Agreement 
beyond its 10 year term by mutual agreement of the parties.    
 

18. Successors and Assigns. 
 
a. Change in Developer.  This Agreement shall be binding on the successors and 

assigns of Developers.  If any portion of the Property is transferred (“Transfer”) to 
a third party (“Transferee”), the Developer and the Transferee shall be jointly and 
severally liable for the performance of each of the obligations contained in this 
Agreement unless prior to such Transfer Developer provides to City a letter from 
Transferee acknowledging the existence of this Agreement and agreeing to be 
bound thereby.  Said letter shall be signed by the Transferee, notarized, and 
delivered to City prior to the Transfer.  Upon execution of the letter described 
above, the Transferee shall be substituted as a Developer under this Agreement 
and the persons and/or entities executing this Agreement as Developer of the 
transferred property shall be released from any further obligations under this 
Agreement as to the transferred property.  In all events, this Agreement shall run 
with and benefit the Property. 
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b. Individual Lot or Unit Sales.  Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 18.a., 
a transfer by a Developer of a lot or condominium dwelling unit located on the 
Property within a City approved and recorded plat shall not be deemed a Transfer 
as set forth above so long as the Developer’s obligations with respect to such lot 
or dwelling unit have been completed.  In such event, the Developer shall be 
released from any further obligations under this Agreement pertaining to such lot 
or dwelling unit. 
 

19. Default. 
 
a. Events of Default.  Upon the happening of one or more of the following events or 

conditions, Developer or City, as applicable, shall be in default (“Default”) under 
this Agreement: 
 
i. a warranty, representation, or statement made or furnished by Developer 

under this Agreement or exhibits is intentionally false or misleading in any 
material respect when it was made; 

ii. a determination by City made upon the basis of substantial evidence that 
Developer has not complied with one or more of the material terms or 
conditions of this Agreement; or 

iii. any other event, condition, act, or omission, either by City or Developer, 
that violates the terms of, or materially interferes with, the intent and 
objectives of this Agreement. 
 

b. Procedure Upon Default. 
 
i. Upon the occurrence of Default, the non-defaulting party shall give the 

other party thirty days written notice specifying the nature of the alleged 
Default and, when appropriate, the manner in which said Default must be 
satisfactorily cured.  In the event the Default cannot reasonably be cured 
within thirty days, the defaulting party shall have such additional time as 
may be necessary to cure such Default so long as the defaulting party 
takes significant action to begin curing such Default within such thirty day 
period and thereafter proceeds diligently to cure the Default.  After proper 
notice and expiration of said thirty day or other appropriate cure period 
without cure, and subject to the following paragraph, the non-defaulting 
party may declare the other party to be in breach of this Agreement and 
may take the action specified in subsection 19.c. herein.  Failure or delay 
in giving notice of Default shall not constitute a waiver of any Default. 

ii. Any Default or inability to cure a Default caused by strikes, lockouts, 
labor disputes, acts of God, inability to obtain labor or materials or 
reasonable substitutes, governmental restrictions, governmental 
regulations, governmental controls, enemy or hostile governmental action, 
civil commotion, fire or other casualty, and other similar causes beyond 
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the reasonable control of the party obligated to perform, shall excuse the 
performance by such party for a period equal to the period during which 
any such event prevented, delayed, or stopped any required performance 
or effort to cure a Default. 
 

c. Breach of Agreement.  Upon Default as set forth in subsections 19.a. and 19.b. 
above, City may, upon providing notice of default under subsection 19.a. above, 
declare Developer to be in breach of this Agreement and City, until the breach has 
been cured by Developer, may do any of the following: (i) refuse to process or 
approve any application for subdivision, plat, or site plan approval; (ii) withhold 
approval of any or all building permits or certificates of occupancy applied for in 
the Property, but not yet issued; (iii) refuse to approve or to issue any additional 
building permits or certificates of occupancy for any building within the Property; 
and (iv) refuse to honor any obligation in this Agreement.  Furthermore, if the 
Default is not cured and this Agreement is terminated, the zoning of the portion of 
the Property of the defaulting Developer shall automatically revert to ___ zone.  
In addition to such remedies, City or Developer may pursue whatever additional 
remedies it may have at law or in equity, including injunctive and other equitable 
relief. 
 

20. Rights of Access.  The City Engineer and other representatives of the City shall have a 
reasonable right of access to the Property and all areas of development or construction 
pursuant to this Agreement during development and construction to inspect or observe 
the work on the improvements and to make such inspections and tests as are allowed or 
required under the City’s ordinances. 
 

21. Entire Agreement.  Except as provided herein, this Agreement shall supersede all prior 
agreements with respect to the development of the Property including but not limited to 
development agreements, site plan agreements, subdivision agreements, and 
reimbursement agreements not incorporated herein, and all prior agreements and 
understandings are merged, integrated, and superseded by this Agreement.   
	  

22. Voluntary Agreement.  Developer agrees to be voluntarily bound by the requirements 
herein and agrees that the requirements are roughly proportionate to the impact of the 
Project upon the public based upon an individualized determination by the City that the 
requirements are related in both nature and extent to the impacts of the Project. 
	  

23. Exhibits.  The following exhibits are attached to this Agreement and incorporated herein 
for all purposes: 

 
a. Exhibit “A”     Property Ownership Map, Vicinity Map, and Legal  Descriptions 
 
b. Exhibit “B” Planning Commission Staff Report, Written Minutes with  

	   	   	   Adopted Findings of Fact and Conditions, and Report of Action. 

Page 25



 

 
Page 10 

Master Development Agreement 
 
 

c. Exhibit “C” City Council Staff Report, Written Minutes with Adopted  
Findings of Fact and Conditions, and Report of Action. 

 
d. Exhibit “D”     Concept Plan 

 
e. Exhibit “E” Foothill Boulevard Improvements 

 
24. General Terms and Conditions. 

 
a. Incorporation of Recitals.  The Recitals contained in this Agreement, and the 

introductory paragraph preceding the Recitals, are hereby incorporated into this 
Agreement as if fully set forth herein. 
 

b. Recording of Agreement.  This Agreement shall be recorded at Developer’s 
expense to put prospective purchasers, owners, and interested parties on notice as 
to the terms and provisions hereof.  Developer shall be responsible for ensuring 
that this Agreement is recorded and shall not hold the City liable for failure to 
record. 

 
c. Severability.  Each and every provision of this Agreement shall be separate, 

severable, and distinct from each other provision hereof, and the invalidity, 
unenforceability, or illegality of any such provision shall not affect the 
enforceability of any other provision hereof. 

 
d. Time of Performance.  Time shall be of the essence with respect to the duties 

imposed on the parties under this Agreement.  Unless a time limit is specified for 
the performance of such duties, each party shall commence and perform its duties 
in a diligent manner in order to complete the same as soon as reasonably 
practicable. 

 
e. Construction of Agreement.  This Agreement shall be construed so as to 

effectuate its public purpose of ensuring the Property is developed as set forth 
herein to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of City. 
 

f. State and Federal Law; Invalidity.  The parties agree, intend, and understand that 
the obligations imposed by this Agreement are only such as are consistent with 
state and federal law.  The parties further agree that if any provision of this 
Agreement becomes, in its performance, inconsistent with state or federal law or 
is declared invalid, this Agreement shall be deemed amended to the extent 
necessary to make it consistent with state or federal law, as the case may be, and 
the balance of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.  If City’s 
approval of the Project is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction this 
Agreement shall be null and void. 
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g. Enforcement.  The parties to this Agreement recognize that City has the right to 
enforce its rules, policies, regulations, ordinances, and the terms of this 
Agreement by seeking an injunction to compel compliance.  In the event 
Developer violates the rules, policies, regulations, or ordinances of City or violate 
the terms of this Agreement, City may, without declaring a Default hereunder or 
electing to seek an injunction, and after thirty days written notice to correct the 
violation (or such longer period as may be established in the discretion of City or 
a court of competent jurisdiction if Developer has used its reasonable best efforts 
to cure such violation within such thirty days and is continuing to use its 
reasonable best efforts to cure such violation), take such actions as shall be 
deemed appropriate under law until such conditions have been rectified by 
Developer.  City shall be free from any liability arising out of the exercise of its 
rights under this paragraph. 

 
h. No Waiver.  Failure of a party hereto to exercise any right hereunder shall not be 

deemed a waiver of any such right and shall not affect the right of such party to 
exercise at some future time said right or any other right it may have hereunder.  
Unless this Agreement is amended by vote of the City Council taken with the 
same formality as the vote approving this Agreement, no officer, official, or agent 
of City has the power to amend, modify, or alter this Agreement or waive any of 
its conditions as to bind City by making any promise or representation not 
contained herein.   

 
i. Amendment of Agreement.  This Agreement shall not be modified or amended 

except in written form mutually agreed to and signed by each of the parties.  No 
change shall be made to any provision of this Agreement or any condition set 
forth in any exhibit herein unless this Agreement or exhibits are amended 
pursuant to a vote of the City Council taken with the same formality as the vote 
approving this Agreement. 

 
j. Attorney Fees.  Should any party hereto employ an attorney for the purpose of 

enforcing this Agreement or any judgment based on this Agreement, for any 
reason or in any legal proceeding whatsoever, including insolvency, bankruptcy, 
arbitration, declaratory relief, or other litigation, including appeals or rehearings, 
and whether or not an action has actually commenced, the prevailing party shall 
be entitled to receive from the other party thereto reimbursement for all attorneys’ 
fees and all costs and expenses.  Should any judgment or final order be issued in 
any proceeding, said reimbursement shall be specified therein.  If either party 
utilizes in-house counsel in its representation thereto, the attorneys’ fees shall be 
determined by the average hourly rate of attorneys in the same jurisdiction with 
the same level of expertise and experience. 

 
k. Notices.  Any notices required or permitted to be given pursuant to this 

Agreement shall be deemed to have been sufficiently given or served for all 
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purposes when presented personally or, if mailed, upon (i) actual receipt if sent by 
registered or certified mail, or (ii) four days after sending if sent via regular U.S. 
Mail. Said notice shall be sent or delivered to the following (unless specifically 
changed by the either party in writing):  

 
To the Developer:  ______________ 

 
To the City:   City Manager 
    City of Saratoga Springs 
    1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
    Saratoga Springs, UT 84045 

 
l. Applicable Law.  This Agreement and the construction thereof, and the rights, 

remedies, duties, and obligations of the parties which arise hereunder are to be 
construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Utah.   

 
m. Execution of Agreement.  This Agreement may be executed in multiple parts as 

originals or by facsimile copies of executed originals; provided, however, if 
executed in counterpart form and delivered by facsimile or email (pdf format), 
then an original shall be provided to the other party within seven days. 

 
n. Hold Harmless and Indemnification.  Developer agrees to defend, indemnify, and 

hold harmless City and its elected officials, officers, agents, employees, 
consultants, special counsel, and representatives from liability for claims, 
damages, or any judicial or equitable relief which may arise from or are related to 
any activity connected with the Property, including approval of any development 
of the Property, the direct or indirect operations of Developer or its contractors, 
subcontractors, agents, employees, or other persons acting on their behalf which 
relates to the Project, or which arises out of claims for personal injury, including 
health, and claims for property damage.  This includes any claims or suits related 
to the existence of hazardous, toxic, and/or contaminating materials on the 
Property and geological hazards. 

	  
Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to mean that Developer shall 
defend, indemnify, or hold the City or its elected and appointed representatives, 
officers, agents and employees harmless from any claims of personal injury, death 
or property damage or other liabilities arising from: (i) the willful misconduct or 
negligent acts or omissions of the City, or its boards, officers, agents, or 
employees; and/or (ii) the negligent maintenance or repair by the City of 
improvements that have been offered for dedication and accepted in writing by 
the City for maintenance 

 
o. Limitation on Damages.  Any breach of this Agreement by the City or the 

Developer shall not give rise to monetary damages against the other party, but 

Page 28



 

 Page 13 
Master Development Agreement 

 
 
 

shall be enforceable only by resort to an action for specific performance. 
 

p. Relationship of Parties.  The contractual relationship between City and Developer 
arising out of this Agreement is one of independent contractor and not agency.  
This Agreement does not create any third-party beneficiary rights.  It is 
specifically understood by the parties that: (i) all rights of action and enforcement 
of the terms and conditions of this Agreement shall be reserved to City and 
Developer, (ii) the Project is a private development; (iii) City has no interest in or 
responsibilities for or duty to third parties concerning any improvements to the 
Property; and (iv) Developer shall have the full power and exclusive control of 
the Property subject to the obligations of Developer set forth in this Agreement.. 

 
q. Annual Review.  City may review progress pursuant to this Agreement at least 

once every twelve months to determine if Developer has complied with the terms 
of this Agreement.  If City finds, on the basis of substantial evidence, that 
Developer has failed to comply with the terms hereof, City may declare 
Developer to be in Default as provided in section 19 herein.  City’s failure to 
review at least annually Developer’s compliance with the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement shall not constitute or be asserted by any party as a Default under 
this Agreement by Developer or City. 

 
r. Institution of Legal Action.  In addition to any other rights or remedies, either 

party may institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any Default or breach, 
to specifically enforce any covenants or agreements set forth in this Agreement, to 
enjoin any threatened or attempted violation of this Agreement, or to obtain any 
remedies consistent with the purpose of this Agreement.  Legal actions shall be 
instituted in the Fourth Judicial District Court, State of Utah. 

 
s. Title and Authority.  Developer expressly warrants and represents to City that 

Developer (i) owns all right, title and interest in and to the Property, or (ii) has the 
exclusive right to acquire such interest, and (iii) that prior to the execution of this 
Agreement no right, title or interest in the Property has been sold, assigned or 
otherwise transferred to any entity or individual other than to Developer.  
Developer further warrants and represents that no portion of the Property is 
subject to any lawsuit or pending legal claim of any kind.  Developer warrants 
that the undersigned individuals have full power and authority to enter into this 
Agreement on behalf of Developer.  Developer understands that City is relying on 
these representations and warranties in executing this Agreement. 

 
t. Obligations Run With the Land. The agreements, rights and obligations contained 

in this Agreement shall: (i) inure to the benefit of the City and burden the 
Developer; (ii) be binding upon parties and their respective successors, 
successors-in-title, heirs and assigns; and (iii) run with the Property. 
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u. Headings for Convenience.  All headings and captions used herein are for 
convenience only and are of no meaning in the interpretation or effect of this 
Agreement. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by City and by a duly authorized 
representative of Developer as of the date first written above. 
 
Attest:      City of Saratoga Springs, a political subdivision of 

the State of Utah 
 
 
________________________________ By:________________________________________ 
City Recorder      Mayor 
 

DEVELOPER: 
 
      By:                                                                              
       

Its:______________________________________ 
State of Utah  
County of _______ 
 
 The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of 
________________ 20__ by _____________ of ___________________. 
 
 
______________________________  
Notary Public 
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Exhibit Summary 
 

a. Exhibit “A”     Property Ownership Map, Vicinity Map, and Legal    
   Description 

 
b. Exhibit “B”  Planning Commission Staff Report, Written 

Minutes with Adopted Findings of Fact and Conditions, and 
Report of Action 
 

c. Exhibit “C”  City Council Staff Report and Written Minutes, Adopted Findings  
of Fact and Conditions, and Report of Action 

 
d. Exhibit “D”      Concept Plan 

  
e. Exhibit “E”  Foothill Boulevard Improvements 
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Planning Commission Staff Report, Written Minutes with Adopted  
Findings of Fact and Conditions, and Report of Action 
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Exhibit “C” 
 

City Council Staff Report and Written Minutes, Adopted Findings 
of Fact and Conditions, and Report of Action
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Exhibit “E” 
 

Foothill Boulevard Improvements 
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Hayden Williamson Joined the Commissioners. 
 
5. Public Hearing: Concept Plan and Rezone for Lake Mountain, located approximately 3750 S and West 

of Lake Mountain Estates, Nick Baird applicant.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the plans. They are requesting approval of a Rezone from Agriculture to an R-3. 

The applicant has submitted a Concept Plan for 254 units in a single-family subdivision. They will need to 
address additional items before Preliminary Plats come forward. As Developments come in they are 
required to install improvements for Foothill Blvd and dedicate property to the City. There is insignificant 
Secondary water pressure currently and they will need to obtain that before any projects can move 
forward. There are naturally occurring sensitive lands and steep areas from past mining activity. 

Nick Mango for the applicant was present. If this is approved they will then engage all the engineering 
consultants to dig through all the issues. They believe they meet the requirements and ask for a favorable 
recommendation. 

 
Public Hearing Open – by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

Rod Eichleberger was concerned about the safety perspective and the access points to get out of this parcel 
which are Harbor Park and Harrier. He thinks these roads cannot handle the traffic for development of 
this subdivision. The water is a big issue and there is a lot of concern in the subdivision about that. 
Until Redwood Road is done this is a problem. Schools are all overcrowded and they are 4-5 years out 
before they get some relief. It’s a general welfare issue and he thinks it should be put off until the 
issues can be fixed.  

Jim Denton is concerned about the water pressure. He is also concerned about access and traffic flow and 
congestion on Redwood Road. He wants to know if it is consistent with the General Plan. He asked 
where Harrier Blvd. would go to and what the timeline was. He asked if there was cooperation from 
BLM. There needs to be safety for children. He wanted to know what the difference was between 
retention and detention ponds. He wants to make sure the homeowners are protected from flooding. 
There are major issues like traffic, water, and sewer. 

Spencer Wilson would also like to make sure the issues with water and traffic are addressed before this is 
approved. He asks that they be sensitive to the timeline and making sure all the preliminary steps are 
addressed before all the homes are put in. 

Brian Pontius expresses a lot of the same concerns as the others. He also worries about emergency 
vehicles being able to access the area. Safety of kids and road traffic is a concern, big trucks are not 
always careful. They understand it is inevitable but it’s been a bit of a nightmare with water and 
traffic. Let’s get the entire infrastructure in first.  

Brandon Stevens mentioned all his concerns have been voiced but he knows of many others who are not 
here tonight that have the same concerns and asked that they all be taken into consideration.  

Public Hearing Closed - by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 
 
Nick Mango addressed concerns. He agrees that these are all issues that need to be addressed. They look 

forward to working on all those issues. It’s a catch 22 in rezoning to start those studies. The first things 
that will happen are traffic studies and culinary and secondary studies to take care of these issues. They 
have already started talking about some of these issues. All of the issues will be addressed as they move 
forward. He explained that Retention basins do not have an outlet for water to flow out and Detention 
basins have regulated outflow. They will make sure all the water is controlled. For access points they 
anticipate that Herrier and Harbor Park would be the first two points connected, based on water studies so 
far Herrier may be the first. There will be further connections to the north as that property develops and 
eventually to Foothill Blvd. As part of the traffic study they will address the ultimate build out and the 
construction period. It is very common they control construction hours.  

Kirk Wilkins asked how the City helps make sure there are schools. 
Kimber Gabryszak replied that State Code prohibits them from considering impacts on schools.   
Kirk Wilkins asked her to address the secondary water. How do you control the building if you don’t have 

water? 
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Kimber Gabryszak responded that similar to this there are two other projects that are on hold until the water 
issues are taken care of. They have given preliminary approval but have not approved construction 
drawings or final plats. This would be similar, they need initial entitlements to where they can get the 
funding they need to make the improvements they need but they will not be able to move forward until 
they have a secondary water source. The City would hold final plat, building permits, things like that. If 
the development wants to move forward ahead of that time they have the option of helping the City to put 
in the infrastructure. The infrastructure has to be in place before they can move forward with development. 

Kevin Thurman clarified that typically we are talking about the difference between a System Improvement and 
Project Improvement. A System Improvement is part of a City’s system so it’s reimbursable under impact 
fee law. A Project Improvement is not reimbursable, it’s 100% developers cost. The draft development 
agreement addresses those concerns about required improvements, which are based on current regulations 
at the time of Plat submittal. The Development Agreement also incorporates the Foothill Blvd. dedication 
and improvements.  

Kirk Wilkins asked if it included the concern about flood waters. 
Kevin Thurman replied that it did, the storm drain improvements are required per the City Engineering 

Standards. 
Kirk Wilkins asked the applicant about his timeline and phasing. 
Nick Mango said given the secondary water concern he did not have a good timeline. He would like it to be 

this year, but as for a specific time it could be years away still. This is the first step towards getting that 
scheduled. Emergency access will be designed in a way that meets all City access codes for emergency 
vehicles.  

 
Hayden Williamson apologized for being late and thanked the public for coming to voice their concerns. From 

a code standpoint they do require a secondary access. He asked how many homes could be serviced by that 
second access. 

Kimber Gabryszak replied that a lot of it would fall to the traffic study. The City Engineer would review that 
and make recommendations. Also depending on the phasing the City would look at potential additional 
connections, depending on the phasing it could line up with other access points. 

Kevin Thurman said they actually discussed this with a recent code amendment with secondary construction 
access. The language in the code addresses this concern and would require a second access. Whenever the 
total number of dwelling units served by a single means of access will exceed 50, that is the trigger for 
another access. Not just this project by itself but the cumulative effect from surrounding projects would be 
included. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that as long as there are two ways out that can be serviced appropriately. If there 
were one road to the area as soon as there are more than 50 homes that are served by that access they need 
another road.  

Hayden Williamson then clarified that they would tie into Harbor Parkway. He asked if the property to the 
north would be developed soon. 

Kimber Gabryszak replied it was part of Fox Hollow and has entitlements to be developed. It could be 
developed in the next 3-5 years.  

Hayden Williamson asked how this impacted the timeline of Foothill Blvd. 
Kimber Gabryszak replied that we would love to have Foothill Blvd. as soon as possible, but unless the City 

can come up with the funding to buy the right-of-way and build the road we have to rely on developers to 
help. The City has been able to obtain access in some locations. Fox Hollow is coming in and they are 
dedicating their portions and there could be the additional access to Foothill Blvd. but the timeline is still 
difficult to say.  

Brandon MacKay asked if they could touch on when the secondary water could be solved.  
Kimber Gabryszak replied that the City dug a secondary well last year but the water was not useable and they 

are looking at other sources at this point. Once the well comes on line the developments could move 
forward together but we don’t have a specific timeline on the secondary water yet. 

Kevin Thurman commented that they had the option of providing their own water as well. 
Brandon MacKay asked how far out really is this development. 
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Kimber Gabryszak said it was based on when they could get a secondary water source identified and have it be 
successful 6-12 months is the soonest. She would anticipate it being longer than that. 

David Funk noted that even though it was preliminary drawings he had some concerns. He thanked the public 
for coming and voicing their concerns. His comments on the drawings were that if Foothill Blvd. was 
coming into play they may want to change drawings to reflect access to that. A lot of houses are ¼ acre 
right next to ½ acre lots, he wasn’t sure if that was a good fit. He noticed a missing lot line and lot size 
discrepancies. He had not heard about where we were at with culinary water. 

Janelle Wright commented that there is still limited capacity in this area and they would need to consult with 
Hansen Allen & Luce for that information. There was still some capacity but wasn’t sure how much, it 
would need to be taken into consideration and they wouldn’t be allowed to continue without that as well.  

David Funk reminded the public that this will also appear before City Council and they could also share their 
concerns with them. 

Troy Cunningham had a concern with the water pressure that was addressed already. He asked about the 
current use of the ground for mining and asked what that entailed. 

Nick Mango replied that this property has been mined for sand and gravel, the plan is to shut those operations 
down and they will mitigate those impacts and clean everything up. It will involve state regulations and 
permits. 

Troy Cunningham asked if UDOT takes into consideration possible future development in their studies. 
Kimber Gabryszak said anything that is entitled is taken into consideration. They do a lot based on trip counts. 

If something doesn’t have an entitlement yet she is not sure how much they take that into consideration. 
They are conducting ongoing studies and are looking at light locations for as far south as the funding goes, 
Stillwater, possibly farther. The City is also working on other projects with them like synchronized and 
controlled lights. They will start construction drawings towards the end of 2016, then bidding, and then 
begin sometime 2017. That is better than the original 2018. 

Ken Kilgore asked if they could explain the development agreement and how it coordinated with the portion of 
Foothill Blvd. outside of this development. 

Kevin Thurman said he is not sure the applicant’s relationship to who will develop the property. They like to 
have the property owner so whoever they hire to develop is bound to that. It’s a good thing to add the 
developer to the agreement as well. The coordination of acquiring that piece is up to the developer as part 
of the rezone. They are getting a significant benefit from the rezone so in return the City is asking for the 
dedication of Foothill. As far as an exaction they are responsible for improvements necessary to service 
the property. They need to acquire the easements somehow as a condition of the Rezone.  

Ken Kilgore asked what happened if historically significant relics are found. 
Kimber Gabryszak said there are not code requirements for historic preservation. If the applicant chooses they 

can preserve it, work with the State Historic Office. 
Ken Kilgore asked if Foothill Blvd. was addressed in Exhibit E. 
Kevin Thurman replied that it was the graphic Kimber showed earlier, that would be Exhibit E and would be 

put into the Master Development Agreement. 
Ken Kilgore asked if secondary water was found if it would be shared. 
Kimber Gabryszak replied absolutely. It’s to alleviate the current condition as well as new developments.  
Kevin Thurman said there are State and Federal laws about antiquities that would apply but not City Code.  
Ken Kilgore asked about mining continuation if the property is not rezoned. 
Kimber Gabryszak said they would be continuing under a grandfather from the County as the City does not 

allow mining.  
Ken Kilgore commented that we need to approve the rezoning because it starts the process moving so they can 

do the studies and improvements and development pressure. There are also measures to make sure the 
development doesn’t happen until those steps are put in place. 

Kimber Gabryszak said if the property stays agricultural it is much harder to get the funding to address those 
issues. This is giving the developer good faith to get funding and then they can move forward.  

Kevin Thurman commented that the City has an interest in obtaining the water, but ultimately it’s the 
developer’s responsibility to do that. The funding we have only goes so far, if there is a system 
improvement identified then we have a short window of time to develop those improvements. If it helps 
our facility plan they are entitled to an impact fee credit. We are under no obligation to install them for the 
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developer; they are on the hook for those improvements. For this particular development there may not be 
a system wide improvement that can be facilitated at this moment, they may have to find that for 
themselves.  

Ken Kilgore commented that there may be a lack of confidence from the public in that we have all these things 
in place to address traffic and water and such and yet there is a shortage of water and other issues. There is 
a counter intuitive reason to go ahead with this. It may be that we are also a fast growing city and will 
always come across these things. 

Sandra Steele mentioned the residents concern about flooding and noted the Engineers report said the 
developer shall protect the entire subdivision from alluvial flooding. She noted that this will help protect 
this subdivision and the subdivision below. She asked what was decided on landscaping between ¼ acre 
and ½ acre lots.  

Kimber Gabryszak said it has not been resolved yet. If we have the landscaping issues where ½ acre lots can 
put in less landscaping than the smaller lots it will be an issue that they are next to each other. She asked 
for clarification of sensitive lands on the plans. 

Nick Mango noted that as part of the agreement they have to mitigate the manmade sensitive lands and protect 
the natural slopes.  

Janelle Wright replied that the maximum grading in a lot allowed is 4:1.   
Sandra Steele said we don’t allow slopes over 30% in a lot, she wanted to make sure because we are dealing 

with a lot of manmade slopes and she wanted to make sure she understand the difference on the map. She 
thanked the public for coming and being interested. She reminded them that the site plan they see tonight 
is very preliminary and there are many changes that need to happen before it would even be considered for 
a recommendation. She mentioned that Harbor Parkway has been dedicated to the south; she wanted 
clarification on all of it or just his half.  

Nick Mango replied a previous owner already deeded a portion; they are coming to an agreement with them at 
this time.  

Janelle Wright said it’s not a collector road so the right-of-way is a normal 56 feet. We will request that they 
have the access. 

Nick Mango noted that their plan follows the dirt road continuing to the south and they have discussed it 
somewhat. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they require planning ahead for connectivity so they would need to extend the road for 
their access, then the next developer would decide what to do with the road continuing from there.  

Sandra Steele is concerned with the size of the development and that it is an awful lot of traffic for just those 
two roads. She would like to see some increased connectivity. Where there is no connector and only local 
streets we need to look at that further, the traffic study may say something along those lines.  

Kirk Wilkins would like to see that the lot sizes are near size to each other. He would hope they would work 
closely with staff to take care of all the issues tonight, also to work with existing neighborhoods. He thinks 
there are enough controls in place to help keep construction before those things are taken care of. He asked 
with this agreement, what is required from them with Foothill Blvd., what insurance do we have that this 
will connect to the rest of the city.  

Kimber Gabryszak said as properties come forward they are trying to make sure a reasonable portion of 
connection is provided to the City. There is no guarantee that it will happen in a certain timeframe. They 
are trying to get funding for the north portion. The first contiguous piece that can be built will be south.  

Kirk Wilkins commented that we have no assurance that UDOT will help improve the road. It seems to be that 
there needs to be more of a problem before they will fix it. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that UDOT is watching and we are pressuring them and that is why they did move 
their timeline forward. But there has to be the traffic existing before they will take action.  

Kevin Thurman said this one project would probably not be the straw that breaks the back of the traffic 
problem. There are different funding sources they are looking at. As new development comes in there is a 
transportation fund fee. The City could pass a bond. Otherwise they have to do it in this manner, otherwise 
how do you come up with the millions of dollars to build Foothill Blvd. We are trying to tackle the 
problem in different ways. It will take several years to solve this problem. We will continue to acquire 
these pieces as we go along.  
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Hayden Williamson asked what is different today that gives us more confidence that the safety measures in 
place will actually work. 

Kimber Gabryszak responded that we have been overhauling the code to make things better for the 
development community and for the residents. We are holding the developers to higher standards and 
making sure there is adequate service. Lake Mountain Estates went in with older standards and different 
review process and we have learned some things. That is why there is a prohibition in putting in any 
development until the capacity is taken care of.  

Sandra Steele noted that the Master Development Agreement said the developer had to dedicate improve and 
install Foothill Blvd., is he still required to improve it if it’s not connected yet?  

Kevin Thurman said that is why they are planning it now; it could leave it conceptual so it didn’t have to be in 
this exact alignment. There are options to consider.  

Kimber Gabryszak there are tools like escrowing, other agreements, the motion includes a requirement that it’s 
substantially in the same form.  

 
Motion made by Hayden Williamson to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 

Lake Mountain rezone, as shown in Exhibit 3, from Agriculture to R-3 with the Findings and 
Conditions in the Staff Report dated January 21, 2016. Seconded by David Funk. Aye: Sandra 
Steele, David Funk, Hayden Williamson, Kirk Wilkins, Ken Kilgore, Troy Cunningham, Brandon 
MacKay. Motion passed 7 - 0. 

 
A 5 minute break was taken at this time. Meeting resumed at 8:12 p.m. 
 
6. Work Session: Discussion of Code and Vision. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they have been working on Home Occupations in the Code. They are also working on 
Mixed Waterfront, Accessory Dwelling Units, and Large Lot landscaping solutions. Longer term they 
have open space, solar plain issues and residential architecture. They will bring options for landscaping 
back in February or March. She noted changes they are working on for Home Occupations. They are 
recommending three classes. Class 1 is basically offices only in homes, recommending that they only need 
a business license. Class 2 of a home occupation would only need staff approval. Class 3 is things like 
preschools and dance studios that have multiple classes or impact neighborhoods more. They recommend 
Class 1 and 2 be allowed in multi and single-family housing. Class 3 is only allowed in single-family. 

Ken Kilgore asked if they needed to be concerned with food.  
Kimber Gabryszak replied that there are county permitting and regulations from the State. We require that they 

are current with all federal and state laws. We have talked about the difficulty with the sq. footage 
allowances. They can either remove sq. ft. altogether or increase it to 50%.  

Sandra Steele said we need to define incidental. 
Kimber Gabryszak noted the change to the section about signs and they just referenced chapter 19.18. She 

noted the prohibition of hazardous materials.  
Sandra Steele asked if they talked about not using the garage for space for home occupations. 
Kimber Gabryszak noted that is says they cannot occupy the required parking spaces. Single family homes are 

required to have two spaces so they could not use those. If they happened to have an extra they could use 
that. 

Hayden Williamson asked about having something where it would reference the type of lot it was on. 
Something may not be as big a deal on a larger lot. 

Kimber Gabryszak said it may not be found to be objectionable on a larger lot; it would be a judgement call. 
Troy Cunningham asked on the home furnishing, are there State laws about the materials used.   
Kimber Gabryszak said when they have questions they consult with the Chief Building Official. She said they 

recommend that there should be a cap on the number of patrons at a time. They are recommending 10. It 
may be high for some types of businesses. Once you get over that you start to impact the neighborhood 
with traffic and utilities. Class 1 are not generating traffic, Class 2 and 3 shall provide traffic plans.  

Hayden Williamson wondered if it could be taken to mean something different where they would have to pay 
to get a traffic study. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-05 (2-16-16) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS, UTAH, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS’ OFFICIAL ZONING 
MAP FOR CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY TOTALING 
116.99 ACRES LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 3750 
SOUTH AND WEST OF LAKE MOUNTAIN ESTATES; 
INSTRUCTING THE CITY STAFF TO AMEND THE 
CITY ZONING MAP; AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, Utah Code Chapter 10-9a allows municipalities to amend the General Plan 

and the number, shape, boundaries, or area of any zoning district; and 
 
WHEREAS, before the City Council approves any such amendments, the amendments 

must first be reviewed by the planning commission for its recommendation; and 
 
WHEREAS, on January 28, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public hearing after 

proper notice and publication to consider proposed amendments to the City-wide zoning map 
and forwarded a positive recommendation with conditions; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 16, 2016, the City Council held a public hearing after proper 

notice and publication to consider the proposed amendments; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council voted on the application at the February 16, 2016 meeting; 

and 
 
WHEREAS, after due consideration, and after proper publication and notice, and after 

conducting the requisite public hearing, the City Council has determined that it is in the best 
interests of the residents of the City of Saratoga Springs that amendments to the City-wide 
zoning map be made. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council hereby ordains as follows: 
 

SECTION I – ENACTMENT 
 
  The property described in Exhibit A is hereby changed from Agricultural to R-3 on the 
City’s Zoning Map. City Staff is hereby instructed to amend the official City Zoning Map 
accordingly. 
 

SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 
If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or maps of the City of Saratoga Springs 

heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply with the 
provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions hereof, they are 
hereby repealed. 
 



   
  

SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the Saratoga 
Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the Utah Code. 

 
SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, for any 
reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such provision 
shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect 
the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 

SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

The Saratoga Springs Recorder is hereby ordered, in accordance with the requirements of 
Utah Code § 10-3-710—711, to do as follows: 

 
a. deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the City Recorder; and 
b. publish notice as follows: 

i. publish a short summary of this ordinance for at least one publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the City; or  

ii. post a complete copy of this ordinance in three public places within the 
City.  

 
ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, 

this 16th  day of February, 2016. 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
                Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 
                 City Recorder    Date 
 
                     VOTE 
 
Shellie Baertsch               
Michael McOmber   _____ 
Bud Poduska    _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 
Chris Porter    _____ 
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City Council Staff Report 

 
Authors:  Kevin Thurman, City Attorney  
Subject:  Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Easements Vacation  
Date:  February 16, 2016 
Type of Item:   Legislative, Policy Decision  
 
Summary: Consideration of the Vacation of Various Easements 
 
Description: 

 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the approval of the vacation of various easements in the Villages at Saratoga 
Springs (Fox Hollow) development that are no longer necessary for the development of the 
property. 
 
B. Background:  
 
SCP Fox Hollow has requested that the following easements be vacated as they are no 
longer necessary for the development of the property: 
 

1. A portion of the tank and pond easement, Utah County Entry # 16142:2000, 
located generally at 3100 South 650 West in Saratoga Springs, as more fully 
depicted in Exhibit A attached hereto; and 

2. The Foothill Boulevard Secondary Access easement identified as R-6 in 
Exhibit K-1 in The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master 
Development Agreement (“MDA”), located generally at 3170 South 670 West 
in Saratoga Springs; and 

3. The N-6 Outfall Sewer Line easement identified as S-5 in Exhibit K-1 of the 
MDA, located in the vicinity of N-5, approximately between Village Parkway 
and Swainson Boulevard in Saratoga Springs, Utah (collectively 
“easements”). 

 
In accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5, in order to vacate an easement, the City must 
publish 10 days advance public notice in a newspaper of general circulation (Daily Herald), 
hold a public hearing, and determine if: (a) good cause exits for the vacation; and (b) 
whether the public interest or a person will be materially injured by the vacation.  If good 
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causes exists and the public interest or a person will not be materially injured, the City 
Council may exercise its legislative discretion to vacate the easements. 
 
C. Analysis:   
 
In accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5, there is good cause for the vacation because 
the easements are no longer necessary for the development of the project. Since these 
easements are not currently being used by the City, neither the public nor any person will 
be materially injured by the vacation.  

 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing, take public 
comment, and approve the vacation of the easements.  
 
Recommendation: Approval of the attached ordinance. 
 
Attachments: Ordinance; Petition to Vacate Easements 



   
  

ORDINANCE NO. 16-06 (2-16-16) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS, UTAH VACATING VARIOUS EASEMENTS 
IN THE VILLAGES AT SARATOGA SPRINGS (FOX 
HOLLOW) DEVELOPMENT. 

 
WHEREAS, the City previously acquired various easements in the Villages at Saratoga 

Springs (Fox Hollow) development in the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, which are as follows:  
 
1. A portion of the tank and pond easement, Utah County Entry # 16142:2000, located 

generally at 3100 South 650 West in Saratoga Springs, which new easement legal 
description is attached as Exhibit A attached hereto; and 

2. The Foothill Boulevard Secondary Access easement identified as R-6 in Exhibit K-1 
in The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development 
Agreement (“MDA”), located generally at 3170 South 670 West in Saratoga Springs, 
which is more fully described in Exhibit B attached hereto; and 

3. The N-6 Outfall Sewer Line easement identified as S-5 in Exhibit K-1 of the MDA, 
located in the vicinity of N-5, approximately between Village Parkway and Swainson 
Boulevard in Saratoga Springs, Utah, which is more fully described in Exhibit C 
attached hereto (collectively “easements”); and 

 
WHEREAS, the property owner has petitioned that all or a portion of the easements be 

vacated as all or a portion of the easements are no longer necessary for the development of the 
property; and 

 
WHEREAS, Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5 allows the City Council to vacate some or all of a 

street, right-of-way, or easement if the City Council holds a public hearing finds good cause for 
the vacation and that neither the public interest nor any person will be materially injured by the 
proposed vacation; and  

 
WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed and held on February 16, 2016 

in accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah hereby 

ordains as follows: 
 
 

SECTION I – VACATION OF EASEMENT 
 
 The City Council hereby vacates the following easements (or portion thereof): 
 

1. Vacating a portion of the tank and pond easement, Utah County Entry # 16142:2000, 
that is impacting two future lots in Neighborhood 6-4B. The easement is located 
generally at 3100 S. 650 W. in Saratoga Springs, Utah. The revised legal description 
for the Tank and Pond Easement is attached as Exhibit A hereto. 



   
  

2. Vacating the entire Foothill Boulevard Secondary Access easement identified as R-6 
in Exhibit K-1 in The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master 
Development Agreement (“MDA”), located generally at 3170 South 670 West in 
Saratoga Springs, which is more fully described in Exhibit B. 
 

3. Vacating the entire N-6 Outfall Sewer Line easement identified as S-5 in Exhibit K-1 
of the MDA, located in the vicinity of N-5, approximately between Village Parkway 
and Swainson Boulevard in Saratoga Springs, Utah, which is more fully described in 
Exhibit C.  

 
These easements (or portion thereof) are no longer necessary for the development of the 

property, and the City Council hereby finds that good cause exists for the vacation and that 
neither the public interest nor any person will be materially injured by the vacation.  

  
SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 

 
If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or zoning maps of the City of Saratoga Springs 

heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply with the 
provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions hereof, they are 
hereby repealed. 

 
SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the Saratoga 
Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the Utah Code. 

 
SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, for any 
reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such provision 
shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect 
the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 

SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

The Saratoga Springs Recorder is hereby ordered, in accordance with the requirements of 
Utah Code §§ 10-3-710—711, to do as follows: 

 
a. deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the City Recorder; and 
b. publish notice as follows: 

i. publish a short summary of this ordinance for at least one publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the City; or  

ii. post a complete copy of this ordinance in three public places within the 
City.  
 



   
  

ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, this 
___ day of ________, 2016. 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
          Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 
              City Recorder    Date 
 
                     VOTE 
Shellie Baertsch               
Michael McOmber   _____           
Bud Poduska    _____ 
Chris Porter    _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 
 



   
  

EXHIBIT A 
 

Revised Tank and Pond Easement Legal Description 
 

 
 



   
  

 
 



   
  

EXHIBIT B 
 

The Foothill Boulevard Secondary Access Easement Being Vacated 
 

 



   
  

EXHIBIT C 
 

The N-6 Outfall Sewer Line Easement Being Vacated 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
Legal description for ‘S-5 - N-6 Outfall Sewer Line’: 
 
A 20' sewer easement, 10 feet either side of describe centerline  
 
BEGINNING at a point that is S 89°46'37" E 1,766.87 feet along the Section Line and North 
440.57 feet from the Southwest Comer of Section 12, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt 
Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence N 73°42'03" E 328.97 feet, thence S 19°20'08" 
E 119.99 feet, thence S 41°48'06" E 157.89 feet, thence S 49°02'04" E 368.95 feet, thence N 
48°56'02" E 253.66 feet, thence N 44°38'24" W 136.47 feet, thence N 50°28' 11" W 221.25 
feet, thence N 43°48'20" W 181.09 feet, thence N 53°12'50'' E 155.36 feet, thence N 
48°24'56" E 97.05 feet, thence N 40°10'42" E 133.42 feet, thence N 21°53'32" E 294.10 feet, 
thence N 39°22'52"E 163.00 feet to an existing sewer manhole. 
 
Easement contains 0.25 ac. 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

Description of ‘S-5: N-6 Outfall Sewer Line’ from the Fox Hollow 2nd MDA: 
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EXHIBIT C 

Conceptual Map of Fox Hollow Easements & Close-up of S-5 
 

  



EXHIBIT "K-1" 
MASTER 

EASEMENTS 
NOTE: THE LOCATION OF ALL ROADWAYS, PIPES 
AND UTILITIES DEPICTED ON THIS MAP ARE 
CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE. FINAL LOCATIONS WILL 
BE DETERMJNED AT THE TIME OF SUBDIVISION 
APPROVAL. 
NOTE: THE EASEMENT LOCATIONS 
DEPICTED ON THIS MAP SHALL TAKE 
PRECEDENCE OVER THE LEGAL 
DESCRIPTIONS DESCRIBED IN THE MASTER 
EASEMENT AGREEMENT. 

MASTER EASEMENT 
DESCRIPTIONS 

ROADWAY EASEMENTS 
R·1 SWAINSON BLVD 
R-2 WILDLlFE BLVD 
R-3 VILLAGE PARKWAY 
R-4 REDWOOD ROAD 
R-5 FOOTHILL PHASE 1 
R·6 FOOTHILL SECONDARY ACCESS 
R-7 FOOTHILL PHASE 2 
R~ VIEWPOINT BLVD 

STORM DRAINAGE EASEMENTS 
SD-1 N1 PH7 DETENTION BASIN 
SD-2 N14 DETENTION BASIN 
S0..3 N14 DETENTION/DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-4 N-14 DETENTION J DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-5 N-14 DETENTION I DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-6 N-1 DETENTION l DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-7 N-16 DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-S N-15/16 DETENTION I DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-9 N-4 SOUTH DETENTION BASIN 
SD-10 FOOTHILL RETENTION BASIN 
SD-11 N -4 NORTH DETENTION BASINS 

WATER EASEMENTS 
W·6 ZONE 3 SECONDARY IRRIGATION POND 

05-6 

W-8 ZONE 4-5 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES 
W-9 ZONE 4-5 WATER TANK AND IRRIGATION POND 
W-10 ZONE 4 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES 
W-11 ZONE 3 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES/ 

ZONE 2 TANK/POND/BOOSTER STATION ACCESS 
OPEN SPACE EASEMENTS 

RP-1 REGIONAL PARK #1 
OS-1A OPEN SPACE #1A 
OS-4 OPEN SPACE #4 
05-5 OPEN SPACE #5 
CP-2 COMMUNITY PARK NO. 2 
OS-6 OPEN SPACE #6 I SENSITIVE LANDS 
05-7 OPEN SPACE #7 

SEWER EASEMENTS 
S-1 VILLAGE PARKWAY SEWER 
S-2 N 15-17 OUTFALL SEWER 
S-3 N 15-17 OUTFALL SEWER 
S-5 N 6 OUTFALL SEWER (lots 6110-S119) 

EXISTING STILLWATER SUBDIVISION 

MASTER EASEMENT LEGEND 

PARK & OPEN SPACE EASEMENTS 

ROADWAY EASEMENTS 

WATER EASEMENTS 

s90 o soo 16100 ~ 

~™~. 1"•80• (1'"•H" SH£ET ONLY) ~ 

STORM DRAINAGE EASEMENTS 

SEWER EASEMENTS 

--

' 
u .. 
i II" 
111 
~!1 
'I• IQi 

i 

I g I 111 
s ii ~ ~ ~ 

i H llli 
<.l 

~h ;mt 
Cl ~ .. ~ ~~ 
~ ~~ 1· ~~ 
~ ;:% ~ ,,:li 

~ ffi H 
2§ ~~ g~ 

~8 
~ 

(/) 
0 

i 

(sar lfG _k_1 J 

matt.scott
Ellipse



6 
 

 
 
  



7 
 

EXHIBIT D 
 

Property owners within 300 feet of parcel 59:012:0108 
 

Parcel ID Owner Street City State Zip 

590120087 
CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV 
LLC 1879 LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590120039 FOX HOLLOW SARATOGA LLC 1879 LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590120111 ALPINE SCHOOL DISTRICT 575 N 100 E AMERICAN FORK UT 84003 

590120113 ALPINE SCHOOL DISTRICT 575 N 100 E AMERICAN FORK UT 84003 

590120104 
CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV 
LLC 1879 LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590120107 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE 
DR STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

590120108 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE 
DR STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

543110502 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110538 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110535 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110536 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110506 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110537 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110539 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110503 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110543 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110549 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110546 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110533 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110501 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110532 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110541 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110547 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110544 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110507 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110548 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110540 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110534 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110542 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110545 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100450 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110553 COMMON AREA 100 E CENTER ST PROVO UT 84606 

543100455 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100453 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100449 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 
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543110530 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100478 COMMON AREA 100 E CENTER ST PROVO UT 84606 

543110552 COMMON AREA 100 E CENTER ST PROVO UT 84606 

543100456 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110551 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110529 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110550 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100454 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110528 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543110531 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100451 HILLCREST PARTNERS LLC 2979 S RED PINE SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543100480 COMMON AREA 100 E CENTER ST PROVO UT 84606 

543090322 COMMON AREA 100 E CENTER ST PROVO UT 84606 

590120129 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKET 
PLACE DR STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

 



2 
 

February 1, 2016 
 
City Council Members 
The City of Saratoga Springs 
1307 N. Commerce Dr. #200 
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045 
 
 
RE: Boundary alteration request of an easement (Entry No. 16142:2000) 
 
 
City Council Members of the City Saratoga Springs, 
 

This request, made by SCP Fox Hollow, LLC (“The Developer”), is to alter the 
boundary line of that certain easement recorded with entry no. 16142:2000, granted to 
The City of Saratoga Springs (“The City”) for the purposes of constructing, operating, and 
maintaining a city water system (“The Water System”), specifically, a water storage tank, 
located in The Village of Fox Hollow community.  The current legal description for the 
easement is in ‘Exhibit A’. 

 
When this easement was granted a generic rectangle was plotted.  Now that the land 

around the storage tank area is being developed and subdivided, a small corner of this 
easement is encumbering two (2) of the lots in the approved subdivision plat known as The 
Village of Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6-4B, which is detailed in ‘Exhibit B’.   

 
As this area has been developed, The Developer and previous developers and/or 

land owners have worked with city staff to provide adequate access and use of the subject 
water facilities.  A plat known as The Village of Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6-4A was created, 
and once recorded, will dedicated the land needed for the full and complete operation, use, 
and maintenance of the subject water facilities to The City.  The completion and final 
approval of the 6-4A Plat is dedicating all the necessary land for this system to The City. 
There is nothing pertaining to the water system that is within this area to be removed on 
the neighboring plat (6-4B), nor would this area be needed by The City to access any part of 
the water system.  Therefore the alteration of the subject easement boundary to remove 
this approximate 0.04 acres will result in no harm to any public interest.  

 
The Developer requests this easement boundary be altered to remove this 

approximate 0.04 acre piece of land so that The Developer’s lots will not be encumbered by 
the easement.  The new legal description for the easement can be found in ‘Exhibit C’ and a 
visual for the new legal description in ‘Exhibit D’. 

 
A list of all property owners within three hundred (300) feet of the parcel the 

easement is primarily located in is in ‘Exhibit F’.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
Current legal description of 16142:2000 water tank easement: 
 
Beginning at a point on the section line which is South 1,795.55 feet and West 9.46 feet 
from the West Quarter Corner of Section 12, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake 
Base and Meridian; thence South 89°42’37” East 207.00 feet; thence South 0°17’23” West 
258.72 feet; thence North 89°42’37” West 207.05 feet; thence North 0°18’18” East along 
the Section Line to the point of beginning.  
 
Contains 1.19 acres. 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

Where the Easement Encroaches on Future Plat: Village of Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6-4B.  
Easement line is labeled as number 16 in diamond, and the encroachment area is 
highlighted.  The easement encroaches upon future lots 6440 and 6441. 
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EXHIBIT C 
 

Legal description to replace 16142:2000 water tank easement: 
 
Beginning at a point on the section line which is South 1,795.55 feet and West 9.46 feet 
from the West Quarter Corner of Section 12, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake 
Base and Meridian; thence South 89°42’37” East 207.00 feet; thence South 0°17’23” West 
207.77 feet; thence South 51°34’19” West 12.04 feet; thence South 46°32’14” W 62.79 feet; 
thence  North 89°42’37” West 152.30 feet; thence North 0°18’18” East along the Section 
Line to the point of beginning.  
 
Contains 1.19 acres. 
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EXHIBIT D 
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EXHIBIT F 
 

Property owners within 300 feet of parcel 59:012:0094 
 

Parcel ID Owner Street City State Zip 

590120094 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKET PLACE DR STE 
250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

542450074 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

590140015 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE DR STE 
250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

590110020 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 675 E 500 S STE 500 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84102 

542360041 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450075 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

590110083 ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER 
825 NE MULTNAMAH BLDG 1033 
WND FL PORTLAND OR 97232 

542450076 JTRD LLC 4690 KELLY CIR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84117 

542360040 LOMBARDO - JOSHUA & NICOLE 2991 S LORI LN SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

542360045 BUSHMAN - JOHN & CRISTINA 3019 S LORI LN SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

542360043 NINOW - RYAN & AUBREE A 2737 W 9850 S SOUTH JORDAN UT 84095 

542360044 HENNE - KIMBERLY (ET AL) 3013 S LORI LN SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

542360046 COOK - DAVID W & CELESTE 3023 S LORI LN SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

542360042 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542360079 SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY 1307 N COMMERCE DR STE 200 SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

590110085 WALDO COMPANY PO BOX 277 PLEASANT GROVE UT 84062 

590120124 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKET PLACE DR STE 
250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

543000717 SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY 1307 N COMMERCE DR STE 200 SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

590120123 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE DR STE 
250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

543120229 SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY 1307 N COMMERCE DR STE 200 SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

543120217 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120220 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120216 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120218 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120219 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120214 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120215 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120212 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

543120213 RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

 





3 
 

EXHIBIT A 
 
Legal description for ‘R-6 Foothill Blvd. Secondary Access Easement’: 
 
BEGINNING at a point that is S 89°46'37" E 416.29 feet along the Section Line and North 
0.26 feet from the Southwest Corner of Section 12, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt 
Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence N 36°12'18" W 80 .00 feet, thence N 53°47'42" 
E 137.00 feet, thence S 36°12'18" E 80 .00 feet, thence S 53°47'42" W 137.00 feet to the 
point of BEGINNING.  
 
Easement contains 0.25 ac. 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

Description of ‘R-6 Foothill Blvd. Secondary Access Easement’ from the Fox Hollow 2nd 
MDA: 
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EXHIBIT C 
 

Conceptual Map of Fox Hollow Easements & Close-up of R-6 
 

  



EXHIBIT "K-1" 
MASTER 

EASEMENTS 
NOTE: THE LOCATION OF ALL ROADWAYS, PIPES 
AND UTILITIES DEPICTED ON THIS MAP ARE 
CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE. FINAL LOCATIONS WILL 
BE DETERMJNED AT THE TIME OF SUBDIVISION 
APPROVAL. 
NOTE: THE EASEMENT LOCATIONS 
DEPICTED ON THIS MAP SHALL TAKE 
PRECEDENCE OVER THE LEGAL 
DESCRIPTIONS DESCRIBED IN THE MASTER 
EASEMENT AGREEMENT. 

MASTER EASEMENT 
DESCRIPTIONS 

ROADWAY EASEMENTS 
R·1 SWAINSON BLVD 
R-2 WILDLlFE BLVD 
R-3 VILLAGE PARKWAY 
R-4 REDWOOD ROAD 
R-5 FOOTHILL PHASE 1 
R·6 FOOTHILL SECONDARY ACCESS 
R-7 FOOTHILL PHASE 2 
R~ VIEWPOINT BLVD 

STORM DRAINAGE EASEMENTS 
SD-1 N1 PH7 DETENTION BASIN 
SD-2 N14 DETENTION BASIN 
S0..3 N14 DETENTION/DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-4 N-14 DETENTION J DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-5 N-14 DETENTION I DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-6 N-1 DETENTION l DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-7 N-16 DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-S N-15/16 DETENTION I DEBRIS BASIN 
SD-9 N-4 SOUTH DETENTION BASIN 
SD-10 FOOTHILL RETENTION BASIN 
SD-11 N -4 NORTH DETENTION BASINS 

WATER EASEMENTS 
W·6 ZONE 3 SECONDARY IRRIGATION POND 

05-6 

W-8 ZONE 4-5 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES 
W-9 ZONE 4-5 WATER TANK AND IRRIGATION POND 
W-10 ZONE 4 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES 
W-11 ZONE 3 CULINARY AND IRRIGATION LINES/ 

ZONE 2 TANK/POND/BOOSTER STATION ACCESS 
OPEN SPACE EASEMENTS 

RP-1 REGIONAL PARK #1 
OS-1A OPEN SPACE #1A 
OS-4 OPEN SPACE #4 
05-5 OPEN SPACE #5 
CP-2 COMMUNITY PARK NO. 2 
OS-6 OPEN SPACE #6 I SENSITIVE LANDS 
05-7 OPEN SPACE #7 

SEWER EASEMENTS 
S-1 VILLAGE PARKWAY SEWER 
S-2 N 15-17 OUTFALL SEWER 
S-3 N 15-17 OUTFALL SEWER 
S-5 N 6 OUTFALL SEWER (lots 6110-S119) 

EXISTING STILLWATER SUBDIVISION 

MASTER EASEMENT LEGEND 

PARK & OPEN SPACE EASEMENTS 

ROADWAY EASEMENTS 

WATER EASEMENTS 
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EXHIBIT D 
 

Property owners within 300 feet of parcel 59:012:0037 
 

Parcel ID Owner Street City State Zip 

590140015 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE DR 
STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

590130037 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKETPLACE DR 
STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

590130024 
CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV 
LLC 1879 LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590130035 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
1307 N COMMERCE DR STE 
200 SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

542450064 
RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES 
OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450068 ARMADILLO PROPERTIES LLC 1305 E LONE PEAK DR ALPINE UT 84004 

542450081 ROMERO - CARLOS 10005 MORGAN CREEK DR AUSTIN TX 78717 

542450085 ARMADILLO PROPERTIES LLC 1305 E LONE PEAK DR ALPINE UT 84004 

542450080 
RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES 
OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450066 
RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES 
OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450084 JTRD LLC 4690 KELLY CIR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84117 

542450087 
RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES 
OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450083 WEST - HARMON RAY JR 2102 GYRFALCON DR SANDY UT 84092 

542450067 
RICHMOND AMERICAN HOMES 
OF UTAH INC 4350 S MONACO ST DENVER CO 80237 

542450082 
DARBY - JEFFREY B & KIM 
MARIE 1580 E 12500 S DRAPER UT 84020 

542450065 WEST - HARMON RAY JR 2102 GYRFALCON DR SANDY UT 84092 

542450086 
DARBY - JEFFREY B & KIM 
MARIE 1580 E 12500 S DRAPER UT 84020 

542450089 SARATOGA SRINGS CITY 
1307 N COMMERCE DR STE 
200 SARATOGA SPRINGS UT 84045 

590130045 PRONOVA HOLDINGS 5 LLC 1022 W 2200 N PLEASANT GROVE UT 84062 

590130059 
CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV 
LLC 1879 E LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590130060 
CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV 
LLC 1879 E LONGVIEW DR HOLLADAY UT 84124 

590130058 

CORP OF PRES BISHOP 
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF 
LDS 50 E NORTH TEMPLE FL 22 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84150 

590120124 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKET PLACE DR 
STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

590130066 PRONOVA HOLDINGS 4 LLC 1022 W 2200 N PLEASANT GROVE UT 84062 

590120129 SCP FOX HOLLOW LLC 
500 N MARKET PLACE DR 
STE 250 CENTERVILLE UT 84014 

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Melissa Grygla, Library Director  
Subject:  Library Board Bylaws 
Date: January 20, 2016 
Type of Item:   Library Board Bylaws Resolution 
 
Summary Recommendations:  The City Council should approve the revised library board bylaws.   
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:    Library Board Bylaws 
 
B. Background: The Saratoga Springs Library Board was originally established to help 
support and open the library. The board has recommended more flexibility regarding meeting 
times. The current Library Board would prefer to meet at 6:30 PM rather than 7:30 PM. As a 
result the bylaws have been modified to reflect “at a time established on the regular meeting 
schedule”.  
 
C. Analysis:  The library board bylaws which were originally adopted were a set of generic 
bylaws provided to us by the Utah State Library. It is recommended that we change these 
bylaws’ to reflect additional flexibility in the meeting time. This version of the Library Board 
Bylaws has been reviewed by the City Attorney.  
 
D. Department Review:  City Manager, Library 
 
Alternatives:  
 
A. Approve the Request:  Staff recommends that the City Council approve the drafted set 
of library board bylaws.   
 
B. Deny the Request:  The City Council could deny the request for the approval of the 
Library Board Bylaws.  
 
C. Continue the Item:  The City Council could continue the request until a later date and 
time.  
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of the library board bylaws.  
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Bylaws of the Saratoga Springs Public Library 

Revised November 2013January 2016 

Establishment and Name of the Library Board 

The Saratoga Springs Library Advisory Board (hereinafter “Library Board”) was established for 
the purpose of enhancing the community’s education, cultural, and personal interests.   

Regular Meetings 

The regular meetings of the Library Board shall be on the days specified in the Library Boards 
regular meeting schedule as adopted on an annual basis per state law. Regular meeting shall be at 
the City of Saratoga Springs Building in the Conference Room starting at 7:30 PMat a time 
established on the regular meeting schedule as adopted on an annual basis per state law. . Any 
regularly scheduled meeting may be cancelled by the chairman at any time due to extenuating 
circumstances such as lack of quorum, emergencies, or lack of business to conduct. 

The meetings shall be open to the public and noticed in advance. At the beginning of each fiscal 
year, the Library Board shall specify regular meeting dates and times. The Library Director shall 
work with the City Recorder to ensure that (1) the local newspaper is informed of the scheduled 
regular meetings of the Library Board for the ensuring fiscal year, (2) the schedule of meetings is 
posted in the principal offices of the Library Board, and (3) the schedule of the meetings is 
posted on the Utah Public Notice Website. Notices shall have dates, times, and places of such 
meetings.  

These meetings are held in accordance to the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act (“OPMA”), 
UCA 52-4-101 et seq. At this time the Library Board chooses not to hold electronic meetings in 
accordance with UCA 52-4-207; however, if in the future the Library Board decides to hold 
electronic meetings, it will do so in accordance with the OPMA.  

The agenda and/or information packet for the meetings will be distributed by the Library Board 
Secretary at least 24 hours prior to meetings, or as otherwise allowed by the OPMA. Any Library 
Board member wishing to have an item placed on the agenda must contact the Library Board 
Secretary in sufficient time preceding the meeting to have the item placed. Any Library Board 
member who is unable to attend a meeting will notify the Library Director to indicate that he or 
she will be absent. Due to the fact that a quorum is required for each meeting, this notice should 
be given as far in advance as possible.  

Special Meetings 

Special Library Board meetings shall be held at any time when called by the Chair or Vice Chair, 
if representing the Chair, or by any three Library Board members, provided that notice with the 
agenda of the special meeting is given at least 24 hours in advance, except for emergency 
meetings as provided for in OPMA § 52-4-202, to Library Board members and provided to, but 
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not published, to a newspaper of general circulation in the City. No business except that stated in 
the notice and agenda shall be transacted. Notice and agenda shall be posted 24 hours in advance 
in the City Building except as otherwise allowed for emergency meetings under the OPMA.  

Annual Meeting 

An annual Library Board meeting shall be held in July for the purpose of hearing the annual 
reports of the Librarian and committees. The report should include a summary of the previous 
fiscal year’s work to date with a detailed account of the receipts and expenditures, a budget for 
the following year, and other information according to statute. A copy of this report shall be 
forwarded to the Utah State Library in accordance with the law. A copy should also be on file in 
the library or on the library website.  

Quorum 

A quorum at any meeting shall consist of a majority of the Library Board members.  

Library Board Responsibilities 

The Library Board is charged with the responsibility of the governance of the library and shall 
establish policies, rules and regulations for governing the library’s operations.  

Library Board members are not to be compensated pursuant to City ordinances, but may be 
reimbursed for necessary and related expenses pursuant to City policies. To be effective, Library 
Board members must attend most meetings, read materials presented for review, and actively 
contribute to board meetings and projects. 

It is the goal of the Library board to have each member attend a minimum of one Library System 
(or other library related) workshop, seminar, or meeting during each calendar year. The Library 
Director will make the dates of these workshops known to the Library Board in a timely manner. 
Library Board members using their own vehicle will be reimbursed at the rate allowed pursuant 
to City policy for travel to and from any Library System (or other library related) workshop, 
seminar, or meeting. All training, workshops, seminars, or meetings will be paid for in 
accordance with City policies through the library budget.  

Library Board members are not exempt from late fees, fines, or other user fees.  

Library Board Membership 

The Library Board should consist of seven members appointed by the Mayor, with the advice 
and consent of the City Council, from the residents of Saratoga Springs or surrounding cities. A 
Library Board member shall serve a three-year term, expiring the 30th day of June at the end of 
each term, and may be reappointed for two (2) consecutive terms subject to the discretion of the 
Mayor, with the advice and consent of the City Council.  
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A representative of the Friends of the Library may serve as an ex-officio member of the Library 
Board. The Library Director shall attend meetings of the Library Board but does not serve as a 
voting member of the Library Board. 

A Library Board member may be removed by a majority vote of the quorum at a regular Library 
Board meeting. Removal would be based on lack of attendance at Library Board meetings, 
behavior or statements detrimental to the Library Board, or failure to declare conflicts of interest.  

Officers and Elections 

The officers of the Library Board shall be a Chair, Vice-Chair, and Secretary. These officers 
shall be elected by a majority vote of Library Board members for one year term at the regular 
meeting in the month of May. In the event of a resignation of an officer, an election to fill the 
unexpired term of that officer will be conducted by vote at the next regular Library Board 
meeting.  

Chair. The chair shall preside at all Library Board meetings, appoint all standing and special 
committees, serve as ex-officio member of all committees, and perform all other such duties as 
may be assigned by the Library Board. The chair or designee shall be the only spokesperson for 
the Library Board in all advisory or disciplinary action directed to the staff. 

Vice-Chair. The Vice-Chair, in the absence of the Chair, shall assume all duties of the Chair. 

Secretary. The secretary shall keep minutes of all board meetings, record attendance, record a 
roll call on all votes (except when a ballot vote is taken). The secretary shall perform all other 
such clerical duties as may be assigned by the Board.  

Special Committees 

Special committees may be appointed by the Chair, with the approval of the Library Board at a 
regular meeting, to present reports or recommendations to the Library Board and shall serve until 
completion of the work for which they were appointed.  

Parliamentary Procedure 

The Library Board shall adopt a set of parliamentary procedures. 

Amendments 

Amendments to these Bylaws and changes to library policies or any other procedural document 
may be proposed at any regular meeting of the Library Board and will become effective when 
adopted by a majority of those members present providing they represent a quorum. All 
amendments must be consistent with City policies and procedures, the City Code (including § 
3.06.03), and Utah State law. 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Melissa Grygla, Library Director  
Subject:  Library Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) 
Date: February 10, 2016 
Type of Item:   Authorization to Enter into a Contract  
 
Summary Recommendations:  The City Council should authorize the City Manager to award a 
contract with TechLogic for the purpose of implementing RFID.   
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    Library Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)  
 
Background: The Saratoga Springs Library received a grant from the Utah State Library in the 
amount of $45,000 to implement RFID.  Funding not expended or under contract by April 30, 
2016 must be refunded to the Utah State Library. Among other benefits, the proposed RFID 
system should provide significant productivity gains through reduction in key labor-intensive 
workflow processes, enhanced customer service, reduced material losses, reduced incidents of 
staff repetitive motion injuries, improved security, and improved inventory accuracy. The RFID 
system will be optimized for use in a library environment, be efficient in its design through the 
elimination of redundant features, and be expandable.  
 
B. Analysis:  A request for proposal was issued December 8, 2015 and closed January 15, 
2016. The Library received four bid proposals with the amounts outlined below. Additional 
ongoing costs of $2,000 per a year in Annual Software License Renewals or Hardware 
Warranties were typical from most proposals. 
 
To complete this project, it is necessary to remodel the existing doorway to allow space to 
utilize RFID gates and maintain ADA compliance. The cost of this project is $2,190 and will be 
covered by the grant. There is also an additional $1,000 fee to turn on SIP2 service with our 
current integrated library system (ILS). 
 
In addition we will be reconfiguring the existing workspace used to return items because the 
existing metal shelving will interfere with RFID technology and need to be either a counter, 
table or wooden unit.  Funds for this purchase will be taken from the Library’s Capital Outlay 
account. At this time we are still collecting quotes regarding the cost for various options.  
 
All bids submitted were for table top self-check units.  The selected firm in addition to being the 
lowest bidder also has FLEX kiosks. These kiosks do not require a tabletop and can be relocated 
as necessary in the future.  The unit sale price for each of these Kiosks varies by vendor from 
$5,000-$12,000.  
 



In order to obtain two self-check units and remain within grant funding we’ve elected to 
remove the Shelf Management System and Inventory Wand from the bid previously quoted at 
$5,475.00. This Shelf Management System and Inventory Wand is not necessary to implement 
RFID. At $42,370.00 TechLogic’s bid was the lowest cost and includes two FLEX Kiosks for self-
check units instead of table top units. It is recommended that we move forward with this bid 
amount allowing for increased adaptability for self-check as the City continues to grow in the 
future.  
 
Company Bid 

Amount 
Doorway 
Construction 
Costs 

 
SIP2 Fee 

Modified Bid 
for  Kiosks 

Total Project 
Cost 

TechLogic $36,307 $2,190 $1,000 $42,370 $45,560 
MK Solutions $39,435 $2,190 $1,000 $47,635 $50,825 
SirsiDynix $55,080 $2,190 $0 $55,080 $57,270 
P.V. Supa $55,835 $2,190 $1,000  $59,853 $63,043 
 
 
C. Department Review:  City Manager, Library 
 
Alternatives:  
 
A. Deny the Request:  The City Council could deny the request to allow the City Manager 
to enter into a Contract with TechLogic for the purpose of implementing RFID. This would 
require that we return all grant funds not expended or under contract by April 30, 2016.   
 
B. Continue the Item:  The City Council could continue the request until a later date and 
time. The result being that the library would return at a later date and time for a decision 
regarding the contract. Based on the time line it could also result in all grant the return of all 
grant funds not expended or under contract by April 30, 2016.   
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the City Council approve the request for the City 
Manager to approve a contract with TechLogic for the purpose of implementing RFID before 
the grant deadline.  
 
 
 
 
 



                                Self-Checkout Quote 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quote without Shelf Management System

 
 

 
 
 
 



                                Self-Checkout Quote 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
Author:  Mark T. Edwards 
Subject:  Phase 2 – North Gravity Sewer Outfall 
Date:  February 9, 2016 
Type of Item:  Award of Bid 
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the Award of Bid for the second phase of the City’s North Gravity Sewer Outfall. 
Phase One was  installed  last year under Pioneer Crossing Extension and was designed by Epic 
Engineering this phase was designed by Hansen, Alan and Luce. 
 
B. Background:  
 
This project is identified in the City’s Sewer Capital Facilities Plan for 2018 however due to the 
pending commercial project from Boyer, The Crossing; this project needs to be accelerated to 
avoid conflicts with their project improvements.  
Almost a  third of  the pipe will be buried up  to 30  foot deep  so Centrifacilly Cast  Fiberglass‐
Polymer Mortar Pipe (CCFRPM) was chosen for its strength, ability to withstand H2S gas and its 
superior flow characteristics but  it can also be expensive. To offset cost the Base Bid  included 
the  use  of  a more  conventional  PVC  sewer  pipe  for  the  shallower  depths. An Alternate  Bid 
Schedule was provided so contractors could bid the entire project with the CCFRPM pipe but no 
cost savings were available.  
Project complexities were identified in the design of Phase 1 which has not changed in Phase 2 
so Staff once again prequalified contractors. A short list of contractors were allowed to bid on 
this project who demonstrated the skill  level to  install  large diameter CCFRPM and PVC sewer 
pipe at these designed depths, minimum grades and provide engineered dewatering.      
 
C. Analysis:   
 
With the start of construction of The Crossing by Boyer, the City will need to install this phase of 
the  North  Gravity  Sewer  Outfall  prior  to  the  installation  of  project  improvements  along 
Redwood  Road.  Completing  installation  of  the  sewer  prior  to  “The  Crossing” will  avoid  the 
additional  expense  of  repairing  landscaping  and  trail  improvements  and  avoid  disruption  to 
future businesses. The pipeline alignment for the project is along the western edge of Redwood 
Road within  the 30‐ft  trail corridor. This alignment avoids both existing and  future utilities as 
well as conflicts with future roadway widening.  
 
Recommendation:   
 
Staff recommends that the City Council award the construction of Phase 2 of the City’s North 
Gravity Sewer Outfall project to Noland and Son Construction for the amount of $647,687.00 
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CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
NORTH GRAVITY SEWER OUTFALL - PHASE 2
BID TABULATION 
Note:  Highlighted Numbers Denote Math or Rounding Error

 in submitted bid.

BASE BID SCHEDULE 

ITEM DESCRIPTION EST 
QTY UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT

1 Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS  $       41,716.00  $            41,716.00  $     16,147.00  $              16,147.00  $           42,000.00  $              42,000.00  $    70,500.00  $              70,500.00  $   40,000.00  $              40,000.00 
2 Construction Surveying 1 LS  $         1,622.00  $              1,622.00  $       6,281.00  $                6,281.00  $             3,300.00  $                3,300.00  $      5,000.00  $                5,000.00  $     5,000.00  $                5,000.00 
3 Traffic Control 1 LS  $         6,714.00  $              6,714.00  $     17,486.00  $              17,486.00  $           16,300.00  $              16,300.00  $    30,775.00  $              30,775.00  $   10,000.00  $              10,000.00 
4 Dewatering 1 L.S.  $       12,403.00  $            12,403.00  $     40,072.00  $              40,072.00  $             5,200.00  $                5,200.00  $  180,500.00  $            180,500.00  $   30,000.00  $              30,000.00 

5
24” Dia. PVC Sewer (PS 46, F679)(Partially in 
UDOT ROW)

38 L.F.  $            744.00  $            28,272.00  $          713.50  $              27,113.00  $                825.00  $              31,350.00  $      1,222.55  $              46,456.90  $        500.00  $              19,000.00 

6 42” Dia. PVC Sewer (PS 46, F679) 947 L.F.  $            262.00  $          248,114.00  $          220.00  $            208,340.00  $                345.00  $            326,715.00  $         367.50  $            348,022.50  $        300.00  $            284,100.00 

7
42” Dia. Sewer (CCFRPM) (Class SN 
46)(Excavation Deeper than 20-feet)

253 L.F.  $            467.00  $          118,151.00  $          651.00  $            164,703.00  $                710.00  $            179,630.00  $         910.50  $            230,356.50  $        500.00  $            126,500.00 

8
42” Dia. Sewer (CCFRPM) (Class SN 
46)(Excavation Shallower than 20-feet)

218 L.F.  $            393.00  $            85,674.00  $          477.00  $            103,986.00  $                535.00  $            116,630.00  $         818.00  $            178,324.00  $        450.00  $              98,100.00 

9 6’ Dia. Manhole 5 Each  $       10,600.00  $            53,000.00  $       6,955.00  $              34,775.00  $             9,150.00  $              45,750.00  $    12,075.00  $              60,375.00  $   10,000.00  $              50,000.00 

10
Core Existing 6’ Dia. Manhole (Sta. 10+00), Pour 
New Concrete Bench and Install Riser

1 L.S.  $       25,000.00  $            25,000.00  $     11,150.00  $              11,150.00  $             7,400.00  $                7,400.00  $    11,975.00  $              11,975.00  $     4,000.00  $                4,000.00 

11 New 5’ Dia. Manhole on Existing 24” Sewer 1 Each  $       10,400.00  $            10,400.00  $       5,820.00  $                5,820.00  $             8,000.00  $                8,000.00  $    10,300.00  $              10,300.00  $     8,000.00  $                8,000.00 
12 Clay Cutoff Dam 4 Each  $            450.00  $              1,800.00  $       1,401.00  $                5,604.00  $             1,000.00  $                4,000.00  $      4,000.00  $              16,000.00  $     3,000.00  $              12,000.00 
13 Stabilization Material 475 Tons  $              21.00  $              9,975.00  $              6.00  $                2,850.00  $                  15.00  $                7,125.00  $           18.00  $                8,550.00  $         20.00  $                9,500.00 
14 6" Gas Utility Conflict 1 Each  $         5,900.00  $              5,900.00  $       3,360.00  $                3,360.00  $             5,700.00  $                5,700.00  $      2,100.00  $                2,100.00  $     6,000.00  $                6,000.00 

 $       648,741.00  $         647,687.00  $         799,100.00  $      1,199,234.90  $         702,200.00 

ALTERNATE BID SCHEDULE

ITEM DESCRIPTION EST 
QTY UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT UNIT COST TOTAL AMOUNT

1
Substitute 42” Dia. Sewer (CCFRPM)
(Class SN 36) for all 42” PVC Sewer Pipe
(This would replace Bid Item 6)

947 L.F.  $            284.00  $          268,948.00  $          414.00  $            392,058.00  $                370.00  $            350,390.00  $         534.00  $            505,698.00  $        400.00  $            378,800.00 

 $       669,575.00  $         831,405.00  $         822,775.00  $      1,356,910.40  $         796,900.00 

Engineers Estimate

BASE BID SCHEDULE TOTAL 

Noland & Son Construction
Condie Construction 

Company

BASE BID WITH ALTERNATE

Fusion PipelineWhitaker Construction Company

1 of 1 Bid Date: 1/28/16 @ 2:00 PM
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City Council Staff Report 

 
Authors:  Kevin Thurman, City Attorney  
Subject:  Legacy Farms Reimbursement Agreements  
Date:  February 16, 2016 
Type of Item:   Legislative, Policy Decision  
 
Summary: Consideration of Legacy Farms Reimbursement Agreements  
 
Description: 
 

A. Topic: Reimbursement Agreements for Legacy Farms.    
 
B. Background: Through approval of the construction drawings for Village Plans 1 and 2 

of the Legacy Farms project, the City Engineering Department requested that the 
developer, DR Horton, upsize certain improvements and install additional improvements 
to benefit the City-wide sewer and secondary water systems. DR Horton agreed and City 
Staff is bringing this to the Council now for approval. 
 

C. Analysis: The improvements being upsized are shown in the exhibits to the 
reimbursement agreements attached to this report. As a brief summary of the secondary 
water improvements in Village Plan 1, DR Horton is upsizing a 10” PVC pipe to 12” 
Ductal Iron pipe, installing stubs across Redwood Road at Amber Road and Parkway 
Drive, correcting the secondary water connection at Grandview Blvd., and upsizing 6” 
inch PVC pipe to 12” DI pipe. For the sewer improvements in Village Plan 2, DR Horton 
is installing additional 21” PVC sewer pipe and three 5 foot manholes at the City’s 
request. The reimbursement amount for VP 1 is $333,864.38, and the reimbursement 
amount for VP 2 is $179,508, for a total reimbursement amount of $513,372.38. These 
amounts are dependent on DR Horton submitting receipts for these costs. This will save 
the City significant money as the reimbursements costs of having DR Horton install and 
upsize these improvements are significantly less than if the City made the improvements 
itself. 

 
D. Conclusion: The attached reimbursement agreements will benefit the City by providing 

additional and upsized public improvements at a lower cost to the City. 
 
Recommendation: Approval of the attached agreements. 
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PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 
EXTENSION AND REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT 

 
 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the ___ day of __________, 201_, by and 
between the CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, a Utah municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as 
the “City,” and D.R. Horton, Inc., a Delaware corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “Developer.” 
 

RECITALS: 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Planned Community Zone, the Developer is developing a master 
planned project known as Legacy Farms within the City at approximately 400 South Redwood Road 
(“Project”).  The Project will consist of multiple phases and plats, and will be developed and improved 
in accordance with the approved Community Plans and Village Plans, as well as the Master 
Development Agreement entered into between the City and the Developer (the "MDA").  The approved 
Community Plans, Villages Plans and MDA are collectively referred to herein as the Project Approvals 
with respect to each phase or plat of the Project that is the subject of such Project Approvals;  
 
 WHEREAS, the Developer is required by the Project Approvals to install certain public 
improvements within the Project and outside the boundaries of the Project; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions and standards set forth in Section 21 of the MDA, 
Developer is entitled to reimbursements for certain public improvements, including—as defined in the 
MDA—only "system improvements" and improvements oversized per City’s request.  This Agreement 
is intended to set forth the City's reimbursement obligations with respect to the public improvements 
described below, the Developers Obligations, and to confirm the manner and timing of such 
reimbursements for Plats 1-A, 1-B, 1-C, 1-D, 1-E, and 1-F of the Legacy Farms project which 
encompasses the proposed development area for Village Plan 1 (but does not preclude a separate 
reimbursement agreement for 400 South improvements).   
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
parties hereby agree as follows: 
 
 1. Improvements; Reimbursement Amounts. Developer agrees to install those 
improvements listed in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (hereinafter, 
the “Improvements”) at Developer’s cost and expense including, but not limited to, engineering, 
planning, surveying, design, materials, labor, easements, property, construction costs, and interest 
expense. Without limiting the general scope of the preceding sentence, the Improvements that Developer 
will install, and the reimbursements to be paid by the City, include the following items and amounts: 
  

 (i)  The secondary water system on the west side of Redwood Road, running from the 
intersection of Legacy Parkway southward, to the existing Secondary Water Line in Redwood 
Road just north of the intersection of Grandview Blvd. (approx. 5,350 linear feet).  As currently 
designed, the Project does not require more than the 10" PVC improvements described in Exhibit 
A (estimated costs of $166,309.00); however, in order to provide excess capacity to meet the 
anticipated needs of other future developments, at the request of the City, the Developer will 
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install the 12" DI improvements described in Exhibit A (estimated costs of $361,853.00). The 
cost differential between what is required for the Project and what the City has requested is 
estimated to be $195,544.00.  Hence, for these improvements, the reimbursement amount to be 
paid to Developer is estimated to be $195,544.00.  
 
 (ii) Developer will extend stubs to the East side of Redwood Road for the City to make 
future connections from proposed 12-inch secondary waterline in Redwood Road to two (2) 
locations on the east side of Redwood Road (one located at the intersection of Amber 
Road/Topaz Road and the other at the Intersection of Parkway Drive/Redwood Road) with an 
estimated total cost of $66,271.38, to be reimbursed 100% to Developer by the City. 
 
 (iii) The secondary water system from Redwood Road heading east at Legacy Parkway to 
Highpoint Drive then North to 400 South (approx. 1500 linear feet).  As currently designed, the 
Project does not require more than the 6" PVC improvements described in Exhibit A (estimated 
costs of $27,844.00); however, in order to provide excess capacity to meet the anticipated needs 
of other future developments, at the request of the City, the Developer will install the 12" DI 
improvements described in Exhibit A (estimated costs of $90,789.00). The cost differential 
between what is required for the Project and what the City has requested is estimated to be 
$62,936.00.  Hence, for these improvements, the reimbursement amount to be paid to Developer 
is estimated to be $62,936.00. 
 
 (iv)  Revised secondary water connection at the Grandview Intersection, connecting the 
12" Ductile Iron (DI) to the 16" DI line in the intersection of Grandview and Redwood Road, 
including the services, improvements and labor shown in Exhibit A (with estimated reimbursable 
costs of $9,113.00).  The City will reimburse Developer for said reimbursable amount as shown 
in Exhibit A.     
   
2. System Approval and Inspection.  Developer shall install the Improvements described 

above in accordance with City ordinances, standards, construction drawings, and Project Approvals. The 
Improvements shall be approved by the City, and inspections shall be conducted by the City to ensure 
that the Improvements are constructed per City standards.     
 

3.  Warranty and Dedication.  Upon completion, Developer shall deliver a certified set of 
as-built plans (in both paper and electronic format) along with the verified actual costs of construction of 
the Improvements and proof of payment of such costs. Upon successful completion of the Improvements 
and acceptance in writing by the City, Developer shall also provide a Warranty Bond in accordance with 
City ordinances to ensure that the Improvements remain in good condition and free from defects for a 
period of 1 year (the Warranty Bond may be on the same form as a Performance Bond).  Upon 
successful completion, approval by the City, posting of a Warranty Bond by Developer, and expiration 
of the Warranty period, the City shall accept, own, operate, and maintain the Improvements provided the 
Improvements have continued to meet City standards during the 1 year Warranty period.  Developer 
shall dedicate to the City ownership of all facilities, easements, and property necessary to properly 
operate and maintain the Improvements, and Developer will not retain any ownership interest of the 
dedicated Improvements. 
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 4. Payment of Reimbursement Amounts.  The City is obligated to reimburse Developer 
for each of the "reimbursement amounts" described in Section 1 above; provided, however, that the 
amounts to be reimbursed to Developer shall be based on the actual costs incurred by Developer (not the 
estimates) and no individual line-item cost shall exceed more than ten percent (10%) of the estimated 
costs as stated in this Agreement unless the City approves the change in writing and the base price in 
Exhibit A is amended accordingly.  The City shall satisfy its reimbursement obligations under this 
Agreement as follows: 
 

 (i) After said improvements have been constructed and installed, the actual expenses 
incurred by Developer for these improvements shall be verified, and the City shall reimburse 
Developer for the expenses (consistent with the provisions in Section 1 above) as follows: (i) 
first, to the fullest extent possible, the City shall reimburse Developer by cash payment; and (ii) 
if any amounts cannot be reimbursed by the City in cash, as determined by the City in its sole 
discretion, the remaining amount owed to Developer shall be reimbursed by providing the 
developer a credit against any secondary water impact fees outstanding. Developer shall pay any 
remaining balance not offset by such credits, or, if the cost of these improvements exceed the 
amounted owed by the developer for plats that have been previously recorded, the City shall 
provide the developer a credit against any future secondary water impact fees for plats not yet 
recorded. The full amount of the reimbursement obligations shall be satisfied using one or any 
combination of these methods.  To the extent the Developer has unused credits against secondary 
water impact fees, such credits shall be freely assignable by Developer to any person or entity so 
long as the City is notified of the assignment of the credits.  The City shall prepare an accounting 
of credits applied to secondary water impact fees and provide a copy of such accounting to 
Developer at least quarterly.  The credits granted hereunder shall never expire, and shall remain 
valid until all of the credits have been applied against secondary water impact fees. 
 

 For all reimbursements to be paid to Developer under this Agreement, the City shall take 
reasonable measures, as determined by the City in its sole discretion, to maximize the amount of the 
cash reimbursements to Developer, recognizing that Developer's preference is to receive cash 
reimbursements as soon as reasonably possible following completion of the improvements, rather than 
receiving credit against impact fees over time.  To the extent that impact fee credits are used to satisfy 
reimbursement obligations, the credits shall be sufficient to fully reimburse Developer by the time the 
last building permit is issued for this Project.  To the extent necessary, as set forth in Section 21(d) of the 
MDA, the City shall amend its Impact Fee Facilities Plans (the "IFFPs") to incorporate the system 
improvements as part of a funding plan (if the improvements are not already the subject of the City's 
IFFPs).    
 
 5. Full Compensation.  The Developer hereby agrees that the reimbursement amounts 
described in Sections 1 and 4 shall constitute the full and entire amount of reimbursement payable to 
Developer for the subject Improvements.  Developer shall not be entitled to any additional 
reimbursement, compensation, incentive, or other payment related to said Improvements.  When the 
City has fulfilled its reimbursement obligations under this Agreement, Developer agrees to waive any 
and all claims related to unconstitutional takings and illegal exactions related to any of the 
improvements listed herein.   
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 6. No Accrual of Interest.  The parties expressly agree that the reimbursement amounts to 
be paid to the Developer, as set forth in this Agreement, have not and shall not in the future accrue 
interest. 
 
 7.  Notices.  All notices, requests, demands, and other communications required under this 
Agreement, except for normal, daily business communications, shall be in writing. Such written 
communication shall be effective upon personal delivery to any party or upon being sent by overnight 
mail service, by facsimile (with verbal confirmation of receipt), or by certified mail, return receipt 
requested, postage prepaid, and addressed to the respective parties as follows: 
 

  If to the Developer:  D.R. Horton, Inc. 
      Attn: Boyd Martin 
      12351 South Gateway Park Place  

Suite D-100 
      Draper, UT 84020    
 
  With a copy to:  William Mayer 

Regional General Counsel-West Region 
501 W. Broadway, Suite 1200 

      San Diego, CA 92101 
 

  If to the City:   City of Saratoga Springs 
     Attn: City Engineer 
     1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
     Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
     Telephone: (801) 766-9793 
     Facsimile: (801) 766-9794 
 

With a copy to:   City of Saratoga Springs 
     Attn: City Manager 
     1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
     Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
     Telephone: (801) 766-9793 
     Facsimile: (801) 766-9794 
 

 
 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall remain in effect until Developer has been 
reimbursed in full for all reimbursement amounts described in this Agreement.   
 
 9. Validity and Severability.  If any section, clause or portion of this Agreement is 
declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction for any reason, the remainder shall not be affected 
thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 
 

10. Amendments.  This Agreement may be amended only in writing signed by the parties 
hereto. 
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 11.  No Joint Venture.  This Agreement does not create, and shall not be construed to create, 
a joint venture by the parties and no separate government entity is established by this Agreement. 
 
 12. Incorporation of Recitals.  The recitals above are incorporated herein by this reference 
as a part of this Agreement. 
 
 13.  Effect.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to modify, affect, or supersede the 
terms or provisions of the MDA or other Project Approvals.  Rather, this Agreement is intended to 
effectuate and implement the reimbursement obligations of the City as set forth in the MDA, and shall 
be construed and performed accordingly. 
 
 14. Assignment.  Developer may assign the rights and obligations under this Agreement to a 
third party (“assignee”) so long as the City agrees in writing, such approval not to be withheld 
unreasonably, and a written instrument is executed by the Developer and assignee clearly indicating the 
assignee’s rights and obligations and Developer’s continuing rights and obligations, if any.  
 
 15. Limitation of Damages.  In any action related to the obligations contained in this 
Agreement, the parties’ remedy for breach shall be limited to specific performance only. Also, 
Developer may not claim individual liability on the part of any City officer, employee, or official. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Reimbursement Agreement by 
and through their respective, duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first above written. 
 
ATTEST:      CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS   
    
  
By:              
      City Recorder     Mayor 
 
       “DEVELOPER”  
       D.R. Horton, Inc. 
 
       ________________________________ 
       By:       
       Its:      

 
State of     ) 
     :ss 
County of    ______) 
 
 On this _____day of __________ , 20 , personally appeared before me 
      [name of person(s)], whose identity is personally known to me or proved 
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who affirmed that he/she is the      
[title], of D.R. Horton, Inc., a Delaware corporation, and said document was signed by him/her in behalf 
of said corporation by authority of its bylaws or of a Resolution of its Board of Directors, and he/she 
acknowledged to me that said corporation executed the same. 
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        Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT A 
Secondary Water Improvements 
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PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 
EXTENSION AND REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT 

(Village Plan 2 - Legacy Farms) 
 
 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the ___ day of __________, 201_, by and 
between the CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, a Utah municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as 
the “City,” and D.R. Horton, Inc., a Delaware corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “Developer.” 
 

RECITALS: 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Planned Community Zone, the Developer is developing a master 
planned project known as Legacy Farms within the City at approximately 400 South Redwood Road 
(“Project”).  The Project will consist of multiple phases and plats, and will be developed and improved 
in accordance with the approved Community Plans and Village Plans, as well as the Master 
Development Agreement entered into between the City and the Developer (the "MDA").  The approved 
Community Plans, Villages Plans and MDA are collectively referred to herein as the Project Approvals 
with respect to each phase or plat of the Project that is the subject of such Project Approvals;  
 
 WHEREAS, the Developer is required by the Project Approvals to install certain public 
improvements within the Project and outside the boundaries of the Project; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions and standards set forth in Section 21 of the MDA, 
Developer is entitled to reimbursements for certain public improvements, including—as defined in the 
MDA—only "system improvements" and improvements oversized per City’s request.  This Agreement 
is intended to set forth the City's reimbursement obligations with respect to the public improvements 
described below, the Developer’s Obligations, and to confirm the manner and timing of such 
reimbursements for Plat 2-A of the Legacy Farms project which encompasses the proposed development 
area for Village Plan 2.     
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
parties hereby agree as follows: 
 
 1. Improvements; Reimbursement Amounts. Developer agrees to install those 
improvements listed in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (hereinafter, 
the “Improvements”) at Developer’s cost and expense including, but not limited to, engineering, 
planning, surveying, design, materials, labor, easements, property, construction costs, and interest 
expense. Without limiting the general scope of the preceding sentence, the Improvements that Developer 
will install, and the reimbursements to be paid by the City, include the following items and amounts: 
  

 (i)  A 21-inch PVC sewer line that begins at a manhole on the south side of Church Lot 1 
on Legacy Farms Plat 2-A, proceeds through the same lot to a manhole in School House Road 
and finally extends east ending at a manhole for future extension within the Legacy Farm project.  
The Project does not require the portion of the 21-inch pipeline and the 3 5-ft manholes which 
will be installed on the Church Lot 1.  The project does require an 8” PVC sewer pipeline in 
School House Road; however, in order to provide sewer capacity to meet the anticipated needs of 
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other developments, at the request of the City, the Developer will install the 21-inch sewer 
pipeline. For these improvements, the reimbursement amount to be paid to Developer is 
estimated and described in Exhibit A of this agreement.  The City agrees to reimburse 100% to 
the Developer for the portion of the work through Church Lot 1 and, for the remaining areas, the 
differential between what is required for the Project and what the City has requested, which is 
more accurately described and estimated in Exhibit A. 
 
  (ii)  A 21” PVC sewer pipeline that crosses the street at Saratoga Road and 
connects to the City's existing improvements in Saratoga Road.  As currently designed, the 
Project does not require more than the 8" PVC improvements described in Exhibit A; however, 
in order to provide excess capacity to meet the needs of development, at the request of the City, 
the Developer will install the 21” PVC improvements described in Exhibit A. The City agrees to 
reimburse the cost differential between what is required for the Project and what the City has 
requested, which is more accurately described in Exhibit A.  
 
2. System Approval and Inspection.  Developer shall install the Improvements described 

above in accordance with City ordinances, standards, construction drawings, and Project Approvals. The 
Improvements shall be approved by the City, and inspections shall be conducted by the City to ensure 
that the Improvements are constructed per City standards.     
 

3.  Warranty and Dedication.  Upon completion, Developer shall deliver a certified set of 
as-built plans (in both paper and electronic format) along with the verified actual costs of construction of 
the Improvements and proof of payment of such costs. Upon successful completion of the Improvements 
and acceptance in writing by the City, Developer shall also provide a Warranty Bond in accordance with 
City ordinances to ensure that the Improvements remain in good condition and free from defects for a 
period of 1 year (the Warranty Bond may be on the same form as a Performance Bond).  Upon 
successful completion, approval by the City, and posting of a Warranty Bond by Developer, and 
expiration of the Warranty period, the City shall accept, own, operate, and maintain the Improvements 
provided the Improvements have continued to meet City standards during the 1 year Warranty period.  
Developer shall dedicate to the City ownership of all facilities, easements, and property necessary to 
properly operate and maintain the Improvements, and Developer will not retain any ownership interest 
of the dedicated Improvements. 
 
 4. Payment of Reimbursement Amounts.  The City is obligated to reimburse Developer 
for each of the "reimbursement amounts" described in Section 1 above; provided, however, that the 
amounts to be reimbursed to Developer shall be based on the actual costs incurred by Developer (not the 
estimates) and no individual line-item cost shall exceed more than ten percent (10%) of the estimated 
costs as stated in this Agreement unless the City approves the change in writing and the base price in 
Exhibit A is amended accordingly.  The City shall satisfy its reimbursement obligations under this 
Agreement as follows: 
 

 (i) After said improvements have been constructed and installed, the actual expenses 
incurred by Developer for these improvements shall be verified, and the City shall reimburse 
Developer for the expenses (consistent with the provisions in Section 1 above) as follows: (i) 
first, to the fullest extent possible, the City shall reimburse Developer by cash payment; and (ii) 
if any amounts cannot be reimbursed by the City in cash, as determined by the City in its sole 
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discretion, the remaining amount owed to Developer shall be reimbursed by providing the 
developer a credit against any sanitary sewer impact fees outstanding. Developer shall pay any 
remaining balance not offset by such credits, or, if the cost of these improvements exceed the 
amounted owed by the developer for plats that have been previously recorded, the City shall 
provide the developer a credit against any future sanitary sewer impact fees for plats not yet 
recorded. The full amount of the reimbursement obligations shall be satisfied using one or any 
combination of these methods.  To the extent the Developer has unused credits against sanitary 
sewer impact fees, such credits shall be freely assignable by Developer to any person or entity so 
long as the City is notified of the assignment of the credits.  The City shall prepare an accounting 
of credits applied to sanitary sewer impact fees and provide a copy of such accounting to 
Developer at least quarterly.  The credits granted hereunder shall never expire, and shall remain 
valid until all of the credits have been applied against sanitary sewer impact fees. 
 

 For all reimbursements to be paid to Developer under this Agreement, the City shall take 
reasonable measures, as determined by the City in its sole discretion, to maximize the amount of the 
cash reimbursements to Developer, recognizing that Developer's preference is to receive cash 
reimbursements as soon as reasonably possible following completion of the improvements, rather than 
receiving credit against impact fees over time.  To the extent that impact fee credits are used to satisfy 
reimbursement obligations, the credits shall be sufficient to fully reimburse Developer by the time the 
last building permit is issued for this Project.  To the extent necessary, as set forth in Section 21(d) of the 
MDA, the City shall amend its Impact Fee Facilities Plans (the "IFFPs") to incorporate the system 
improvements as part of a funding plan (if the improvements are not already the subject of the City's 
IFFPs).    
 
 5. Full Compensation.  The Developer hereby agrees that the reimbursement amounts 
described in Sections 1 and 4 shall constitute the full and entire amount of reimbursement payable to 
Developer for the subject Improvements.  Developer shall not be entitled to any additional 
reimbursement, compensation, incentive, or other payment related to said Improvements.  When the 
City has fulfilled its reimbursement obligations under this Agreement, Developer agrees to waive any 
and all claims related to unconstitutional takings and illegal exactions related to any of the 
improvements listed herein.   
  
 6. No Accrual of Interest.  The parties expressly agree that the reimbursement amounts to 
be paid to the Developer, as set forth in this Agreement, have not and shall not in the future accrue 
interest. 
 
 7.  Notices.  All notices, requests, demands, and other communications required under this 
Agreement, except for normal, daily business communications, shall be in writing. Such written 
communication shall be effective upon personal delivery to any party or upon being sent by overnight 
mail service, by facsimile (with verbal confirmation of receipt), or by certified mail, return receipt 
requested, postage prepaid, and addressed to the respective parties as follows: 
 

  If to the Developer:  D.R. Horton, Inc. 
      Attn: Boyd Martin 
      12351 South Gateway Park Place  

Suite D-100 
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      Draper, UT 84020    
 
 
  With a copy to:  William Mayer 

Regional General Counsel-West Region 
501 W. Broadway, Suite 1200 

      San Diego, CA 92101 
 

  If to the City:   City of Saratoga Springs 
     Attn: City Engineer 
     1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
     Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
     Telephone: (801) 766-9793 
     Facsimile: (801) 766-9794 
 

  With a copy to:  City of Saratoga Springs 
     Attn: City Manager 
     1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
     Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
     Telephone: (801) 766-9793 
     Facsimile: (801) 766-9794 

 
 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall remain in effect until Developer has been 
reimbursed in full for all reimbursement amounts described in this Agreement.   
 
 9. Validity and Severability.  If any section, clause or portion of this Agreement is 
declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction for any reason, the remainder shall not be affected 
thereby and shall remain in full force and effect. 
 

10. Amendments.  This Agreement may be amended only in writing signed by the parties 
hereto. 
 
 11.  No Joint Venture.  This Agreement does not create, and shall not be construed to create, 
a joint venture by the parties and no separate government entity is established by this Agreement. 
 
 12. Incorporation of Recitals.  The recitals above are incorporated herein by this reference 
as a part of this Agreement. 
 
 13.  Effect.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to modify, affect, or supersede the 
terms or provisions of the MDA or other Project Approvals.  Rather, this Agreement is intended to 
effectuate and implement the reimbursement obligations of the City as set forth in the MDA, and shall 
be construed and performed accordingly. 
 
 14. Assignment.  Developer may assign the rights and obligations under this Agreement to a 
third party (“assignee”) so long as the City agrees in writing, such approval not to be withheld 
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unreasonably, and a written instrument is executed by the Developer and assignee clearly indicating the 
assignee’s rights and obligations and Developer’s continuing rights and obligations, if any.  
 
 15. Limitation of Damages.  In any action related to the obligations contained in this 
Agreement, the parties’ remedy for breach shall be limited to specific performance only. Also, 
Developer may not claim individual liability on the part of any City officer, employee, or official. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Reimbursement Agreement by 
and through their respective, duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first above written. 
 
ATTEST:      CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS   
    
  
By:              
      City Recorder     Mayor 
        

“DEVELOPER”  
 

       D.R. Horton, Inc. 
 
       ________________________________ 
       By:       
       Its:      

 
State of     ) 
     :ss 
County of    ______) 
 
 On this _____day of __________ , 20 , personally appeared before me 
      [name of person(s)], whose identity is personally known to me or proved 
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and who affirmed that he/she is the      
[title], of D.R. Horton, Inc., a Delaware corporation, and said document was signed by him/her in behalf 
of said corporation by authority of its bylaws or of a Resolution of its Board of Directors, and he/she 
acknowledged to me that said corporation executed the same. 
 
              
        Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT A 
Sanitary Sewer Improvements 

 
     



 

 

 RESOLUTION NO. R16-12 (2-16-16) 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, 
UTAH, APPROVING PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 
EXTENSION AND REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS 
FOR LEGACY FARMS VILLAGE PLAN 1 AND VILLAGE 
PLAN 2. 

  
WHEREAS, Developer is developing a subdivision within the City, which subdivision is 

known as Legacy Farms Village Plan 1 and Village Plan 2 (“Project”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Project requires certain facilities and improvements including roadway, 
water, irrigation, sewer, storm drain, and other improvements; and 

 
WHEREAS, Developer has agreed to complete certain improvements (“System 

Improvements”) within the Project above and beyond what is required to service the Project, 
which are more particularly enumerated in the Public Improvements Extension and 
Reimbursement Agreement (Village Plan 1 – Legacy Farms) and Public Improvements 
Extension and Reimbursement Agreement (Village Plan 2 – Legacy Farms) (“Agreements”), 
attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference made a part hereof; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will provide capacity that benefits neighboring 
properties and the City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will result in additional costs and the City wishes 
to provide Developer reimbursements as consideration and in satisfaction in whole of any 
additional expenses incurred by Developer relating to the System Improvements that will benefit 
other neighboring properties and the City. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga 
Springs, Utah that the Agreements attached as Exhibit A are approved and the Mayor is 
authorized to sign said Agreements. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
  
 PASSED AND APPROVED this ___ day of _____________, 2016 

 
      City of Saratoga Springs 
 
      _________________________ 
      Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________ 
City Recorder’s Office  



 

 

EXHIBIT A 



Kara Knighton, Planner I 
kknighton@saratogaspringscity.com 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
801-766-9793 x116  •  801-766-9794 fax 

      
 
 

City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Legacy Farms Village Plan 2 Plats 2A & 2B Agriculture Protection Area Removal 
Removal from Agriculture Protection Area 
Tuesday, February 16, 2016 
Possible Action 
 

Report Date:       Tuesday, February 9, 2016 
Applicant:  Krisel Travis, D.R. Horton 
Owner:      D.R. Horton 
Location:  ~137 E Legacy Parkway 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size:  Multiple; Plat A 9.709 acres, and B 13.710 acres (23.419 acres total) 
Parcel Zoning:  Planned Community (PC) 
Adjacent Zoning:    PC, R‐3 
Current Use of Parcel:   Agriculture 
Adjacent Uses:    Residential, Agriculture 
Previous Approvals:   (CC 10/6/2015) Removal of Agriculture Protection Area for Village 

Plan 1 Plats A, B, C, and D 
  (CC 12/1/2015) Preliminary Plat approval for 2A & 2B 
Type of Action:  Administrative 
Land Use Authority:  City Council 
Future Routing:  None 
Author:      Kara Knighton, Planner I 

 

 
A.  Executive Summary:   

In 2000, the City of Saratoga Springs approved the creation of an agriculture protection area 
consisting of 637.926 acres. The applicant is requesting the removal of the 23.419 acres included 
in the approved Legacy Farms Village Plan 2 Plats A, and B from this agriculture protection area 
to enable the Legacy Farms development to move forward. 

 
Recommendation:  

 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposal and vote to approve the removal 
of approximately 23.419 acres from the agriculture protection area based upon the analysis in 
this report and with the Findings and Conditions as stated in Section F of this report. 
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B.  Specific Request: The applicant is requesting the removal of ~23.419 acres from the agriculture 
protection area as shown in Exhibit B. The removal will enable the development of the Legacy 
Farms community.   

 
C.  Process: Section 19.21.09 outlines the process for removal of land from an Agriculture Protection 

Area: 
 

1. Any owner may remove land from an agriculture protection area within the incorporated 
area of the City of Saratoga Springs by filing a petition for removal of the land from the 
agriculture protection area with the City Council.  
 

2. The City Council shall: 
a. grant the petition for removing land from an agriculture protection area even if 

removal of the land would result in an agriculture protection area of less than the 
number of acres established by the City as the minimum under Section 19.21.03; 
and  

b. in order to give constructive notice of the removal to all persons who have, may 
acquire, or may seek to acquire an interest in land in or adjacent to the agriculture 
protection area and the land removed from the agriculture protection area, file a 
legal description of the revised boundaries of agriculture protection area with the 
City of Saratoga Springs, the County Recorder, and the Planning Commission. 

 
3.   The remaining land in the agriculture protection area is still an agriculture protection 

area. 
 
D.  Community Review: No public hearing is required, so no mailed or newspaper noticing was 

done. 
 
E.  Code Criteria: Section 19.21.09 states that the City Council must grant the petition, and does not 

articulate criteria for the petition. 
 
  The notice outlined in subsection 2.b is attached as Exhibit C along with the legal descriptions. 
 
  As a result of this petition, the acreage in the existing agriculture protection area will be reduced 

from ~574.702 acres to ~551.283 acres. These ~551.283 acres will continue to be an agriculture 
protection area until such time as additional requests for removal are submitted and approved. 

 
F.  Recommendation and Alternatives: 
 
  Staff recommends that the Council review the proposal and vote to make the following motion 

to approve the removal of ~23.419 acres from the Agriculture Protection Area based upon the 
analysis in this report and with the Findings as stated below. 

 
  “I move to APPROVE the removal of ~23.419 acres from the agriculture protection area and 

APPROVE the Notice of Removal contained in Exhibit C, with the Findings below.” 
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Findings  
1. The petition complies with Section 19.21.09 of the Land Development Code. 

 
Alternative Motion 
“I move to continue the petition to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on 
information and/ or changes needed to render a decision as follow:  
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
G.  Exhibit:   

A. Original Agriculture Protection Area Notice    (page 4) 
B. Schematic of Area to be Removed      (page 5) 
C. Notice of Removal and Legal Descriptions    (page 6‐8) 
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Exhibit A



LEGACY FARMS VILLAGE PLAN 2LEGACY FARMS VILLAGE PLAN 2

PLAT 2B

PLAT 2A

Agricultural Protection Zone Removal Map
Plat 2‐A and 2‐B
Legacy Farms VP 2

5
Exhibit B

KPTravis
Rectangle
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NOTICE OF REMOVAL OF PROPERTY FROM AGRICULTURE PROTECTION AREA 

Notice is hereby given to all persons who have, may acquire, or may seek to acquire an interest 

in land in or adjacent to, pursuant to the City of Saratoga Springs Agricultural Protection Area 

Ordinance, that a proposal for the removal of property from an agriculture protection area has 

been approved by the City of Saratoga Springs City Council with reference to the following real 

property situated in Saratoga Springs, State of Utah, and more particularly described as follows:  

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS CONTAINED IN EXHIBITS 1, and 2 

Contains approximately 23.419 acres 

Dated this _____ day of February, 2016.  

City of Saratoga Springs 

____________________________ 
Jim Miller, Mayor  

ATTEST:  

City Recorder 

By: ________________________ 

6
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 RESOLUTION NO. R16-13 (2-16-16) 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, REMOVING PROPERTY 
FROM AN AGRICULTURAL PROTECTION AREA. 

  
WHEREAS, DR Horton, developer of the Legacy Farms development (“Property”), has 

requested that land it owns in Plats 2A and 2B in Village Plan 2 be removed from an agricultural 
protection area pursuant to Utah Code Chapter 17-41, which property is more fully described in 
Exhibit A; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Utah Code § 17-41-306, the City Council is required to remove 
any land from an agricultural protection area if requested by the property owner; and 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Utah Code § 17-41-306, the City Council is required, after 

approval of the removal of land from an agricultural protection area, to file a legal description of 
the revised boundaries of the agriculture protection area or industrial protection area with the 
Utah County Recorder and the Saratoga Springs planning commission; and 

 
WHEREAS, this Resolution shall constitute the legal description of the revised 

boundaries of the agricultural protection area; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to remove the property from the agricultural 
protection area.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga 
Springs, Utah that the property described in Exhibit A be removed from an agricultural 
protection area pursuant to Utah Code § 17-41-306, that a copy of this Resolution be recorded 
with the Utah County Recorder, and that a copy thereof be forwarded to the Saratoga Springs 
Planning Commission. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
  
 PASSED AND APPROVED this ___ day of _____________, 2016 

 
      City of Saratoga Springs 
 
      _________________________ 
      Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________ 
City Recorder’s Office  
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Areas Removed From Agricultural Protection Area 
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Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x 106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 
 
 
 
 

City Council 
Staff Report 

Final Plat 
Lakeside Plat 27 
Tuesday, February 16, 2016 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    Tuesday, February 8, 2016 
Applicant/Owner: Woodside Homes of Utah, LLC  
Location:   ~2700 S Redwood Rd 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 59:012:0119, ~24.60 acres 
Parcel Zoning: R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development 
Adjacent Zoning: R-3, R-3 PUD 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 
Adjacent Uses: Single family residential, golf course, lake 
Previous Meetings: Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA, reviewed by PC 8/23/13  
 Lakeside 25, 26, and 27 concept plan reviewed by PC 10/23/14 

and by CC 11/18/14 
 Lakeside Plat 27 Preliminary Plat reviewed by PC 6/11/15 
Previous Approvals:  Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA, approved by CC 9/17/13  
 Lakeside Plat 27 Preliminary Plat approved by CC 7/7/15 
Type of Action: Administrative 
Land Use Authority: City Council (variations requested under PUD) 
Future Routing: Mylar to be recorded by City Recorder 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for approval of the Lakeside Plat 27 Final Plat located at approximately 2700 
South Redwood Road. The project consists of 24.60 acres with 69 lots and 4.48 acres of open 
space. Setback variations were approved by the City Council during the Preliminary Plat review. 
The Planning Director is usually the Land Use Authority for Final Plats, however the applicant is 
requesting additional setback variations as outlined later in this report, thus the request is being 
forwarded to the City Council.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting on the final plat, 
take public comment at their discretion, review and discuss the proposal, and choose 
from the options in Section H of this report. Options include approval, denial, or 
continuation.   

 
B. Background:  

This project falls within the Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA which was approved by the City 
Council on September 17, 2013. The Preliminary Plat was reviewed by the Planning Commission 
on June 11, 2015 and approved by the City Council on July 7, 2015.  
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C. Specific Request:  
The applicant is requesting Final Plat approval for Lakeside Plat 27 which included 69 single 
family building lots ranging in size from 7,000 to 16,748 square feet and 4.48 acres of open 
space. The applicant is also requested reduced setbacks as outlined later in this report.  
 

D. Process:  
Section 19.12.03 (3) states that the Planning Director is the approval authority for Final Plats, as 
outlined below. During the Preliminary Plat review the City Council approved setback variations. 
After further consideration, the applicant would like to request additional setback variations. 
Thus, the application will not be in compliance with the preliminary plat approval and is being 
forwarded to the City Council; Section 19.07 also requires variations to be approved by the City 
Council.  
 

E. Community Review:  
Community review is not required for final plat applications. The Planning Commission held a 
public hearing for the preliminary plat on June 11, 2015 and received public input at that 
meeting.  
 

F. General Plan:  
The General Plan designates this area for Low Density Residential. The General Plan states that 
areas designated as Low Density Residential are “designed to provide areas for residential 
subdivisions with an overall density of 1 to 4 units per acre.  This area is to be characterized by 
neighborhoods with streets designed to the City’s urban standards, single-family detached 
dwellings and open spaces.”   
 
Finding: consistent. The density within the plat does not exceed four units per acre and is 
consistent with the general plan. (69 units/(24.60 acres – 1.97 acres of sensitive lands)=3.05 
units/acre) 
 

G. Code Criteria:  
The requirements for this property are governed by the Land Development Code and the “Master 
Development Agreement for Saratoga Springs Development (Lakeside) Plats 14, 16A, 25, 26 and 
27” (the MDA). The property is zoned R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit 
Development; Section 19.04.11 regulates the R-3 zone. Chapter 19.07 regulates PUD’s. Pertinent 
sections and Chapters along with the requirements of the MDA are reviewed below.  
 
Master Development Agreement 
Density: complies. The MDA allows up to 229 single family units within plats 25, 26, and 27 
and a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet. The proposed final plat for plat 27 includes 69 lots 
that are 7,000 square feet or larger.  
 
Infrastructure Requirements: According to the MDA, the developer will be required to 
complete the following items as described in the MDA: 
 

• Water: The MDA requires a 10” culinary waterline in Redwood Road and Shorewood 
Drive to be constructed with the first plat, unless already installed per City standards. 
The MDA requires an 8” secondary waterline in Shorewood Drive to be constructed 
within each phase.  

o Complies with revisions approved by City Engineer. Since recording the 
MDA, the City has done additional investigation and current modeling determined 
this will not be useful. The utility plans comply with current City master plans.  
 

• Sewer: An 8” sewer main is required along Shorewood Drive to Redwood Road with the 
development of Plat 27.  

o Complies with revisions approved by City Engineer.  The sewer line shown 
on the plans does not go all the way to Redwood Road. The City Engineer has 
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reviewed this and determined that it is not necessary for the sewer line to go all 
the way to Redwood Road. The homes west of Redwood Road already exist and 
will not tie into the sewer system at this location. Property to the south will tie 
into the sewer system through internal roads within Lakeside Plats 26 and 27.  
 

• Storm Water: complies. No lot shall contain any portion of land that is at or below the 
100-year storm event high water elevation. All trails and home finish floor elevations, 
except a lakeshore trail, shall be a minimum of 1 foot above the 100-year high water 
mark.  
 

• Roads: complies. The MDA states “Shorewood Drive shall be completed through plats 
25, 26, and 27 and connect to Redwood Road and must be bonded for and constructed 
in connection with the first to be developed of Plats 26 or 27 or at such time that the 
next subdivision plat will result in more than 200 lots being accessed only by Shorewood 
Drive.” Plat 27 includes 69 lots and does not result in more than 200 lots being accessed 
by Shorewood Drive; thus, only the segment of Shorewood that is within Plat 27 will be 
constructed with Plat 27. Exhibit G contains road cross sections for the roads in Plats 25, 
26 and 27 that were approved with the MDA. The proposed roads comply with these 
cross sections and are required to be private roads, owned and maintained by an HOA.  
 

Open Space Requirements: The MDA outlines specific open space requirements, as reviewed 
below.    

• Trails: complies.   
1. Lakeshore Trail: The lakeshore trail east of Plat 23, to the south boundary of Plat 

25, shall be completed or bonded for prior to recording Plat 27.The construction 
drawings for this section of the trail have been approved by the City Engineer 
and the trail shall be bonded for prior to recordation of the final plat; this is a 
condition of approval. 

2. Drainage Channel Trail: A trail is required in the drainage channel. The plans 
indicate the required trail. 

3. Redwood Road Trail: The trail along Redwood Road, within Plat 27, shall be 
constructed with Plat 27. The plans indicate the required trail.  
 

• Open Space: complies. 15% of the project area shall be comprised of open space and 
must meet the Land Development Code requirements for open space. The Code allows 
that no more than 50% of the required open space may be comprised of sensitive lands.  

o Plat 27 is 24.60 total acres with 4.48 acres (18.2%) of open space. Sensitive 
lands include the drainage channel and the detention basin, equaling 1.97 acres 
or 44% of 4.48 acres. An open space exhibit is attached.  
 

• Amenities: complies with HOA request. The MDA requires a bird watching tower, 
restroom, and parking area with the future Plat 26. The Land Development Code requires 
that the open space meet the “minimal recreational needs of the residents”. Staff 
recommends a recreational amenity within Plat 27 near the open space frontage on 
Waterview Way. However, the applicant has discussed this with the Saratoga Springs 
Owners Association (SSOA) and the SSOA prefers future amenities be located in Plats 25 
and 26 (see attached letter).  

 
Section 19.04.11, Low Density Residential (R-3) 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  “Single Family Dwellings” are a permitted use in 
the R-3 zone. The proposed preliminary plat indicates 69 single-family lots for single family 
dwellings; the proposed use is a permitted use in the R-3 zone. 
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies with the MDA. The minimum lot size allowed by the MDA is 
7,000 square feet. All lots comply with this requirement. Corner lots are 10% larger than the 
minimum. 
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Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies with variations granted by City Council.  
The R-3 zone requires front setbacks of 25 feet, side setbacks of 8 feet and 12 feet, and rear 
setbacks of 25 feet. For corner lots the minimum setback is 25 feet in the front and 20 feet on 
the side. Setbacks may be reduced through the PUD process and the City Council approved the 
following variations on July 7, 2015 with the Preliminary Plat approval:  
 
 Front: 20’ to the living space and 25’ to the garage 

Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’) 
Street Side Yard: 20’  
Rear: 15’  

 
After further review the applicant would like to amend their setback request and they are asking 
for additional setback variations, as detailed below. If a 15’ front yard setback is approved the 
homes will be 24.5 feet from the back of curb, as the park strip is 9.5’ deep in this development.    
 
 Front: 15’ to the living space and 20’ to the garage 

Corner Lot Front Setback: 20’ 
 Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’) 
 Rear: 15’ 

Street Side Yard: 15’  
 
The requested setbacks are shown on the details below.  

 
 
Staff finding: consistent w ith other 
plats in SSD. There are other plats in 
the Saratoga Springs Development with 
similar setbacks. Specifically, plat 24 was 
approved with front and rear setbacks of 
15’, side setbacks of 5’ and corner side 
setbacks of 20’. During the Preliminary 
Plat review there was concern over 
whether or not a 15’ street side setback 
would impede upon the clear sight 
triangle. The applicant prepared the 
diagram to the right to demonstrate 
compliance with the code.  
 
Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every 
lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width 
at the front building setback. The plans 
indicate compliance.  
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Minimum Lot Frontage: complies. Every lot in this zone shall have at least 35 feet of 
frontage along a public street. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.  
 
Fencing: complies.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 
space, parks, trails, and easement corridors.  The Code also states that in an effort to promote 
safety for citizens using these trail corridors and security for home owners, fences shall be semi-
private. The landscape plans indicate 6’ semi-private tan vinyl fencing around open space. The 
fencing is 3’ tall within 30’ of the right of way.   
 
Chapter 19.07.09.  PUD Plan Approval. 
Section 19.07.09 states “PUD is reviewed in a three-step process: 1) concept plan review, 2) 
preliminary plat review, 3) final plat review.”  
 
1. Concept Plan Review: 

This section requires Conceptual plan review prior to preliminary plat review.   
 

Staff finding: complies. The proposed layout is similar to the conceptual layouts presented to 
the Planning Commission and City Council in 2014 (PC 10/23/14, CC 11/18/14) with changes that 
were reviewed and approved during the Preliminary Plat review.  
 
2. Preliminary PUD Plat Review: 

This section requires the preliminary PUD plans to comply with the project densities, 
density bonuses, clustering, preservation of open space, etc. and requires the 
architectural plans to be reviewed. The architectural elevations are required to be 
reviewed by the Urban Design Committee prior to review by the Planning Commission, 
and should demonstrate continuity and uniform architectural themes, features, and styles 
for all structures within the project, including types of materials. The Planning 
Commission shall hold a public hearing and “either recommend approval, approval with 
conditions, or denial of the application to the City Council.” Following the Planning 
Commission’s action, the application shall be forwarded to the City Council for action.  

 
Staff finding: complies. The architectural packet was reviewed by the Urban Design 
Committee on February 27, 2015 which was prior to review by the Planning Commission on June 
11, 2015. The Planning Commission recommended approval, after which the City Council 
approved the application on July 7, 2015.  
 
3. Final PUD Plat Review:  

This section requires final plats to be prepared in compliance “with the action of the City 
Council on any preliminary plat application” and shall also comply with any conditions of 
the preliminary plat approval. The City Council shall review the final plat plans for 
compliance with the conditions of the preliminary plat plans at a later date.  

 
Staff finding: can comply. This final plat application is being presented to the City Council. 
The applicant is requesting a modification from the Preliminary Plat approval and is requesting 
additional setback reductions as outlined previously in this report. The requested setbacks are 
subject to approval by the City Council.  

 
H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

Staff recommends that the City Council review the details in this report and the attached 
checklist, review the final plat and associated landscape and trail plans, discuss the proposed 
setback variations, and choose from the following options.  
 
Staff Recommended Option - Approval 
“I move that the City Council approve the Lakeside Plat 27 Final Plat, located at approximately 
2700 South Redwood Road, with the findings and conditions listed in the staff report.”  

 



 - 6 - 

Findings: 
1. Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as 

a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners 
within 300 feet of the subject property. 

2. The proposed final plat is consistent with the General Plan as explained in the findings in 
Section “F” of this report, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.   

3. The proposed final plat is consistent with the MDA as outlined in Section “G” of this 
report, which section is incorporated herein by reference.  

4. The proposed final plat meets all the requirements in the Land Development Code and 
the MDA as explained in the findings in Section “G” of this report, which findings are 
incorporated herein by this reference.  

 
Conditions: 

1. That all requirements of the City Engineer be met, including those listed in the attached 
report. 

2. That all requirements of the City Fire Chief be met.  
3. The lakeshore trail between Plat 23 and Plat 25 shall be bonded for prior to recordation 

of the final plat. Anticipated permit fees for obtaining the required permits for this trail 
shall be included in the bond and the bond shall be for a one year time frame.  

4. The setbacks are approved as proposed: 
1. Front: 15’ to the living space and 20’ to the garage 
2. Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’), Corner side: 20’  
3. Rear: 15’  

5. The Applicant shall coordinate with the Army Corp of Engineers to determine if a permit 
is necessary for the required drainage channel improvements.  

6. Per the letter from the HOA, additional recreational amenities shall be proposed with 
plats 25 and 26.  

7. A sign permit application with additional detail is required prior to installation of the sign.  
8. All other code requirements shall be met.  

 
 
Alternative 1 - Continuance 
The City Council may also choose to continue the item. “I move to continue the Final Plat to 
another meeting on [DATE], with direction to the applicant and Staff on information and / or 
changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
Alternative 2 – Denial 
The City Council may also choose to deny the application. “I move to deny the Lakeside Plat 27 
Final Plat, located at approximately 2700 South Redwood Road, with the Findings below: 

1. The final plat is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated by the City 
Council: _____________________________________________, and/or, 

2. The final plat is not consistent with Section [19.04,  of the Code, as articulated by 
the City Council: ____________________________________________________, 
and/or 

3. The final plat does not comply with the MDA, as articulated by the City Council: 
____________________________________________________. 

 
I. Exhibits: 

1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Aerial Map 
4. Letter from HOA regarding amenities 
5. Planning Review Checklist 

6. Clear Sight Triangle Detail  
7. Final Plat 
8. Open Space Exhibit 
9. Landscape Plans 
10. Lakeshore Trail Plans 

 



 
City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Lakeside Plat 27 
Date: February 1, 2016 
Type of Item:   Final Plat Approval 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a final plat application. Staff has reviewed the submittal and 

provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant: Woodside Homes of Utah LLC 
Request:  Final Plat Approval 
Location: Lakeside Community 
Acreage:  24.61 acres - 69 lots 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of final plat subject to the following conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   
 

A. Developer shall bury and/or relocate any power lines that are within or adjacent to this plat.    
   
B. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate all geotechnical 

recommendations as per the applicable soils report. 
 
C. Developer shall provide end of road and end of sidewalk signs per MUTCD at all applicable 

locations. 
 
D. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within pedestrian corridors. 
 
E. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be complied with and 

implemented into the Final plat and construction drawings. 
 
F. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located in the public 

right-of-way 
 
G. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, UPDES and 

NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. Project must meet the City Ordinance for 
Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all developed property) and shall identify an acceptable 
location for storm water detention. All storm water must be cleaned as per City standards to 
remove 80% of Total Suspended Solids and all hydrocarbons and floatables. 

 
H. Developer shall comply with all the “Master Development Agreement for Saratoga Springs 

Development (Lakeside) Plats 14, 16A, 25, 26 and 27” . 
 
I. Developer shall connect to the existing culinary and secondary waterline at the end of Plat 24 and 

shall extend a 10” culinary and secondary waterline along Shorewood Drive to Driftwood Drive and 
stub to the south to allow for their extension to and through the Mallard Bay Project. A 10” RPZ 
cross connection shall be made at the intersection of Shorewood Drive and Driftwood Drive to 



provide adequate secondary pressures. 
 
J. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements.  
 
K. Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to recordation of plats. 
 
L. Submittal of a Mylar and electronic version of the as-built drawings in AutoCAD format to the City 

Engineer is required prior acceptance of site improvements and the commencement of the 
warranty period.  

 
M. Submit easements for all off-site utilities not located in the public right-of-way. 
 
N. Developer may be required by the Saratoga Springs Fire Chief to perform fire flow tests prior to 

final plat approval and prior to the commencement of the warranty period.  
 
O. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all lots and shall stabilize and reseed all 

disturbed areas. 
 

P. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to future homeowners due to the 
grading practices employed during construction of these plats.   

 
Q. Developer shall complete all half width improvements along Redwood Road as per the City’s 

Transportation Master Plan and the Engineering Standards and Specifications including a 10’ 
shoulder/bike lane and a meandering 8-ft concrete trail and landscaping. The 8-ft trail may be 
asphalt as long as the homeowners association maintains, repairs and replaces the trail as 
necessary to ensure the trail remains in a safe and passable condition. The maintenance of said trail 
shall include snow removal and other necessary maintenance to the trail pavement.  

 
R. No Sewer Mains or manholes shall be located in residential lots. Any realignment of existing sewer 

CANNOT result in a loss in capacity in the sewer system. 
 
S. Natural drainages shall be left unimproved and no lot boundary shall contain any portion of a 

drainage that is inundated, at any time, during the 100-year storm event as defined by NOAA. All 
trails and home finish floor elevations shall be a minimum of 1-foot above the 100-year high water 
mark of any adjacent drainage, lake, or waterway 

 
T. The trail and the manicured landscaped parkway along Redwood Road from Fairway Boulevard to 

the south end of Plat 27 shall be bonded for and constructed with the development of Plat 27. This 
area shall be dedicated to and maintained by the HOA after the warranty period. 

 
U. Developer shall remove the invasive vegetation from and stabilize natural drainage channels. 

Stabilization measures must be adequate for 100-yr velocities. Developer shall obtain any 
necessary permits from the Army Corp of Engineers as necessary for improvements or grading 
within natural drainages. 

 
V. All detention basins shall meet City standards including a 12’ minimum paved access road to inlet 

and outlet structures and low flows piped through the proposed basins. Interior and exterior slopes 
shall be 3:1 max. 

 
W. No lot shall contain any portion of land that is at or below the 100-year storm event high water 

elevation. All trails and home finish floor elevations, except a lakeshore trail, shall be a minimum of 
1 foot above the 100-year high water mark.  
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EX 4: LETTER FROM HOA REGARDING AMENITIES



APPLICATION REVIEW CHECKLIST 
(8/20/2014 Format) 

    Application Information 

Date Received:  10/15/15 
Project Name:  Lakeside 27 Final Plat 
Project Request / Type: Final Plat 
Body:  Planning Director 
Meeting Type:  N/A 
Applicant: Woodside Homes of Utah, LLC (Derek Terry) 
Owner (if different):  same 
Location: ~2700 S Redwood Rd 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) and size: 59:012:0119, ~24.60 acres 
General Plan Designation: LDR 
Zone:  R-3 PUD 
Adjacent Zoning: R3, R-3 PUD 
Current Use:  vacant 
Adjacent Uses:  golf course, undeveloped, residential  
Previous Meetings:  CC approval of Prelim Plat on 7/7/15 

PC review of prelim Plat on 6/11/15 
Land Use Authority: Planning Director for final plats that comply with prelim 
Future Routing: Mylar can be recorded with City Recorder 
Planner: Sarah Carroll  

             Section 19.13 – Application Submittal 

• Application Complete: yes
• Rezone Required: no

o Zone: R-3 PUD
• General Plan Amendment required: no

o Designation: LDR
• Additional Related Application(s) required: none

    Section 19.13.04 – Process 

• DRC: 10/26/15, 11-9-15 – need letter from HOA regarding amenities (this has been submitted)
• UDC: Elevations reviewed with Prelim plat
• Neighborhood Meeting: N/A
• PC: N/A for final plat

EX 5: PLANNING REVIEW CHECKLIST



• CC: N/A for final plat  
                                                                 General Review       
 
Building Department 

• No comments received  
 
Fire Department 

• No comments received  
 
GIS / Addressing 

• GIS has reviewed addresses 
 
Urban Design Committee – 19.14.04 

• Elevations were reviewed and approved with the Preliminary Plat submittal 
 
                                                                    Code Review      

  
• 19.04, Land Use Zones: Complies  

o Zone: R-3 PUD 
o Use: Single family residential lots 
o Density:  
o Setbacks: Complies with PUD variations granted by CC with Prelim Plat approval on 7/7/15 

• Front: 20’ to the living space and 25’ to the garage 
• Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’), Corner side: 20’ 
• Rear: 15’  
• Applicant would like to go back to CC on 2/16/16 and ask for a front yard setback of 15’ 

prior to recordation 
o Lot width, size: Complies. Lots may be 7,000 square feet min per the MDA, lots are 70’ wide per 

PUD variations granted by the City Council on 7/7/15 
o Dwelling/Building size/Height: reviewed by building department with bldg. permits 
o Open Space / Landscaping: Complies with MDA 

 15% required and provided. See letter from HOA. They prefer amenities in future phases 
(plats 25 and 26) Plat 27 is 24.60 total acres with 4.48 acres (18.2%) of open space.  

o Sensitive Lands: Complies with code and MDA  
o Sensitive lands include the drainage channel and the detention basin, equaling 1.97 acres 

or 44% of 4.48 acres. An open space exhibit is attached.  
o Trash: individual trash cans will be used.  

 
• 19.05, Supplemental Regulations: complies.  

o Flood Plain – N/A 
o Water & sewage – will connect to City Infrastructure 
o Transportation Master Plan – Redwood Road Right of way dedication included on plat 
o Minimum height of dwellings – reviewed with building permits 

EX 5: PLANNING REVIEW CHECKLIST



o Property access – Complies with MDA (see staff report) 
 

• 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing: Complies  
o Landscaping Plan: plans were provided with the preliminary plat application 
o Planting Standards & Design: Landscape plans have been provided and include sod, planter beds, 

trees and shrubs.  
o Amount: complies - The plans include 18.2% open space  
o Fencing & Screening: complies - 6’ vinyl semi-private tan fencing is indicated on the landscape 

plans. (drops to 3’ in clear sight triangle) 
o Clear Sight Triangle: complies – fencing is reduced to 3’ in the front yard setbacks and clear sight 

triangles.  
 

• 19.09, Off Street Parking: complies 
o Each home will have a 2-car garage and 20’ driveways.  

 
• 19.10, Hillside Development: N/A 

 
• 19.12, Subdivisions 

o General 
o Procedure / submittal requirements 
o Preliminary / Final / Condo / Minor / property line adjustments / plat amendment 
o Layout, lot design, phasing 

 
• Section 19.13, Process 

o General Considerations: Drainage channel is being preserved and revegetated  
o Notice / Land Use Authority: Planning Director for Final plats  
o Development Agreement / MDA: Plans comply with MDA 

 
• 19.18, Signs  

o L202 shows a monument sign with note “text and materials by owner”. A sign permit application 
with additional detail is required prior to installation.   

 
• 19.25, Lake Shore Trail: required per MDA – plans have been reviewed and approved by Engineering  

 
• 19.27, Addressing 

o Addresses have been reviewed by GIS 
 

EX 5: PLANNING REVIEW CHECKLIST



EX 6: CLEAR SIGHT FOR CORNER LOT
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EX 9: LANDSCAPE PLANS
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City Council Staff Report 

 
Authors:  Kevin Thurman, City Attorney  
Subject:  Reimbursement Agreement with SCP Fox Hollow, LLC  
Date:  February 16, 2016 
Type of Item:   Legislative, Policy Decision  
 
Summary: Consideration of a Reimbursement Agreement with SCP Fox Hollow, LLC. 
 
Description: 

 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the approval of a Reimbursement Agreement with SCP Fox Hollow, LLC 
for the installation of culinary and secondary waterlines in Villages Parkway in 
conjunction with the development of neighborhood 6.   
 
B. Background:  
 
SCP Fox Hollow (aka J.F. Capital) (hereinafter “developer”) has been working with the 
City to ensure their infrastructure designs not only serve their project needs but also 
address existing issues the City has identified in this area. In review of the City’s 
Culinary and Secondary Water Master Plans, the City requested the developer install 
additional Zone 3 water mains in Villages Parkway to provide additional system capacity 
in this water zone to meet the needs of areas of Zone 3 adjacent to the Villages at 
Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) development as growth continues. Staff notified the 
developer of the potential for reimbursement for the installation of these waterlines 
subject to City Council approval, and the developer has agreed to the proposed waterline 
installation. 
 
C. Analysis:   
 
The Developer has agreed to install the requested upsized improvements for an estimated 
reimbursement of $177,445.49. This reimbursement amount could be offset by 
reimbursement amounts owed by developer to City pursuant to the Development and 
Reimbursement Agreement dated November 13, 2012 and recorded with the Utah County 
Recorder under Entry Number 103984:2012. The reimbursement amount, subject to 
submittal of final receipts and execution of the attached agreement, is as follows: 
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1,760 LF of 8-in and 10-in Culinary Waterline: $89,440.96 
 

1,730 of 8-in Secondary Waterline:   $88,004.53 
 

Total Eligible Reimbursable Expenses:  $177,445.49 
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council approve the reimbursement 
agreement SCP Fox Hollow, LLC in the amount of $177,445.49. This amount could be 
offset by reimbursement amounts owed by the Developer or impact fee credits charged.  
 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the City Council approve the attached 
Reimbursement Agreement and resolution.  
 
Attachments: Resolution and Reimbursement Agreement. 
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REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS 
 
 This Reimbursement Agreement and Release of All Claims (hereinafter “Agreement”) is made 
and entered into as of the ___ day of _____________, 2016, by and between CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS, a Utah municipal corporation, (the  “City”), and JF Capital, a Utah Limited Liability Company 
(the “Developer”). 
 

RECITALS: 
  

WHEREAS, Developer is developing subdivisions within the City, which subdivision plats will 
be recorded as The Village of Fox Hollow, Neighborhoods 6-1, 6-2, 6-4A, 6-4B, 6-5, and 6-7 (“Project”); 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the Project requires certain facilities and improvements including roadway, water, 
irrigation, sewer, storm drain, and other improvements; and 

 
WHEREAS, Developer has agreed to complete certain improvements (“System Improvements”) 

within the Project above and beyond what is required to service the Project, which are more particularly 
described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will provide capacity that benefits neighboring 
properties and the City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will result in additional costs and the City wishes to 
provide Developer reimbursements as consideration and in satisfaction in whole of any additional 
expenses incurred by Developer relating to the System Improvements that will benefit other neighboring 
properties and the City; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the 
parties hereby agree as follows: 
 
 

AGREEMENT 
 
1. CONSIDERATION 

 
As a compromise and full settlement of all claims which Developer may have against the City, 

Developer agrees to accept the consideration provided for in this Agreement and to withdraw with 
prejudice and waive any and all claims it may have against the City for compensation, reimbursement, 
capacity reservations, and credits with regard to the System Improvements.  Developer agrees to comply 
with the provisions in this Agreement and to install the System Improvements.  

 
2. REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES 
 

Developer and City hereby agree that the following enumerates in full the estimated additional 
expenses (and as evidenced by Developer’s bid from more particularly described in Exhibit A, attached 
hereto and by this reference made a part hereof) incurred by Developer to install the System 
Improvements (the “Reimbursable Expenses”): 
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Neighborhood 6 Culinary and Secondary Waterlines 
 
Approx. 1,760 LF of 8-in and 10-in Culinary Waterline:      $89,440.96 

 
Approx. 1,730 of 8-in Secondary Waterline:      $88,004.53 

 
Total Eligible Reimbursable Expenses:    $177,445.49 
 
 
Subject to the terms of this agreement, Developer agrees to accept a reimbursement in an amount 

up to the Total Eligible Expenses of $177,445.49 (“Reimbursement”) as satisfaction in whole of City’s 
obligations under this agreement. 

 
3. ADDITIONAL TERMS OF REIMBURSEMENT 
 

As material consideration of the Reimbursement, installation of the System Improvements, and 
other provisions of this Agreement, Developer and City agrees as follows: 

 
A. Reimbursement shall be primarily based upon the unit prices and quantities specified in 

Exhibit A. Exhibit A represents plan quantities while final reimbursement shall be based 
on the actual quantities and measurements of work performed during the installation of 
the System Improvements as evidenced by material tickets and invoices. In no case shall 
the City be obligated to reimburse Developer for an item until sufficient evidence is 
provided as to the actual quantities and prices of the installed and accepted System 
Improvements.  In addition, in no case shall the City be obligated to reimburse Developer 
for expenses that exceed the total amount of $177,445.49. Further, in no case shall City 
reimburse Developer for any labor, products, tools, equipment, plant, transportation, 
services, incidentals, erection, installation costs, overhead, or any item not listed in 
Exhibit A. Prior to reimbursement, the following requirements must be met:  
 

i. Developer shall submit a request for reimbursement in writing after full 
installation. 
 

ii. Developer shall post applicable performance and warranty bonds in accordance 
with City ordinances to guarantee the installation and workmanship of the 
System Improvements and to ensure that the System Improvements remain in 
good condition and free from defects for a period of one (1) year, in accordance 
with City ordinances, regulations, and standards.   

 
iii. City must approve the System Improvements in writing in connection with the 

standard inspections conducted by City to ensure that the System 
Improvements are constructed per City standards.  

 
iv. Developer shall deliver a certified set of as-built plans (in both paper and 

electronic format) along with the verified actual costs of construction of the 
Improvements.   

 
B. The City may choose to offset the Reimbursement by reimbursement amounts owed by 

developer to City pursuant to the Development and Reimbursement Agreement dated 
November 13, 2012 and recorded with the Utah County Recorder under Entry Number 
103984:2012.   
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4.   MUTUAL RELEASE OF CLAIMS 
 

In return for the Reimbursement and installation of the System Improvements, as well as all other 
promises, covenants, and consideration in this Agreement, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged and accepted, each party hereby fully and completely releases and forever discharges the 
other party, its elected officials, officers, agents, servants, employees, and former elected officials, 
officers, agents, servants, and employees from any and all claims, damages, and demands of every nature 
whatsoever which were asserted, could have been asserted, or will be asserted by either party arising out 
of and pertaining to each party’s obligations for the System Improvements, including but not limited to 
any claims for impact fee credits, illegal exactions, reimbursements, or credits because of Developer’s 
installation of the System Improvements. 

 
5.   AUTHORITY TO SETTLE; INDEMNIFICATION 
 
 As an express condition of this Agreement, the signor below represents and warrants that he and 
Developer:  
 

A. have the power to enter into and perform this Agreement;  
B. are the lawful representatives of the Developer; 
C. are the sole owner(s), assignee(s), heir(s), obligor(s), beneficiary(ies), etc. of the Project 

and the consideration in this Agreement;   
D. have not transferred, assigned, or sold, or promised to transfer, assign, or sell their 

interest in the Project; and   
E. shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City with respect to any future claim 

related to this Agreement and with respect to any claim against the City for 
compensation, reimbursement, reservation of capacities, and credits for the installation of 
the System Improvements brought against the City by any party, person, entity, 
corporation, homeowners association, government entity, third party, etc. 

 
6.         PARTIES REPRESENTATIVES; NOTICES 

 
 All notices, demands, and requests required or permitted to be given hereunder shall be in writing 
and shall be deemed duly given if delivered in person or after three business days if mailed by registered 
or certified mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the following: 

 
If to Developer: 
 

JF Capital 
Attn: Chad Bessinger 
1148 W. Legacy Crossing Blvd Ste 400 
Centerville, Utah 84014 

   
If to City: 
 

City of Saratoga Springs 
Attn: City Manager – Mark Christensen 
1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
Telephone: (801) 766-9793 
Facsimile: (801) 766-9794 
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Either party shall have the right to specify in writing another name or address to which subsequent notices 
to such party shall be given.  Such notice shall be given as provided above.  
 
7. COMPLETE AGREEMENT, MODIFICATION 
  

This Agreement, together with the attached exhibits, constitutes the entire agreement between the 
parties and supersedes and replaces any and all prior negotiations, representations, warranties, 
understandings, contracts, or agreements, whether written or oral, between the parties on all matters.  This 
Agreement cannot be modified except by written agreement between the Parties.  
 
8. SETTLEMENT 
 
 The undersigned certifies that he or she has read this Agreement, that it: 
 

A. voluntarily enters into it of its own free will;  
B. has had ample opportunity to review this Agreement with legal counsel;   
C. is a legally incorporated entity;  
D. has performed all corporate formalities to execute this Agreement; and   
E. accepts the consideration set forth herein is in full accord and satisfaction of claims which 

it may have with respect to the subject matter. 
 
9. ATTORNEY FEES 
 

Each party hereto shall bear its own attorneys’ fees and costs arising from the actions of its own 
counsel in connection with this Agreement and the subject matter. In any action of any kind relating to 
this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to collect reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs from 
the non-prevailing party in addition to any other recovery to which the prevailing party is entitled. 
 
10.        GOVERNMENTAL IMMUNITY 
 

Nothing in this Agreement shall adversely affect any immunity from suit, or any right, privilege, 
claim, or defense, which the City or its employees, officers, and directors may assert under state or federal 
law, including but not limited to The Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, Utah Code Ann. §§ 63G-7-
101 et seq., (the “Act”).  All claims against the City or its employees, officers, and directors are subject to 
the provisions of the Act, which Act controls all procedures and limitations in connection with any claim 
of liability. 

 
11.   MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

A. If, after the date hereof, any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid, illegal, or 
unenforceable under present or future law effective during its term, such provisions shall be 
fully severable.  In lieu thereof, there shall be added a provision, as may be possible, that give 
effect to the original intent of this Agreement and is legal, valid, and enforceable.  

B. The validity, construction, interpretation, and administration of this Agreement shall be 
governed by the laws of the State of Utah. 

C. All titles, headings, and captions used in this Agreement have been included for 
administrative convenience only and do not constitute matters to be construed in interpreting 
this Agreement. 

D. This Agreement and release given hereunder shall be effective upon execution by both 
parties. 
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 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Reimbursement Agreement by 
and through their respective, duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first above written. 
 
 
 
ATTEST:      CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
   
     
By:              
      City Recorder     City Manager 
        
 
Approved as to Form:      
                  City Attorney    
       
 
       DEVELOPER 
 

JF CAPITAL 
        
 

By:       
        

Its:      
 

State of Utah  ) 
   :ss 
County of Utah  ) 
 
 On this    day of      , 20 , personally appeared before me 
_____________________ , whose identity is personally known to me or proved to me on the basis 
of satisfactory evidence, and who affirmed that he/she is the authorized representative of SCP Fox 
Hollow, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, and said document was signed by him/her in behalf of 
said company by proper authority, and he/she acknowledged to me that said company executed the same. 
 
 
              
        Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
 



 

 

 RESOLUTION NO. R16-14 (2-16-16) 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, 
UTAH, APPROVING A REIMBURSEMENT/PIONEERING 
AGREEMENT. 

  
WHEREAS, JF Capital (“Developer”) is developing a subdivision within the City, 

which subdivision plats will be recorded as The Village of Fox Hollow, Neighborhoods 6-1, 6-2, 
6-4A, 6-4B, 6-5, and 6-7 (“Project”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the Project requires certain facilities and improvements including roadway, 
water, irrigation, sewer, storm drain, and other improvements; and 

 
WHEREAS, Developer has agreed to complete certain improvements (“System 

Improvements”) within the Project above and beyond what is required to service the Project, 
which are more particularly enumerated in the Reimbursement Agreement and Release of All 
Claims, attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference made a part hereof; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will provide capacity that benefits neighboring 
properties and the City; and 
 

WHEREAS, the System Improvements will result in additional costs and the City wishes 
to provide Developer reimbursements as consideration and in satisfaction in whole of any 
additional expenses incurred by Developer relating to the System Improvements that will benefit 
other neighboring properties and the City. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga 
Springs, Utah that the Reimbursement Agreement and Release of All Claims attached as Exhibit 
A is approved and the Mayor is authorized to sign said Agreement. This resolution shall take 
effect immediately upon passage. 
  
 PASSED AND APPROVED this ___ day of _____________, 2016 

 
      City of Saratoga Springs 
 
      _________________________ 
      Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
___________________________ 
City Recorder’s Office  



 

 

EXHIBIT A 



   
 

   

RESOLUTION NO. R16-15 (2-16-16) 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
APPOINTING AN ALTERNATE 
REPRESENTATIVE TO THE UTAH 
VALLEY DISPATCH SPECIAL SERVICE 
DISTRICT AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah County, and several cities in Utah County 
are part of a special service district to provide consolidated 911 and emergency dispatch services 
within Utah County known as the Utah Valley Dispatch Special Service District (the “District”); 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the District is governed by a Board of Directors, and the City Council of the 
City of Saratoga Springs desires to appoint an alternate representative to that board. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATIVE BODY OF THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS, AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. Bud Poduska is hereby appointed as an Alternate Board Member to the Utah Valley 
Dispatch Special Service District. 

 
 2. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage and remain in effect until 

repealed by another resolution appointing a different alternate board member to the 
Utah Valley Dispatch Special Service District. 

 
ADOPTED by the legislative body of the City of Saratoga Springs this 16th day of February, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
  By: _____________________________ 
        Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
By: _____________________________ 
 City Recorder 
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City of Saratoga Springs 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

February 2, 2016 3 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 4 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 5 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 6 

 7 
Work Session Minutes 8 

 9 
Present:  10 

Mayor: Jim Miller 11 
Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Chris Porter, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 12 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Gordon Miner, 13 

Nicolette Fike, Sarah Carroll  14 
Others: Steve Maddox, Brandon Watson, Curtis Leavitt 15 

Excused:  16 
 17 
Call to Order – 6:00 p.m. 18 
 19 
1. Rezone, General Plan Amendment and Community Plan for Talus at Saratoga Springs Located at 20 

Approximately 1200-1900 West Between Pony Express Parkway and SR73, Edge Homes-Applicant. 21 
Sarah Carroll gave an overview of the plans. Edge Homes is proposing 2,649 units in this project on 643.95 22 

acres. That makes the density 4.11 units per acre. There will be single family and multi-family units 23 
included. They have an open space plan for the area as well. Staff recommended identifying which 24 
pieces of open space are tied with which neighborhood so that isn’t questioned later. The Planning 25 
Department gave the developer a checklist of things that need to be looked as.  26 

Steve Maddox introduced his team and gave an overview including a little history of the project. He 27 
reviewed some of the needs of the community and proposals for best usage. He believes they have 28 
remedied many of the problems brought up by Planning Commissioner Sandra Steele. They have spoken 29 
with Alpine School District. They would be in need of a middle school around 2018. They may also be 30 
in need of another Elementary School. They have also talked to the LDS Church (SLR) and they have 31 
asked for a church building for every 400 roof tops. They have agreed to that request. They have also 32 
been approached by a charter school for some land in the area. They would like to have flex density to be 33 
able to accommodate the requests. They would begin along Pony Express and work north. It will be 34 
contiguous with Talus Ridge on the east side. Talus Ridge should be completed in 2016 next to where 35 
they plan to start this project. They propose to leave much of the area as Native and work with the land. 36 
They will identify the petroglyphs and find a mode of preserving those.  37 

Councilwoman Baertsch noted someone they work with. A representative of this historical preservation 38 
group was present that would like to speak with them about it. 39 

Councilman Poduska noted an area west of them that has worked with petroglyphs as well.  40 
Steve Maddox advised that they are adjacent to Eagle Mountain. They are trying to find the best use for 41 

everything. They plan on going from a condominium product that is attached unit 10-plexes to ½ acre 42 
lots. There will be a lot of larger estate lots. Edge Homes will probably not build on those but go to 43 
custom home builders. They came up with a point system that they propose to use.  44 

Craig Magelby with LEI reviewed a packet that was handed out to the City Council.  This packet went over 45 
their proposed community plan. It includes plans for utilities, land planning, updates to the Master 46 
Development Agreement, theming, and landscaping. They will have about 235 acres of open space 47 
including a large community park.  48 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked about the powerline corridor for connectivity with trails and who owns it.  49 
Craig Magelby advised that it is owned by Edge Homes and Rocky Mountain Power. The west side is Edge 50 

Homes and the east side is primarily Rocky Mountain Power. They are working on getting easements to 51 
be able to cross over the portions not owned by the developer.  52 

Councilwoman Baertsch would like to have rural native trails in this area.  53 
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Steve Maddox advised that there will be a combination of groomed trails and native trails.  54 
Craig reviewed the land use map. There are five villages included in the community plan. Within each 55 

village there are different neighborhoods. Those neighborhoods are categorized by being single family, 56 
multi-family, or single/multi-family. They tried to project out for 10-20 years and they set their density to 57 
give them flexibility accordingly.  58 

Councilwoman Baertsch noted some unease because of proposition 6. We need to look at percentages of 59 
housing types. We need to make it trackable for staff. They don’t want to allow them to go from single 60 
family back into multi-family because of the laws the residents put on the books. 61 

Craig Magelby advised that the different phases would be a little ways into the future. Village 1 is specific to 62 
single family homes and multi-family. The extension of Talus Ridge will be single family homes. The 63 
flexibility to move between single family and multi-family homes wouldn’t need to be for a few years.  64 

Mark Christensen noted which phase was which on the map. Yellow is Village 1, light blue is Village 4, and 65 
dark blue is Village 2. The roadway is the spine of the project. The higher densities are tucked behind the 66 
hill, the topography has been taken into account. It is kind of similar to what is by Mountain View 67 
Corridor and the back of Harvest Hills.  68 

Craig Magelby advised that they looked at viewpoints from Redwood Road and figure out what could be 69 
seen from there. They don’t want the high density to be front and center taking the ridgeline. They 70 
looked at the density planning along with the topography. 71 

Councilman Poduska asked if there was a density difference between the Villages. 72 
Craig Magelby said Village 4 has the lowest density. Village 3 has the highest density. There could be a set 73 

density per neighborhood that has a blend, flexible to transfer within neighborhoods.  74 
Councilman McOmber said it makes sense where the densities are. He thinks the 17.72 units per acre in 75 

Village 3 is too high. It is by the road and he would like to see that reduced.  76 
Steve Maddox said before they pull first building they will have invested about 7.5 million dollars in water, 77 

sewer, and storm drain. In addition to that they will have paid 3.5 million for the road. One of the only 78 
ways they can get reimbursed is through building permits. They have a product that is very pleasing in 79 
about 22-25 units per acre in other areas of Utah, Herriman specifically. It has been well accepted in 80 
those other communities. The area of Saratoga Springs they are building in was originally planned to be 81 
commercially zoned. They are trying to marry the ideas and try to get out of the ground as soon as 82 
possible. They are right across from an area of Eagle Mountain that is denser. 83 

Councilman McOmber understands but we need to help the public understand. We may need pictures of the 84 
product in Herriman to let residents see what to expect. He suggested that they may be able to make the 85 
densities a little more even at around 11 units to the acre throughout the project rather than having 6 units 86 
to the acre in one spot and 17 in another.  87 

Steve Maddox advised that they were trying to keep the view-scape from Redwood Road pristine. They 88 
created a natural barrier and tried to force densities in areas that are less visible from Redwood Road. 89 
Consolidation seemed to be easier rather than taking away the green space. 90 

Councilman McOmber thought that they may be able to take some of the 17 and put it into the lower areas.  91 
Councilwoman Baertsch advised that there are recent multi-family developments that they approved but they 92 

were able to show that overall they are under the threshold that was put forth in proposition 6.  93 
Steve Maddox pointed out that they are at 4.11 units to the overall acreage.  94 
Councilman McOmber thinks that the overall density is great, but they need to show that to the residents. 95 
Chris Porter mentioned previously there was more commercial in the master development agreement. He 96 

would be willing to explore putting more commercial in. He knows they aren’t a commercial developer 97 
but with the amount of homes going in they will probably want more things close to home.  98 

Mark Christensen noted that there is commercially zoned property off of SR73 that has a different owner and 99 
is north-east of this project.  100 

Steve Maddox mentioned that people want to congregate in commercial areas. They have made the area by 101 
Pony Express Neighborhood Commercial. The area on SR73 would be the appropriate spot for more 102 
commercial. 103 

Craig Magelby gave the Council an example of a pedestrian underpass. The intent is to get people across the 104 
Boulevard. The connection of the open space is right at the saddle of the hills.  105 
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Steve Maddox mentioned the tabulation and point system. They want to make the area a walkable 106 
community. They don’t want to clear the snow in the winter. They would like to let people snow shoe 107 
and cross country ski in the area. If the point system is different than what the Council would like to see 108 
they would like to discuss that. They have the most control over what they will do with the open space. 109 

Councilman McOmber pointed out that Pickle Ball is a popular sport right now. Pools are in high demand as 110 
well. He also likes the number of club houses in the project. He is a bigger fan of having a few big parks 111 
and not so many little pocket parks. Having fewer parks with nice playgrounds and a lot of space brings 112 
the community together because people congregate at the park. 113 

Craig Magelby reviewed the open space plan and showed what areas are designated right now.  114 
Councilman Poduska noted that being able to preserve beauty is important. He asked if setbacks had been 115 

worked out.  116 
Councilman Willden thinks that with all the open space and sensitive lands it would look open and not so 117 

dense. He noted they should look at feathering things. He also thinks they need to retain the zoning 118 
around existing houses because of the expectations they had when they built their homes. 119 

Councilwoman Baertsch loves the trails and connectivity. She would like to see them make some areas not in 120 
an HOA. She likes Mount Saratoga as the name. Talus at Saratoga Springs gets confusing with Saratoga 121 
Springs Development. Typically the name following “at” is the main subdivision name so Talus at 122 
Saratoga Springs makes it sound like they are a part of the Saratoga Springs Development. She believes 123 
the ERU at 4.11 needs to include commercial, which should be a separate ERU. They are higher than 124 
4.11 if the commercial area is included. They need to work with church and school ERU’s and make sure 125 
those are equivalent in exchanges. She thanked him for working with the point system. It gave the City 126 
good insight on what works, and what doesn’t. 127 

Councilman Porter agreed that anywhere they can get away with not having an HOA that should be done. 128 
One of the driving factors that they bought in Talus Ridge was that they didn’t have an HOA. He would 129 
also like to see Village 5 have the higher density closer to the road that is going in to keep it away from 130 
the existing homes.  131 

Councilwoman Baertsch pointed out that there are 5 acre home lots in that area so the high density needs to 132 
be pushed away from those homes.  133 

Chris Porter thinks that the open space is going to be a great amenity and he thinks they should be available 134 
to the whole city and not private HOA.  135 

Councilman McOmber likes HOA’s. He is concerned that if they have pools and club houses that are 136 
available for some, but not all, there will be bad neighbors. Those that live in the areas that wouldn’t be 137 
able to use the amenities will sneak in. It was a big concern for the neighbors next to Legacy Farms. This 138 
is going to be a great product and he likes the Mount Saratoga Name as well. He also likes Talus at 139 
Mount Saratoga. 140 

Mayor Miller thinks this project looks exciting. He likes Mount Saratoga as well. They have done great in 141 
the process and the City appreciates the feedback the developer has given them. 142 

 143 
2. Transportation Master Plan Update. – This item was moved to the policy session. 144 
 145 
3. FY2016 Budget Adjustment for the Police Department. 146 

Chief Burton noted that some of this was given at the retreat. They know about his concerns for officer safety 147 
and liability, and the workload increases. He is also concerned about the time to recruit and train new 148 
officers, it takes about 4 months. If they decide to start the hiring process the first part of July they 149 
wouldn’t see those officers until around November. That is part of the rational for considering hiring 150 
more officers now. He made calculations based on starting March 1, 2016 rather than half of a year. The 151 
startup cost is pretty high because it includes the vehicle and equipment that is needed for the vehicle. 152 
His immediate request is for a Sergeant, two patrol officers, and a part time detective. That would leave 153 
one more officer starting the first of July. About $125,000 of the cost is startup cost. He thinks that they 154 
could safely utilize $50-75,000 of the current budget towards the implementation of the officers. 155 
$150,000 is what is remaining that they would need to increase the budget by. 156 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked about changing an officer from III or II instead of starting at an officer 1.  157 
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Chief Burton advised that the last time they added an officer was two years ago. That officer was an officer 158 
1. They are attempting to try and maintain a balance in ranks so that there is a natural progression. There 159 
is not too much of a difference between an officer III and an officer II it is $5,000 a year.  160 

Councilwoman Baertsch noted the amounts include the ongoing cost for URS as well. Bringing on so many 161 
officers and also at the higher level is hard for her to justify. She suggested having two officers in a 162 
single car to help reduce some of the cost but also keep the officer’s safe. She can’t see adding 4 officers 163 
at this time because that is a huge cost.  164 

Chief Burton noted it is actually three full time officers right now and 1 in July. There is also a part time 165 
detective being requested right now as well. If the Police Department had grown by one or two officers 166 
each year they would probably be okay, but the department hasn’t grown for a while. If they grew 167 
regularly they wouldn’t need it all at once. As the regular work load grows, so does the administrative 168 
job. Some supervisors are not able to get to some of the administrative things. The area they have the 169 
most work is in administrative reports. If they are able to do all of the work they need to be it would also 170 
help free up time from other departments as well. 171 

Mark Christensen asked that this discussion be continued to later in the evening or at a meeting at a later date 172 
so the Policy Session could be started.  173 

 174 
4. Agenda Review: 175 

a. Discussion of current City Council agenda staff questions. 176 
b. Discussion of future City Council policy and work session agenda items. 177 
 178 

 179 
Adjourn to Policy Session 180 
 181 
 182 
____________________________     ________________________________ 183 
Date of Approval         Nicolette Fike, Deputy City Recorder  184 
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Policy Session Minutes 185 
 186 
Present: 187 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 188 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Chris Porter, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 189 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Gordon Miner, 190 

Sarah Carroll, Chelese Rawlings, Jess Campbell, Andrew Burton, Nicolette Fike, AnnElise Harrison 191 
Others:  192 

Excused:  193 
 194 
Call to Order 7:08 p.m. 195 
Roll Call – a quorum was present  196 
Invocation / Reverence – given by Councilman Willden 197 
Pledge of Allegiance – led by Councilman Porter  198 
 199 
Public Input – Opened by Mayor Miller 200 

Rod Turner, 1462 LaPoma in the Gables, noted a severe problem with the Water Department. He noted the 201 
average amount of the water bills and how the bills have jumped. It went from about $75 per household 202 
to $135 per household. This happened in August and September. They have tried to figure this out for 203 
about 7 months. They have 32 meters but they can only get a total amount for all of the meters every 204 
month. Many of the residents can’t afford the water bill every month. He thinks they have been wronged. 205 
Their board members met with Spencer Kyle in December. He said there was a problem but they didn’t 206 
hear back and then they were told the water would be turned off. There are 136 homes in the 207 
neighborhood and they are all upset. He would like an itemized bill by meter. 208 

Mayor Miller asked that we work with this and make sure their water is not turned off until it’s worked out. 209 
He would also like to bring it back for a work session 210 

Spencer Kyle noted he had spoken with him. Markette just received a request for the records which she is 211 
working on. She is in the process of getting those records for them. He will keep the Council updated. 212 

Rod Turner again spoke to the high amount of the bills. A month went by without hearing anything back and 213 
they would really like to be updated on what is going on. 214 

Beth Cannelly, 181 Catagena Parkway in the Gables, is as a homeowner and not a member of the board. She 215 
said her dues were $113 a month when she first moved in and they have gone up to $135. The Board has 216 
cut services in order to keep the rates down. They were told that if the water stands at this level their fees 217 
will go up to $211 a month which is a 56% increase. She can’t afford that increase. It will affect their 218 
ability to sell their property as well. It is high for their income. This will affect everyone if they don’t get 219 
this meter problem fixed. She thinks that we need to have someone read the meters instead of relying on 220 
electronics. 221 

Mayor Miller asked if there is a master meter in the area or individual meters. 222 
Spencer Kyle advised that there are several master meters. 223 
Jason Davis, the Gables, advised that in their personal inspections of the meters they found many were 224 

broken. One was spewing out about 3 gallons a minute. They are finding they will need to bring in 225 
independent people to read the meters and verify whether they were working. They have compared with 226 
HOA boards around the cities and they are paying less. They have video and pictures of broken 227 
equipment. They may be broken along the lines that they can’t see. They wanted to bring this to 228 
Council’s attention because they can’t sell their property because of their fees. They feel it’s a critical 229 
issue. They cannot afford the cost.  230 

Councilwoman Baertsch commented that the City has an app that they can report broken meters, lines, street 231 
lights, etc. They can also include pictures and videos. It gives the City a record of the problem and also 232 
helps track the problem and resolution.  233 

Amy Nielsen, 1464 N LaPoma Place in the Gables, stated concern about people inside the city building. She 234 
got the phone call being told that the water was going to be shut off. She felt that she was treated very 235 
rudely. Thinking about telling all the neighbors their dues are going up to $211 is hard. This needs to be 236 
fixed as soon as possible. She feels they are getting nowhere in seven months. 237 
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Mayor Miller apologized for this happening and asked Mark Christensen to make sure this gets taken care of. 238 
Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller 239 
 240 
Awards, Recognitions and Introductions 241 
• AnnElise Harrison introduced the Youth City Council. They went to the day at the Legislature on 242 

Wednesday. They participated in a mock bill and toured the Capitol building. They are hoping to hold a 243 
mock meeting sometime in the next few months to be more familiar with the workings of City government. 244 
She introduced Alexis Corpron who is the Youth City Council Mayor. They help out in the City’s Civic 245 
Events, coming up they will help with the Easter Egg hunt. 246 
Councilwoman Baertsch noted they have received a lot of compliments on the Youth council. She gets asked 247 
how they get the youth so involved. 248 
 249 
The meeting was returned to discussion on the police department budget request.  250 
 251 
Chief Burton is recommending adding a Sergeant, two patrol officers, and a part time detective. Then in July 252 

he would like to add one more patrol officer. 253 
Councilman Poduska is concerned about the safety of the officers. There were some incidents at the South 254 

side of Saratoga Springs. The first car can show up fairly quickly but the second car takes a little longer. 255 
Chief Burton pointed out that protocol is that unless there is an immediate threat the first car will wait for the 256 

second car causing a delay in response. 257 
Councilman Poduska mentioned that the city is growing. Two years ago we added one officer and last year 258 

we added none. In three years only one new officer was added and we have added about 5,000 people in 259 
that time. He sees a need for one patrol officer and one Sergeant to relieve the others. It’s a new fiscal 260 
year coming up and our ability to fund all of it right now would be difficult. He would like to fund some 261 
of it for sure. He would recommend that we set up a means of monitoring population crime incidents as 262 
an indicator of when we need to add another officer, the same way we look at adding inspectors to the 263 
building department. He would like to see the increase done more regularly so that they don’t have to 264 
come and request this because safety of officers is becoming an issue. 265 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked that they request increases based on population and workload, not just 266 
population. 267 

Chief Burton noted these requests were based on number of calls for service, number of reports required for 268 
calls for service, and the types of calls that they have. The request is to maintain the current level of 269 
service. 270 

Mark Christensen noted that part of what they did at the retreat was bringing forth how we deal with growth. 271 
He suggests we jump to what the City Council is comfortable with and bring back a residual request. A 272 
budget adjustment needs to be done with 10 days advanced notice. 273 

Councilman McOmber noted that the City is already working on a reduced level of service than what is 274 
recommended by state and federal standards. The community is very safe and he doesn’t want to lose 275 
that. He will take some blame for this issue because when he came on the council it was tough economic 276 
times. He pushed back on keeping the Police Department tight and make it stretch, he was that way with 277 
every department. The departments have done that and now we have some excess funds. We need to 278 
increase service or give it back to the residents. He doesn’t think it’s the right time to lower the taxes 279 
because of the demand in staffing in all the departments. His number one responsibility is safety; they 280 
trust the Police and Fire Chiefs. He suggested that instead of a sergeant right now they put that into the 281 
annual budget for 2016/2017 and have the two patrol officers and part time detective added now. We 282 
could start the hiring process. We should start at least one patrol officer at a II and one at a III; there 283 
needs to be opportunities for advancements. They could then reevaluate the needs of the department in 284 
May or June for the July budget.  285 

Councilman Willden asked what the chief would prefer. 286 
Chief Burton would say if you are going with two full time employees and the part time employee he would 287 

like one sergeant and one patrol officer and the part time detective. They are drowning in some of the 288 
administrative work, to the point that it is just not happening. The sergeant’s duties would have some 289 



City Council Meeting February 2, 2016 7 of 13 

flexibility which would relieve some of the burden of patrol and also help some of the administrative 290 
issues. The focus could also go to some of the other issues rather than just patrol.  291 

Councilman Willden knows he wouldn’t request the employees if he didn’t need them. However, he feels it 292 
does need to be scaled down. He has a hard time committing to it all. He wants to make sure we aren’t 293 
funding ongoing positions with one time fees instead of ongoing revenue. He can support the request for 294 
one sergeant, one patrol officer, and the part time detective. He asked if they could post for the positions 295 
now.   296 

Mark Christensen said they could post it but not fill it until the budget amendment takes place. 297 
Councilman Porter agrees that he is not ready to fund the full request. He is leaning towards the one sergeant 298 

and one patrol officer. He knows some others are leaning toward the part time detective as well. He 299 
wondered why that would be funded over the second patrol officer.  300 

Chief Burton advised that priority would be to add another patrol officer but with the hesitation of cost the 301 
part time detective is fairly low cost in comparison. There is no vehicle involved and helps with the work 302 
load. 303 

Councilwoman Baertsch said with the proposal for sergeant and patrol it would mean hiring the patrol officer 304 
at a level III. With growth levels, she wondered if they look first within the current employees and see 305 
who needs to be promoted and then go out to fill the lower position.  306 

Chief Burton also noted there are requisite requirements and they couldn’t fill it until they met those. They 307 
typically bring in an officer II first. They don’t usually bring in a new officer III. They do typically 308 
promote within and hire the lower position. 309 

Mayor Miller thinks that hiring a sergeant, patrol officer, and part detective is the way to go.  310 
Mark Christensen advised that they will schedule a budget amendment and bring that request back to them. 311 

 312 
POLICY ITEMS 313 
 314 
Item 5 was moved out of order on the agenda. 315 
5. Appointment of Mayor Pro Tempore, R16-09 (2-2-16). 316 
 317 
Motion made by Councilman McOmber to approve Councilman Willden as Mayor Pro Tempore for 2016. 318 

Second Councilman Poduska. Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, 319 
Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0. 320 

 321 
Master Transportation Plan Update.  322 
Steven Lord, Horrocks Engineering, advised that this is an update and not a brand new plan. This helped to get in 323 

line with MAG and UDOT and be aligned with what they are doing. This also helps with funding 324 
applications. Four of the five funding applications the City submitted to MAG made it through the cuts. He 325 
reviewed existing conditions. The 2040 no build projection shows failure on almost all major roads. He 326 
highlighted the proposed 2040 road network. Mountain View Corridor was downgraded a little from the 327 
original plan. MAG’s model did not include the same plan as what was originally planned. It will be six lanes 328 
until SR73 and then four lanes about half way then it will be an arterial. That seems to work based on 329 
numbers. The study that MAG is doing will help answer whether it will for sure. Hidden Valley has been 330 
taken off of MAG’s plan. It is not on the model for freeway. Eagle Mountain wants to keep it on the plan for 331 
a connector road rather than a freeway. If the Council would like to keep it on the plan for right-of-way for a 332 
larger road he can, but travel demand doesn’t seem to require it. It has been taken off completely but he can 333 
put it back on as a collector road. 334 

Councilman McOmber said with what Eagle Mountain is planning for their industrial zone, he would like the 335 
right-of-way needs to be preserved. Lehi tried to do the same thing on Pioneer Crossing with putting homes 336 
right on the road which limits the growth that can happen on that road.  337 

Councilwoman Baertsch said SITLA’s study is different than MAG’s study.  338 
Councilman McOmber pointed out that Eagle Mountain grew more than Saratoga Springs last year so we need to 339 

make sure that the people that live there get through our city easily. The City has been proven right in the 340 
past on needed corridors. 341 
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Mark Christensen mentioned SITLA may be interested in the Hidden Valley Corridor. He thinks they saw a need 342 
for it but not as a freeway. It is the City’s plan, so by all means keep it on the plan. 343 

Councilwoman Baertsch suggested that it is put in as a major arterial like Redwood Road.  344 
Councilman McOmber pointed out that keeping it on the plan doesn’t mean we have to build the road; it just 345 

means we maintain the right-of-way in case the road needs to be built.  346 
Steven Lord noted this could be part of the vision plan, at some point we are going to get there. Having it in the 347 

vision plan could work for corridor preservation. 348 
Mark Christensen thinks that even though MAG is leaning to narrowing Foothill Boulevard towards the end of 349 

the City, we need to plan for it. Just because a model says we don’t need it doesn’t mean we don’t need to 350 
preserve it.  351 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if the City gets to make a map of the vision showing a six lane all the way down. 352 
Steven Lord advised that they can show that is still desired. There is a map that they have in the plan that shows 353 

the whole vision. 354 
Councilwoman Baertsch advised that if they aren’t going to go to 6 lanes right away they can still show that is 355 

desired and it allows the City to preserve the right-of-way.  356 
Steven Lord noted other highlights. There was some tweaking done on South Commerce Drive where the 357 

development plan is that matches a little better. The alignment for Talus was also changed slightly. They also 358 
changed the interchanges on Mountain View Corridor from collector streets to minor arterials. It gives some 359 
better access control. There was also a big change done with Pony Express Parkway. The idea for the change 360 
was to get the traffic off the road in front of the school. MAG was not happy with the road. The road would 361 
be very expensive to build without funding. They did submit an application for the road to MAG.  362 

Councilwoman Baertsch said the nice thing is it gives us another tie in, in case Redwood Road shuts down. 363 
Steven Lord advised that they ran the model and with the proposed plan everything would flow nicely in the 364 

2040 projection except for the UDOT roads. They were missing roads between residential and a collector in 365 
the plan. They proposed three alternatives to go between the collector and residential. His preference would 366 
be to have a 70’ right-of-way and provide an option of either on-street parking or bike lanes.  367 

Councilman McOmber agreed and said we need this as an option. He is working on the bike lane study with 368 
Kimber and this is needed.  369 

Steven Lord noted the next steps. They will look at the streets that are collectors now and see where they could 370 
replace it with the 70’ cross section, capital facilities plan, impact fee facilities plan, and the Mountain View 371 
Corridor study with MAG.  372 

Councilwoman Baertsch advised that they want to use the new road size in front of schools and parks where 373 
there is more congestion.  374 

Councilman Poduska noticed that Mountain View Corridor is still under long term study. We have plans and 375 
growth in 5 years. He wondered how soon we can expect Mountain View Corridor up to 2100 N. or on 376 
through to completion. 377 

Steven Lord noted that is next steps. He has through 2040 but he will then look at 2025 to see what it might look 378 
like. 379 

Councilman Porter would also like to use the new 70’ cross-section in high density residential like parks and 380 
schools because they tend to have a lot of on street parking. It’s hard to get down these streets with so much 381 
parking on them. 382 

 383 
REPORTS: This item was skipped.  384 
1. Mayor. 385 
2. City Council. 386 
3. Administration Communication with Council. 387 
4. Staff Updates: Inquires, Applications, and Approvals.   388 
 389 
ACTION ITEMS: 390 
1. Preliminary Plat for Fox Hollow N12 Irrigation Pond Located at 3250 South 800 West, Matt Scott/JF 391 

Capital-Applicant. 392 
Sarah Carroll presented the Plat. The Master Development Agreement requires an irrigation pond inside of 393 

Neighborhood 12 for Zone 3 secondary water. The pond has been constructed and the purpose of the plat 394 
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is to formalize the boundaries of the pond and dedicate it to the City. There will also be access easements 395 
over gravel roads to access the pond site. Staff recommends approval for this plat. 396 

Matt Scott was present to answer questions.  397 
 398 
Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to approve the Fox Hollow Neighborhood 12 Irrigation 399 

Pond Preliminary Plat, located at 3250 South 840 West, with the Findings and Conditions in the 400 
Staff Report. Seconded by Councilman Porter. 401 

 402 
Sarah noted the address was wrong in the report and asked that be fixed. 403 
Mark Christensen wanted to put a condition on approval to make sure that taxes are paid before 404 

dedication to the city. 405 
 406 
Amended motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to include the noted address change and condition 407 

of approval. Seconded by Councilman Porter.  408 
Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, 409 

Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0. 410 
 411 

2. Preliminary Plat for Catalina Bay Located at Approximately 3500-3700 South, Between Redwood 412 
Road and Utah Lake, Desert Peak Management Group, LLC-Applicant. 413 
Sarah Carroll noted that a payment in lieu was mentioned for the deficiency for improvements in the marina 414 

park. When they develop there is a portion they do not have frontage for on McGregor Lane. The city 415 
would like to work with them to complete the improvement. It also does not line up with the street across 416 
from Redwood Road and they would like to coordinate with the applicant on aligning that as well. They 417 
will work on developing open space as the phases come along. The payment in lieu would be in the later 418 
phases. There is a condition of approval to say that they are conditionally approved. They ask that final 419 
approval be delegated to staff. They are proposing a detention basin with a soccer field. Staff has added a 420 
condition that they add one playground and one picnic pavilion with tables. They recommend the 421 
playground be a 3-4 platform playground that serve children ages 1-12. She touched on conditions of 422 
approval. There is a settlement agreement in works that needs to be entered in as well before plat 423 
recordation. 424 

Kevin Thurman noted the settlement agreement was a housekeeping item. The Redwood Road trail was 425 
never completed and they are obligated to install the Redwood Road trail through the development to get 426 
the money for reimbursement. 427 

Councilwoman Baertsch advised that the trail won’t go all the way into the neighborhood. 428 
Councilman McOmber noted that they have waited to see this come and would love to see this growth. They 429 

feel this is the better use for this land. He likes the fee in lieu of open space because it is near the marina. 430 
It makes sense and will benefit the community. He likes the soccer field. He appreciates City staff’s 431 
forward thinking on the Redwood Road trail and getting it down as far as possible and being fair with the 432 
reimbursement. 433 

Councilman Willden likes the soccer field; it’s a great option that will help. He asked why there has to be a 434 
condition that staff approves the final plat. He thought that was already changed in the code. 435 

It was clarified that the landscaping just needs to be approved by staff before final approval. 436 
Councilman Porter is in favor of the fee in lieu. It’s a benefit and much more than the City would have gotten 437 

otherwise. He asked about the payment in lieu in phases 7-9, he believes it could be tied into the Lake 438 
Commission money but the City won’t see it in time to have for the match needed to improve the park. 439 

Mark Christensen said we did receive the grant and we will have to use other funds to match.  440 
Councilman Porter asked about the realignment of McGregor, he doesn’t see how they can create a 90 degree 441 

intersection without going onto the properties in the north. 442 
Sarah Carroll said they would have to purchase property. They haven’t made contact with all the land owners 443 

yet.  444 
Mark Christensen advised that the agreement is written so when it gets to that point, that we work with the 445 

adjacent land owners to make the realignment happen. 446 
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Councilwoman Baertsch asked if Harbor Bay Road fits in the street name standards for the City since Harbor 447 
Bay Parkway is just a few blocks away.  448 

Sarah Carroll advised that they are going to amend that.  449 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked for clarification that the discord was on payment in lieu discrepancy with 450 

previous donation and the City owing them impact fees. 451 
Sarah Carroll advised that the $433,000 is a meet in the middle number. The other is the agreement that 452 

Kevin Thurman will be working on.  453 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked why the City is reimbursing all impact fees in this scenario. 454 
Mark Christensen advised that they constructed a segment of the sewer. The City made an agreement with 455 

the previous developer. It’s a localized line from Catamaran to the north that hits Spinnaker.  456 
Councilwoman Baertsch pointed out that we usually do development agreements when the improvement will 457 

be servicing other developments and not their own.  458 
Mark Christensen mentioned that the line goes over to Heron Hills and benefits them.  459 
Kevin Thurman advised that it does run out in 2020, they get a certain portion of impact fees until then.  460 
Councilwoman Baertsch mentioned that the City has been seeing large lots and she is concerned that there 461 

should be connections and there aren’t. 462 
Mark Christensen said that the City could do a cul-de-sac of some sort that comes off of McGregor. Harbor 463 

Bay Drive does also increase the connectivity to the neighborhood. 464 
Councilman Poduska looks forward to getting utilities to his home. 465 
 466 
Motion made by Councilman Poduska to approve the preliminary plat for Catalina Bay Located at 467 

Approximately 3500-3700 South between Redwood Road and Utah Lake and that the landscape 468 
plans are conceptually approved as proposed and delegated to the staff for final approval and all 469 
other findings and conditions. Seconded by Councilman McOmber.   470 

Roll Call Vote: Aye:  Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, 471 
Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0. 472 

 473 
3. Salt Lake County Officer Involved Shooting Protocol Interlocal Agreement (Amended), R16-08 (2-2-474 

16). 475 
Chief Burton advised that the Attorney General’s office discovered that they were left out of the deal and 476 

wanted to be included. He also suggested that the mayor be able to sign future amended agreements 477 
without coming to the whole Council. 478 

 479 
Motion made by Councilman McOmber to approve R16-08 for the interlocal agreement as amended. 480 

Second Councilwoman Baertsch. Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman 481 
McOmber, Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0.  482 
 483 

4. 2nd Quarter Financial Update. 484 
Chelese Rawlings highlighted some things from analysis. Revenue is up compared to what was received in 485 

second quarter of last year. We had a good trend that looks like it will continue. The City’s expenditures 486 
were higher due to building the 911 building we contributed to and the fire department grant that had 487 
offsetting revenues. Also the full time employees that were hired this year and general liability insurance.  488 

Mayor Miller thanked her on behalf of the Council. They appreciate all of the work that she does. 489 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked about that when they met a couple months ago elections were about 62% and 490 

they are at 214% of budget. It was supposed to be cheaper. They need to figure out what went on in that 491 
situation.  492 

 493 
6. Appointment of City Treasurer, R16-10 (2-2-16). 494 
 495 

 Motion by Councilwoman Baertsch to appoint Deborah Elms as City Treasurer. Seconded by 496 
Councilman Willden. Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, 497 
Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0. 498 
 499 
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7. Legacy Farms VP 1 and 2 Reimbursement Agreement, R16-11 (2-2-16). This item was not ready for 500 
discussion at this meeting. Kevin Thurman asked that it be continued at a later meeting.  501 

 502 
Mayor Miller asked for it to be continued.  503 
 504 

Council vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, 505 
Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden.  506 

 507 
8. Award of Contract for Architectural Consulting Services. 508 
Spencer Kyle advised that they received bids from 7-8 firms. The selection committee narrowed those down to 509 

who had the most experience. They interviewed two of the firms and were impressed with both. They both 510 
have considerable experience with public safety and municipal experience. They went with the one who was 511 
half of the price. This will give the City elevations, floor plans, site plans, and a needs assessment.  512 

 513 
Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to award the contract to Think Architecture in the amount 514 

of $14,600. Seconded by Councilman Porter.   Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, 515 
Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion 516 
Passed 5-0. 517 

 518 
The Council then moved the Approval of Minutes out of order.  519 
 520 
Approval of minutes 521 
1. January 19, 2016 522 
 523 

Motion made by Councilman Willden to approve January 19, 2016 minutes included all of the posted 524 
changes. Seconded by Councilman Poduska.   Roll Call Vote: Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, 525 
Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, Councilman Willden. Motion 526 
Passed 5-0. 527 

  528 
The Council then went back to Action Item #9 on the agenda.  529 
 530 
9. Discussion of Peck Landfill. 531 
Spencer Kyle noted that they brought this to Council to make sure the City has clear direction from the Council.  532 
Councilman McOmber is opposed because of the development in the area. The trucks broke the rules multiple 533 

times. The trucks were flying by at 2 or 3 in the morning. They did not retain their garbage on-site either. 534 
Councilwoman Baertsch clarified that they had to reclaim the construction hole. They have five years left on 535 

their DEQ permit. Inert construction material is a good way to do reclaim the hole.  536 
Councilman McOmber advised that they were only supposed to go to a certain height but they brought in dirt and 537 

wrapped it around and exceeded the fill.  538 
Councilwoman Baertsch wasn’t aware of some of those issues. What they had talked about with residents was 539 

that they would be able to continue for five years until the DEQ permit expires. It expires October 20, 2020. 540 
Mayor Miller commented on the trucks and that we need to think of the jobs and people that are working out 541 

there. The City needs to look at the picture as a whole. Making it tied to the expiration of the DEQ permit 542 
might be something of interest. They need to look at what the long term plan for the area is as well. He talked 543 
with the County about it this week. 544 

Councilman McOmber said we need to make sure we represent the residents. It’s not just that residents don’t like 545 
it; they are in fact in breach of contract. We are not affecting that many jobs and SITLA doesn’t get that 546 
much from it. It comes down to if they want to fight it and get the board of adjustments to extend their 547 
permit. He doesn’t think the City should endorse the extension. 548 

Councilwoman Baertsch said if they are going to extend it we are going to limit it to the length of the DEQ 549 
permit and also make sure the original conditions continue onto the extension.  550 

Kevin Thurman noted it is a conditional use. It is basically a permitted use if they can demonstrate that they are 551 
mitigating the detrimental impact to the residents of the area. If the original conditions are imposed again and 552 
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they have someone follow through that they are complying that would go a long way to mitigate those 553 
impacts. If there are other conditions now that development is getting closer they should demonstrate those to 554 
the County. At the end of the day they are probably entitled if they show how they can mitigate the 555 
detriments.  556 

Troy Herald with SITLA was at the meeting to answer questions if needed. Maybe they weren’t aware of some 557 
reclamation. The reclamation model currently is to knock down the sides and stabilize it with a native grass 558 
seed. It’s not what they would like to see in the development group. They would like to develop it into a 559 
master plan type of project. They have been in on preliminary plans of what that might look like. The mining 560 
area is planned to be open space, a park, soccer field or something like that.  561 

Mayor Miller asked what the lease was on the property. 562 
Troy Herald advised that is a renewable 20-30 year lease. 563 
Mark Christensen said that when their approval expires the City would love to see the lease expire as well. From 564 

a strategy standpoint from the city, as those agreements come due let’s not automatically renew.  565 
Troy Herald advised that from a planning and development point of view that is his intent but SITLA looks at 566 

landholding long term and they want to extract benefit as long as they can. As long as the clay pit is active 567 
and making money for the trust it would be a difficult jump to close the clay pit. That section is in a higher 568 
water service district and not immediately developable. Some portions in the southern end are in a 569 
developable area. They are looking at bringing that portion in soon. 570 

Councilwoman Baertsch advised that once their DEQ expires they need to go through the process again to verify 571 
that it’s worth it.  572 

Troy Herald advised that it’s not their intent for their leases to be a bad neighbor. They can mention issues with 573 
the property to the mining groups.  574 

Kevin Thurman said they already have type restriction by the County. They were supposed to spray the road, 575 
they should mention that the trucks should be sprayed down before entering the road. They are all good 576 
things the board of adjustment should hear. It’s probably a permitted use but there are impacts that have to be 577 
mitigated.  578 

Troy Herald is happy to share any of these concerns.  579 
 580 
Mayor Miller advised that the Tenney’s daughter died and they asked something in Shay Park be named after 581 

her. 582 
Councilwoman Baertsch mentioned that they are doing the rail cars on a donation level but if we were to build a 583 

sign and name one of the lines Brighton Tenney they would be working with the club.  Maybe the High 584 
School could get the metal shop involved. 585 

Councilman McOmber advised that there are people willing to donate and it can be fundraised.  586 
 587 
Mark Christensen advised that MAG study legislation is moving forward to fund the Envision Utah regional area 588 

in this area. There is some potential that the state could be appropriating money for economic development 589 
on the old prison site. He was asked to share direct thoughts on other communities that would be in direct 590 
competition with that site.  591 

Councilwoman Baertsch advised that she and Mayor Miller have been in conversations with the envision Utah 592 
people to see if they can be on board.  593 

Mark Christensen advised that being in the study area would be of value and benefit to the community. There are 594 
going to be interesting politics involved with this but beneficial for our community to be involved.   595 

 596 
Closed Session 597 
1. Motion to enter into Closed Session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, pending or 598 

reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of 599 
an individual. 600 

 601 
Motion made by Councilman Poduska  to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease 602 

of property, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional competence, or 603 
physical or mental health of an individual. Seconded by Councilman Willden. 604 
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Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilman Poduska, Councilman Porter, 605 
Councilman Willden. Motion Passed 5-0. 606 

 607 
Meeting Moved to Closed Session 9:00 p.m. 608 

 609 
Closed Session 610 

 611 
Present: Mayor Miller, Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman 612 

Call, Councilman Poduska, Mark Christensen, Kevin Thurman, Spencer Kyle, Nicolette Fike 613 
 614 
Closed Session Adjourned at 9:19 p.m.  615 
 616 
Policy Meeting Adjourned at 9:19 p.m.   617 
 618 
 619 
____________________________       ____________________________ 620 
Date of Approval             Mayor Jim Miller 621 

             622 
             623 

 _____________________________ 624 
Nicolette Fike, Deputy City Recorder 625 
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