
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary 
communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Recorder at 766-9793 at least one day prior to the 
meeting. 
 

           
 

AGENDA 
Jim Miller, Mayor 
Stephen Willden, Mayor Pro Tem 
Shellie Baertsch, Council Member 
Michael McOmber, Council Member 
Bud Poduska, Council Member 
Chris Porter, Council Member 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
Tuesday, February 7, 2017 

7:00 P.M. 
City of Saratoga Springs Council Chambers 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
 

1. Call to Order. 
2. Roll Call. 
3. Invocation / Reverence.  
4. Pledge of Allegiance.  
5. Public Input – This time has been set aside for the public to express ideas, concerns, and comments. 

 
REPORTS: 

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

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

1. Fox Hollow Rezone / General Plan Amendment / Master Development Agreement Amendment, 
Doug Towler/Ed Bailey applicant, ~ 3100 S. Redwood Road; Ordinance 17-4 (2-7-17). 

2. Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP), Impact Fee Analysis (IFA), and 
Enactment/Ordinance; Ordinance 17-5 (2-7-17) (cont. from 1-17-17).   

3. WirelessBeehive.com, LLC, dba Beehive Broadband, Franchise Agreement; Ordinance 17-6 (2-7-
17). 

 
BUSINESS ITEMS: 

1. Saratoga Springs Assessment Area 2016 Amendment to Assessment Ordinance; Ordinance 
No. 17-7 (2-7-17). 

AN AMENDMENT TO ORDINANCE (“AMENDMENT”) PROVIDING FOR THE 
AMENDMENT OF THE LEGAL DESCRIPTON OF THE MT. SARATOGA (THE 
“ASSESSMENT AREA”) AND SECTION 7(a) OF THE ORIGINAL ASSESSMENT 
ORDINANCE; ESTABLISHING THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE; AND 
RELATED MATTERS. 

2. ABC Great Beginnings Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit (CUP), Johnny Anderson applicant, 
Northwest corner of Aspen Hills Blvd. and Redwood Road. 

3. Entire Title 19 Code Amendments; Ordinance 17-8 (2-7-17) (cont. Decision from 11-15-16). 
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4. Willow Glen Preliminary Plat, Jared Haynie applicant, ~ 1900 E. 145 N. (northwest of Loch 

Lomond). 
5. Bid Award:  2017 Road Maintenance Project; Resolution R17-15 (2-7-17). 
6. Appointment of Mayor Pro Tempore; Resolution R17-16 (2-7-17).   
7. Appointment of Mayor Jim Miller to North Pointe Solid Waste Special Service District; Resolution 

R17-17 (2-7-17). 
8. Amendment of the Reimbursement Agreement with Patterson Homes for the North Zone 1 

Secondary Waterline Upsize along Kern Avenue in Sierra Estates Plat; Resolution R17-18 (2-7-17). 
9. Bid Award:  Base Bid and Additive Alternate for the Redwood Road Culinary Transmission Line; 

Resolution R17-19 (2-7-17). 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

1. January 13, 2017 Retreat Summary. 
2. January 17, 2017. 

 
CLOSED SESSION: 
Motion to enter into closed session for any of the following: purchase, exchange, or lease of real property; 
discussion regarding deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems; pending or reasonably 
imminent litigation; the character, professional competence, or the physical or mental health of an 
individual.   
 
ADJOURNMENT   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Decorum - The Council requests that citizens help maintain the decorum of the meeting by turning off electronic devices, 
being respectful to the Council and others. 
Councilmembers may participate in this meeting electronically via video or telephonic conferencing.   
The order of the agenda items is subject to change by order of the Mayor.  
Final action may be taken concerning any topic listed on the agenda.  
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 City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Master Development Agreement Major Amendment,  
Rezone, and General Plan Amendment  
The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow), Neighborhoods 4, 12, 13, and 14 
Tuesday, February 7, 2017 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    Tuesday, January 31, 2017 
Applicant: Doug Towler / Ed Bailey 
Owner:    Cardinal Land Holdings IV LLC and SCP Fox Hollow LLC  
Location:   Fox Hollow, Neighborhoods 4, 12, 13, 14 (~3100 South Redwood Road) 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road, Village Parkway, Wildlife Blvd, future Foothill Blvd 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 59:012:0082, 59:012:0106, 59:012:0145, 59:013:0035, 59:014:0021, 

59:014:0022, 59:011:0085, 59:014:0020, 59:014:0011, ~147 acres of the 
Fox Hollow Development 

Parcel Zoning: R-3 PUD and RC 
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3 and R-3 PUD 
Current Use of Parcel:  Undeveloped, with partial infrastructure improvements 
Adjacent Uses:   Single-family lots, undeveloped property 
Previous Meetings:  MDA reviewed by PC and CC in 2013 
Previous Approvals:  MDA approved by City Council 4-16-13 
Type of Action:  Legislative 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Planning Commission and City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

This is a request for a Master Development Agreement Major Amendment to “The Village at Saratoga 
Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development Agreement” (MDA) to modify uses and zoning in several 
neighborhoods within the Fox Hollow Development as outlined in Section “C” of this report and in the 
attachments.  
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, take public comment, review 
and discuss the proposal, and choose from the options in Section “H” of this report.  Options 
include approval, denial, or continuance of the item. 
 

B. Background: The applicants own large parcels of land within the Fox Hollow development and are 
requesting several changes to the Master Development Agreement as outlined in Section “C” of this report.  
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C. Specific Request: The applicant is requesting several changes to the Master Development Agreement 
including changes to density, open space, zoning, and the general plan as outlined below and detailed in 
the attachments to this report. 
 
• Rezone: Per the MDA, Neighborhood 4 (N4) is currently required to include 20 acres of commercial 

development of which 5 acres shall be RC and 15 acres shall be NC. The MDA states that the 
commercial acreage shall be “in the vicinity of the Neighborhood 4 area”; however, the zoning map 
and Exhibit D-1 of the MDA designate RC zoning in two corners of N4 where detention basins are 
located. The applicant would like to transfer some of the commercial zoning to the west of Foothill Blvd 
and leave the remainder towards the center of N4 along Redwood Road.  
 
The request is to transfer 2.5 acres of RC zoning and 9.78 acres of NC zoning to Neighborhoods 12 and 
13 which are adjacent to future Foothill Boulevard. This will result in a remainder of 2.5 acres of RC 
zoning and 5.22 acres of NC zoning within N4, adjacent to Redwood Road. The current proposal 
identifies the proposed locations for the NC and RC zones as depicted in Exhibit D-1 Amended. All 
other property will be zoned R-3 PUD.  
 

                         ZONING MAP                                            MDA EXHIBIT D-1 

                              
                                                         EXHIBIT D-1 AMENDED (proposed) 
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• General Plan Amendment: The general plan currently 
designates N4 for High Density Residential and Regional 
Commercial and designates N12 and N13 for Low and Medium 
Density Residential. The proposed amendment would result in 
designating specific Regional Commercial and Neighborhood 
Commercial land use areas within Neighborhoods 4, 12 and 13 
as depicted in Exhibit D-1 amended. The remainder of N4 would 
be designated High Density Residential. The remainder of N12 
would be designated Medium Density Residential. The remainder 
of N13 would be designated Low Density Residential.  
 

• Density: The applicant is proposing to reduce units and density 
in N4 and is proposing to keep the same density in N12, N13, 
and N14. However, since the proposal results in less residential 
acreage within N12, N13, and N14, this also results in lower unit counts. The revised density’s and unit 
counts for these neighborhoods are shown in the table in Exhibit D Amended.  

 
• Open Space: Per the MDA, N4 requires 11.13 acres of open space. This requirement was originally 

based on the assumption that N4 would be developed as a multi-family project. The applicant would 
like to reduce the number of allowed units from 552 to 381 in N4 and would also like to transfer some 
of the open space obligation to N14. This would result in 6.13 acres of open space in N4 and two 
designated trailhead areas of 2.50 acres each in N14 (shown in pink on Exhibit D-1 amended). N4 is 
across the street from the future 20 acre regional park.  

 
                                                 EXHIBIT D-1 AMENDED (proposed) 

                             
 

D. Process:  
MDA Amendment: Section 19.13.09(9) states that a major MDA amendment “is an amendment that 
alters the density, intensity of use, amount of open space or unit type, and shall be approved by the City 
Council”. The table in Section 19.13.04 indicates that a major MDA amendment requires City Council 
approval.  

LAND USE MAP 
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General Plan Amendment and Rezone: Section 19.17 of the City Code outlines the development 
review process for general plan amendments and rezones which require review of the request by the 
Planning Commission in a public hearing, with a formal recommendation forwarded to the City Council.  
The Council will then hold a public hearing and formally approve or deny the amendment.   
 
Staff finding: complies. Because the rezone and general plan amendment requests are directly related 
to the MDA Amendment request these applications are being processed together. The Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on January 12, 2017 and forwarded a recommendation for approval of 
the rezone and general plan amendment.  
 

E. Community Review: The request to amend the General Plan and Zoning Map has been noticed as a 
public hearing in the Daily Herald, and mailed notice sent to all property owners within 300 feet at least 10 
days prior to this meeting. The MDA major amendment does not require public notices; however, it was 
announced in the public notices and mailings. At the Planning Commission meeting the president and vice 
president of the Fox Hollow HOA were in attendance and voiced support of the proposed changes.   

 
F. General Plan:  The Proposed MDA Amendment includes a request to amend the General Plan. In N4 the 

General Plan would be amended so that Neighborhood Commercial and Regional Commercial are generally 
in the center of N4 and abutting Redwood Rd. The remainder of N4 would be adjusted to High Density 
Residential to match the existing designation.  
 
In N12 and N13, the General Plan would be amended to include Neighborhood Commercial and Regional 
Commercial along Foothill Boulevard. The remainder of N12 would stay Medium Density Residential and 
the remainder of N13 stay Low Density Residential.  
 
Staff finding: If the proposed changes are approved, the requested zones would be consistent with the 
General Plan. A General Plan Amendment is a legislative decision and the criteria for an amendment are 
reviewed in Section H of this report. 

 
G. Code Criteria:  

 
Master Development Amendment:  
Section 19.13.09 regulates Master Development Agreements. According to 19.13.09(9), the proposed 
amendment request requires City Council approval.   
 
Staff finding: consistent . The request will be scheduled for review by the City Council. This request 
does not alter the overall density or the overall open space in the MDA.  
 
General Plan Amendment and Rezone: 
Zoning Map and General Plan Amendments are a legislative action; therefore the Council has significant 
discretion in making decisions to amend the land use and rezone property. The criteria in Section 19.17.04, 
outlined below, are not binding and may act as guidance in making a rezone decision:  
 

The Planning Commission and City Council shall consider, but not be 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 provisions 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 
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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. 
 

      Findings for either approval or denial are outlined in section H of this report. 
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed MDA major amendment, the Rezone, and 
General Plan Amendment and discuss any public input received at their discretion, and select from the 
options below.  

  
Option 1 – approval 
Motion for Rezone and General Plan Amendment: 
“I move that the City Council approve the Rezone and General Plan Amendment for Fox Hollow 
Neighborhoods 4, 12 and 13 as described in Section C of this report and as depicted in the attached 
exhibits, with the findings and conditions below.”  
 

Findings: 
1. The request is for a rezone and general plan amendment. If the proposed General Plan 

Amendment is approved, the proposed zoning will be consistent with the Land Use Map 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 because it more clearly designates the 
commercial areas within the Fox Hollow development prior to development of these 
neighborhoods and places commercial development adjacent to large capacity roadways.   
 

3. The proposed change will more fully carry out the general purposes and intent of this Title and 
any other ordinance of the City so long as appropriate conditions are in place to ensure access, 
infrastructure, layout and appearance, traffic mitigation, trail connectivity, and other code 
compliance. These items will be reviewed further with each individual subdivision and site plan 
application for compliance with the Land Development Code.  

 
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 because this will preserve future 
commercial areas within the City which will be a benefit to the community at buildout.   

 
Conditions: 

1. Any conditions as articulated by the City Council: _______________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 

 
Motion for MDA Amendment:  
I move that the City Council approve the Second Amendment to the Second Master Development 
Agreement, affecting Neighborhoods 4, 12, 13 and 14 of The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) 
Second Master Development Agreement, based on the findings and conditions listed below:  
 

Findings: 
1. The proposed amendment 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.   
2. The proposed amendment meets the requirements in the Land Development Code as explained in 

the findings in Section “G” of this report, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.  
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Conditions: 
1. That the amendment be recorded against the subject properties.  

 
Alternative Motions: 
 
Option 2 – denial 
 “I move that the City Council deny the proposed MDA Amendment, General Plan Amendment, and Rezone 
for Fox Hollow Neighborhoods 4, 12, and 13, based on the Findings below:” 
 

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

2. The amendment is not consistent with Section [19.13] of the Code, as articulated by the City 
Council: __________________________________________________, and/or 

3. The amendment does not comply with the Second MDA, as articulated by the City Council: 
_____________________________________________________________. 

4. Any other findings as articulated by the City Council: 
______________________________________________________________  

 
 
Option 3 - continuance 
“I move to continue the item to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on information 
and/or changes needed to render a decision as to whether the application meets the requirements of City 
ordinances, as follows: 

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
 
I. Exhibits:   

 
A. Proposed MDA Amendment and Exhibits 
B. Draft Planning Commission Minutes, 1/12/17 
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE VILLAGES AT SARATOGA SPRINGS 
(FOX HOLLOW) SECOND MASTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 
This SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE VILLAGES AT SARATOGA SPRINGS (FOX 

HOLLOW) SECOND MASTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“Amendment”) is entered into this 
____ day of _________, 2016, by Cardinal Land Holdings IV, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
and SCP FOX HOLLOW, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“Developer”) and the City of Saratoga 
Springs, a Utah municipal corporation (“City”).  Capitalized terms used but not otherwise defined herein 
shall have the meanings set forth in the Second MDA (as defined below).   

RECITALS 

A. WHEREAS, Developer and the City, among other parties, are parties to that certain The 
Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development Agreement, dated April 30, 2013 
and recorded on June 20, 2013 as Entry Number 59718:2013 in the offices of the Utah County Recorder 
(the “Second MDA”).  

 
B. WHEREAS, Developer is the owner of Neighborhood 4 (“N4”), Neighborhood 12 

(“N12”), Neighborhood 13 (“N13”) and Neighborhood 14 (“N14”) within the development known as The 
Villages at Saratoga Springs in Saratoga Springs, Utah (“Property”).  

 
C. WHEREAS, Developer and City desire to amend the Second MDA as set forth below.   

AGREEMENT 

NOW THEREFORE, for valuable consideration received, the receipt and sufficiency of which is 
hereby acknowledged by all parties, Developer and the City do hereby covenant and agree as follows: 

1. Unit Summary Modification.  Exhibit “D” of the Second MDA is hereby amended as 
follows: 

a.  Neighborhood No. 4.  The maximum number of units allowed for N4 is decreased from 
five hundred fifty-two (552) units to three hundred eighty-one (381) units. The density 
decreased from fifteen (15) units per acre to seven and seven tenths (7.7) units per acre. 
The approximate area increased from 37.16 to49.44 acres   
 

b. Neighborhood No. 12.  The maximum number of units allowed for N12 is decreased from 
two hundred seventeen (217) units to two hundred and thirteen (213) units. The 
approximate area decreased from 63.81 to 60.81 acres. 

 
c. Neighborhood 13. The maximum number of units allowed for N13 is decreased from one 

hundred twenty-five (125) units to seventy (70) units. The approximate area decreased 
from 20.89 to 11.61 acres. 
 

d. Neighborhood 14. The maximum number of units allowed for N14 is decreased from one 
hundred thirty-two (132) units to one hundred twenty-two (122) units. The approximate 
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area remains the same of 65.73 with an obligation to develop five (5) acres of open space 
as outlined in Section 4 below.. 
 
 

2. Master Plan Development Exhibit “D-1”.  Exhibit D-1 of the Second MDA is hereby 
amended and restated as attached hereto. 

 
3. Section 3-Zone Classification and Permitted Uses. The Zone Classification and Permitted 

Uses Section 3 of the Second MDA shall be amended as follows: 
In Neighborhood 4 (N4), a Commercial area totaling approximately 7.72 acres (2.5 acres 
shall be classified as Regional Commercial (RC) with the permitted and conditional uses 
identified in the Land Development Code and shall also include Convenience Store as a 
permitted use and Convenience Store/Fast Food Combination and Automobile Service 
Station as conditional uses. The other 5.22 acres shall be classified as Neighborhood 
Commercial (NC) with the permitted and conditional uses identified in the Land 
Development Code, and subject to all regulations within the NC zone. The approximate 
locations and legal descriptions for the NC and RC areas in Neighborhood 4 are set forth 
in the attached amended Exhibit D-1 and Exhibit A and Exhibit A-1 to this Amendment. 
The balance of the original 20 acres of commercial zoning is 12.28 acres within the N4 
Commercial Zoning, as set forth in the MDA, will be transferred to N12 and N13, with 3.0 
acres of NC in N12 and 2.5 acres of RC and 6.78  acres of NC placed into N13 (collectively, 
the “N12 and N13 Commercial Areas”).    The amended Exhibit D-1and Exhibit B and 
Exhibit B-1 to this Amendment provide the approximate location and legal descriptions for 
the N12 and 13 Commercial Areas.   
 

4. Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Parks and Open Space Improvements 
Summary.  Exhibit “I” and “I-2” of the Second MDA are hereby amended as follows: 

a. TH-2 Southern OS-6 Trailhead shall increase to approximately two and one half (2.5) 
acres.  

b. TH-3 Northern OS-6 Trailhead shall increase to approximately two and one half (2.5) acres  
c. NP-1 Neighborhood Parks- Neighborhood 4 Open Space shall decrease from eleven and 

thirteen one hundredths (11.13) acres to six and thirteen one hundredths (6.13) acres.  
 
5. Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Master Easement Summary.  Exhibit “K” of the 

Second MDA is hereby modified as follows: 
a. Parks and Open Space Easements-OS-6- Open Space 6/Sensitive Lands (Community Park 

H in Parks Master Plan) shall increase from one hundred twenty and one hundredth 
(120.01) acres to one hundred twenty-five and one hundredth (125.01) acres, while the N4 
Open Space is reduced to six and thirteen one hundredths (6.13) acres. The amended 
Exhibit “K-1” reflects said changes The above mentioned is a transfer of open space rather 
than a decrease or increase in the total amount of open space required by the MDA. Exhibit 
B “Legal Description of Each Easement” to the GRANT OF EASEMENTS TO THE CITY 
OF SARATOGA SPRINGS VILLAGES AT SARATOGA SPRINGS (FOX HOLLOW) 
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agreement is hereby amended by incorporating the legal descriptions for the additional two 
and fifty-one hundredths (2.5) acres to each Trailhead 2 and 3. 

6. Terms and Conditions. The above mentioned are the only changes to the MDA with all 
remaining terms and conditions shall remain the same.    
 

7. Incorporation by Reference.  The terms of the Second MDA (as amended hereby) are 
incorporated herein by reference. 

 
8. Counterparts.  This Addendum may be executed and delivered (electronic or otherwise) in 

two counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, but all of which shall constitute one and the 
same instrument. 

 
9. Ratification. Except as set forth herein, all of the terms and conditions of the First and 

Second MDA are hereby ratified and confirmed.  

[End of Amendment. Signature Page Follows.] 
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WHEREFORE, this Amendment has been executed by Developer and the City effective as of the 
date first set forth above. 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

 

______________________________ 
By:  __________________________ 
Its:  __________________________ 
 

ATTEST:    _____________________ 
       City Recorder 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM:  ____________________ 

City Attorney 
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CARDINAL LAND HOLDINGS IV, LLC 

 
______________________________ 
By:  Ed Bailey 
Its:  Manager 
 
State of Utah   ) 
   :ss 
County of Davis ) 
 
 
 On this ____ day of ___________, 2016, personally appeared before me of satisfactory evidence, 
Chad Bessinger, whose identity is personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence, and who affirmed that he is the Manager of SCP Fox Hollow, LLC, a Utah limited liability 
company, and said document was signed by him on behalf of said company by proper authority, and he 
acknowledged to me that said company executed the same.  
 
 
______________________________ 
Notary Public  
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SCP FOX HOLLOW, LLC 

 
______________________________ 
By:  Chad Bessinger 
Its:  Manager 
 
State of Utah   ) 
   :ss 
County of Davis ) 
 
 
 On this ____ day of ___________, 2016, personally appeared before me of satisfactory evidence, 
Chad Bessinger, whose identity is personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence, and who affirmed that he is the Manager of SCP Fox Hollow, LLC, a Utah limited liability 
company, and said document was signed by him on behalf of said company by proper authority, and he 
acknowledged to me that said company executed the same.  
 
 
______________________________ 
Notary Public  
 
 

















01-03-2017 

SCP Fox Hollow-Legal description #1 (Neighborhood 12, Neighborhood Commercial) 

BEGINNING at a point that is S 00°11’07” W 399.41 feet along the Section Line and East 197.19 feet 
from the Northwest Corner of Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and 
Meridian, and running thence N 54°21’32” E 389.26 feet to a  915.00’ radius curve to the right, thence 
along arc of said curve 349.48 feet through a delta of  21°53’02” (chord bears S 23°39’58” E 347.36 feet), 
thence S 12°43’27” E 63.64 feet, thence S 70° 13’05” W 133.79 feet, thence S 63°44’18” W 162.81 feet, 
thence N 36°10’09” W 335.34 feet, to the point of Beginning. Parcel Contains 3.0 ac. 

SCP Fox Hollow Legal description #2-(Neighborhood 13, Neighborhood Commercial) 

BEGINNING at a point that is S 00°11’07” W 784.31 feet along the Section Line and East 446.63 feet 
from the Northwest Corner of Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and 
Meridian, and running thence N 62°52’53” E 138.21, thence N 69°27’43” E 134.54 feet, thence S 
12°43’27” E 656.95 feet,  thence N 89°45’00” W 310.53 feet, thence N 08° 55’52” W 535.76 feet  to the 
point of Beginning. Parcel Contains 3.92 ac. 

Cardinal Land Holdings IV-Legal description #3 (Neighborhood 13, Regional Commercial) 

BEGINNING at a point that is S 00°11’07” W 1,313.28 feet along the Section Line and East 463.85 feet 
from the Northwest Corner of Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and 
Meridian, and running thence S 89°45’00” E 67.67 feet, thence S 89°45’00” E 310.52 feet, thence S 
12°08’50” E 239.13 feet  to a  572.50’ radius curve to the left, thence along arc of said curve 200.92 feet 
through a delta of  20°06’29” (chord bears S 61°41’39” W 199.89 feet), thence N 62°44’27” W 281.62 
feet, thence N 00°37’06”  W 201.24 feet to the point of Beginning. Parcel Contains 2.5 ac. 

Cardinal Land Holdings IV-Legal description #4 (Neighborhood 13, Neighborhood 
Commercial) 

BEGINNING at a point that is S 00°11’07” W 1,514.51 feet along the Section Line and East 466.67 feet 
from the Northwest Corner of Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and 
Meridian, and running thence S 62°44’27” E 281.62 feet to a  572.50’ radius curve to the left, thence 
along arc of said curve 453.30 feet through a delta of  45°21’59” (chord bears S 28°57’25” W 441.55 
feet), thence N 75°18’00” W 52.53 feet  to a  948.64’ radius curve to the left, thence along arc of said 
curve 162.47 feet through a delta of  9°48’46” (chord bears N 80°12’23” W 162.27 feet), thence N 
04°21’30” E 331.03 feet, thence N 45°54’42” E 207.44  feet to the point of Beginning. Parcel Contains 
2.86 ac. 

 

 

 

 











































 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes January 12, 2017 1 of 2 

City of Saratoga Springs Planning Commission Meeting 
January 12, 2017 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Minutes 

 
Present: 

Commission Members: Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, David Funk, Ken Kilgore, Troy 
Cunningham 
Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director; Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner; Kara Knighton, Planner 1; Jeff 
Attermann, Planner 1; Kevin Thurman, City Attorney; Gordon Miner, City Engineer; Nicolette Fike, 
Deputy Recorder; Andrew Burton, Police Chief 
Others: Fred Cox, Johnny Anderson, Stan Steele, Jared Hanie, Tanya Parker, Ryan Poduska, Doug Towler 

 
 
8.   Public Hearing: Master Development Agreement Amendment, Rezone, and General Plan 
Amendment for Fox Hollow, located approximately 3100 S Redwood Road. Doug Towler/Ed Bailey, 
applicant 

Senior Planner Sarah Carroll presented the item. This is an amendment to modify uses and zoning in 
several neighborhoods within the Fox Hollow Development. The request is to transfer 2.5 ac. of Regional 
Commercial zoning and 9.78 ac. of Neighborhood Commercial zoning to Neighborhoods 12 and 13 which 
are adjacent to Foothill Blvd. The remainder of those zones will be along Redwood Road. All other 
property will be zone R-3 PUD. The proposed General Plan Amendment would result in designating 
specific Regional Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial land use areas. They are proposing to 
reduce units and density in N4 and lower unit counts in N12-14. They would like to transfer some open 
space obligation to N14.  
 
Doug Towler and Matt Scott were present as Applicants. Doug thanked Staff for their hours worked on the 
project. He mentioned the problem was the property lines split the neighborhood in half so they are 
working jointly through the process together. The basis behind this is to get the property developed as 
soon as possible. The previous amount of units was very dense and they felt it was better for the 
neighborhood to adjust that.  
 
Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  

Ryan Poduska, represented the HOA, they have no problem with this change and support it with a 
positive recommendation. 

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  
 
Commissioner Kilgore asked for clarification on why the Master Development Agreement and Zoning 
map don’t agree.  
Senior Planner Sarah Carroll did not know the background of why it happened but it also says in the 
vicinity of neighborhood 4, which is vague. City Attorney Kevin Thurman said in the past the old property 
owners didn’t have the time and money to do the exhibits so they used the old exhibits and put in the 
request. Now they want to move that area to a place that didn’t exist, it helps clear it up at this point where 
they don’t have to rezone property later. Commissioner Kilgore commented that there doesn’t seem to be 
any issues with this change and our code.  
 
Commissioner Cunningham is supportive of this and thinks it’s great to reduce the amount of housing and 
likes the way they have done the commercial along Redwood Road and moved some over by Foothill 
Blvd. He has noted comments from citizens that there is nothing in this part of the city for a resident to 
grab a quick gallon of milk or similar type. 
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Commissioner Williamson also liked more commercial in this part of the city. He thought the new 
proposed Community Commercial zone would be a good use here.  
 
Commissioner Funk thanked them for providing all the information they provided and for making sure the 
citizens in the area were approving.  
 
Commissioner Wilkins asked staff to show which areas were developed. Senior Planner Sarah Carroll 
noted which areas were developed and not. Commissioner Wilkins asked if there would be a stoplight. He 
wondered if it would conflict with Mountain View Corridor. City Engineer Gordon Miner noted that MAG 
is studying this corridor from Crossroads to Redwood Road in the south of the city. We are not sure of the 
cross section at this time it will be an outcome of this study as well as signal locations. Senior Planner 
Sarah Carroll noted they will have frontage on Village Pkwy also. Doug Towler commented they 
envisioned an entrance off of Foothill Blvd. but access off of Village Pkwy.  
 
Motion made by Commissioner Funk  to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for 
the Rezone and General Plan Amendment for Fox Hollow Neighborhoods 4, 12, and 13 as described 
in Section C of the Staff Report and as depicted in the attached exhibits, with the findings and 
conditions in the Staff Report. Seconded by Commissioner Williamson. Aye: David Funk, Kirk 
Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore. Motion passed 5 - 0. 



   
  

ORDINANCE NO. 17-4 (2-7-17) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS, UTAH, APPROVING THE SECOND 
AMENDMENT FOR THE VILLAGES AT SARATOGA 
SPRINGS (FOX HOLLOW) SECOND MASTER 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT; ADOPTING 
AMENDMENTS TO THE LAND USE MAP OF THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING MAP FOR CERTAIN 
REAL PROPERTY TOTALING 20 ACRES LOCATED 
WITHIN THE FOX HOLLOW DEVELOPMENT AT 
APPROXIMATELY 3200 SOUTH REDWOOD ROAD; 
INSTRUCTING THE CITY STAFF TO AMEND THE 
LAND USE MAP OF THE GENERAL PLAN AND 
ZONING MAP; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, on April 30, 2013, the City of Saratoga Springs (“City”) entered into a 

development agreement, recorded June 20, 2013 as Entry No. 59718:2013 in the Official 
Records of Utah County (“original development agreement”), pertaining to the Fox Hollow 
project consisting of the development of single family and multifamily units in the City of 
Saratoga Springs, Utah; and 

 
WHEREAS, certain successors-in-interest to the Fox Hollow Project and original 

development agreement have filed a complete application for amendments to the original 
development agreement, a rezone, and a general plan amendment for approximately 20 acres of 
property to change the Property from the current zone and general plan designation to Regional 
Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial respectively in a manner consistent with the intent 
of Original Development Agreement, all as provided in the City’s Land Development Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Utah Code § 10-9a-102, the City Council is authorized to enter 
into development agreements, or amend the same, that the City Council considers necessary or 
appropriate for the use and development of land within the municipality; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer desire to enter into the Second Amendment to the 
Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development Agreement for the Fox 
Hollow Project (“Agreement”), attached as Exhibit 1, 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, 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 zoning or general plan amendments, 

the amendments must first be reviewed by the planning commission for its recommendation; and 
 



   
  

WHEREAS, on January 12, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing after 
proper notice and publication to consider proposed amendments to the City’s Land Use Map 
contained in the General Plan as well as the City-wide zoning map and forwarded a positive 
recommendation with conditions, subject to the parties entering into the Agreement; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 7, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing after proper 

notice and publication to consider the zoning and general plan amendments; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council voted on the rezone, general plan, and Agreement 

applications at the February 7, 2017 meeting; and 
 
WHEREAS, after due consideration, and after proper notice, and after conducting the 

requisite public hearing, the City Council, pursuant to its legislative authority under Utah Code 
Annotated § 10-9a-101, et seq., has determined that it is in the best interests of the residents of 
the City of Saratoga Springs that the Agreement be approved and that amendments to the Land 
Use Map of the General Plan and City-wide zoning map be made on the condition that the 
parties sign the Agreement. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council hereby ordains as follows: 
 

SECTION I – ENACTMENT 
 
  The Second Amendment to the Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master 
Development Agreement, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by this reference, 
is hereby approved and enacted.  Subject to the Agreement being signed by the parties, the 
property described in Exhibit 1 is hereby changed to Regional Commercial and Neighborhood 
Commercial on the City’s Zoning Map and on the Land Use Map of the General Plan 
respectively. City Staff is hereby instructed to amend the official City Zoning Map and Land Use 
Map accordingly.  
 
  In addition, subject to the Agreement being signed by the parties, the property in the 
corners of Neighborhood 4 is hereby changed from Regional Commercial to R-3 PUD on the 
City’s Zoning Map and changed from Regional Commercial to High Density Residential on the 
Land Use Map accordingly. City Staff is hereby instructed to amend the official City Zoning 
Map and Land Use 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 7th day of February, 2017. 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
          Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
Attest: ___________________________    
              Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder     
 
                     VOTE 
Shellie Baertsch               
Michael McOmber   _____ 
Bud Poduska    _____ 
Chris Porter    _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 



   
  

EXHIBIT 1 
 

SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE VILLAGES AT SARATOGA SPRINGS 
(FOX HOLLOW) SECOND MASTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 



City Council Staff Report 
 
Author:  Gordon Miner, City Engineer  
Subject: Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis 
Date: February 7, 2017 
Type of Item:   Transportation Capital Facilities Planning and Funding 
 
 
 
 
A. Executive Summary:  An Impact Fee Facilities Plan and an Impact Fee Analysis have 

been prepared in order to modify the City’s impact fee schedule relative to required 
transportation system improvements attributable to new growth within the city. 
 
Recommendation: City staff recommends that the City Council adopt these documents. 

 
B. Background:  Four documents are involved in the process of planning and funding 

transportation system improvements:  Transportation Master Plan (TMP), Capital 
Facilities Plan (CFP), Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP), and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA).  
Beginning with the TMP, each one is derived from the former.  For most facilities, the TMP 
used a planning horizon of the year 2040, while the build-out scenario was used for some 
facilities.  The CFP addresses the capital facilities projects that are anticipated to be built 
within the next 10 years.  The IFFP addresses those capital projects that will qualify to be 
funded with impact fees.  The IFA provides the calculation of the impact fee amount. 

 
 Because the CFP and the IFFP are so closely-related, we chose to just include the CFP in 

the IFFP and call it the IFFP. 
 

The Council adopted a TMP last month.  The City staff has been working on the CFP, IFFP, 
and IFA concurrently.  So, with the adoption of the TMP, the City is now ready to adopt 
the IFFP and IFA. 

 
C. Funding Source:  Impact Fees. 
 
D. Review:  The IFFP was prepared by Horrocks Engineers with significant input from City 

staff.  The IFA was prepared by Zions Bank.  Both documents were reviewed by Jodie 
Hoffman, Esquire, who specializes in impact fee law.  Representatives from Horrocks 
Engineers and Zions Bank will be at the meeting to answer questions. 

 
Drafts of these documents have been made generally-available to the public as required 
by State law.  They were also placed on the City’s website, the links to which were made 
available to the Utah Valley Homebuilders Association, the Utah Central Association of 
Realtors, and Property Reserve, Inc. 

 



E. Recommendation and Alternatives:  City staff recommends that the City Council adopt 
these documents.  The following alternative motions are offered to the Council for 
consideration: 
 
Alternative 1 - Adopt 
 
“I move to adopt the subject Transportation System Impact Fee Facilities Plan and 
Impact Fee Analysis”. 
 
Alternative 2 – Adopt with Modifications 
 
“I move to adopt the subject Transportation System Impact Fee Facilities Plan and 
Impact Fee Analysis with direction to City staff to modify the subject document(s) as 
follows:” 
 

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
Alternative 3 – Table 
 
“I move to table the adoption of the Transportation System Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
and Impact Fee Analysis with the following direction to City staff for changes needed to 
render a future consideration: 
 

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
F. Attachments: 
 

1. Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
2. Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 



SARATOGA SPRINGS 
IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN
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Transportation Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan Summary 

Introduction 
The Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) was prepared to meet the requirements of Section 11-36a of the Utah 

State Impact Fee Code.  The purpose of the IFFP is to identify master planned roadway infrastructure 

projects that are eligible for impact fees, estimate the implementation costs associated with those 

projects that are eligible for impact fees, and estimate the available capacities in the existing roadway 

network that are eligible for reimbursement through impact fees.  

Existing Level of Service 
According to the Impact Fee Act, level of service (LOS) is defined as “the defined performance standard 

or unit of demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” The LOS of a 

roadway segment or intersection is used to determine if capacity improvements are necessary. LOS is 

measured on a roadway segment using its daily traffic volume and at an intersection based on the average 

delay per vehicle. A standard of LOS D was chosen as the acceptable LOS for Saratoga Springs City.  Based 

on existing traffic volumes, the following shows existing deficiencies within the City: 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): Northern Border to Crossroads Blvd. 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 North to Pony Express 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 South to Grandview Blvd. 

 Pony Express Parkway: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border 

 Crossroads Blvd: Riverside Drive to Eastern Border 

Future Demand 
The basis of the future travel demand was projected using the Mountainland Association of Governments 

(MAG) Travel Demand Model (TDM).  The MAG TDM models the entire Wasatch Front from north of 

Ogden to south of Spanish Fork.  The entire region is split into Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ).  Each TAZ 

includes socio-economic and land use data provided by MAG and the City.  The TDM generates traffic 

projects and, future traffic demands/impacts based on the socioeconomic data within each TAZ.  Since 

the MAG TDM is a regional model, the TAZ’s were updated to better simulate driving conditions within 

the City boundaries.  The TDM was used to project existing traffic volumes to determine the roadway 

projects necessary to maintain adequate LOS.   
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Project Cost Attributable to Future Demand 
Utilizing the TDM projections, a 10 year Capital Facilities Plan was created outlining the projects necessary 

to maintain adequate LOS throughout the City.  This includes existing improvements as well as new 

roadways based on projected new development.  All projects included in the 10 year Capital Facilities Plan 

were assigned a project year based on expected development.  Only the projects from 2016-2022 are 

impact fee eligible.  For all impact fee eligible projects, reductions were calculated based on existing 

deficiencies, excess capacity and pass-through traffic.  Of the $32,693,000 required from Saratoga Springs 

to build the expected roadway projects from 2016-2022, $12,192,000 is eligible to be paid using impact 

fees.  All project costs included in the IFFP include inflation based on the expected project year.  
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Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
Introduction 
The purpose of an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) is to identify public facilities that are needed to 

accommodate development, and to determine which projects may be funded with impact fees. Utah law 

requires communities to prepare an IFFP prior to preparing an impact fee analysis and establishing an 

impact fee. According to Title 11, Chapter 36a-302 of the Utah Code, the IFFP is required to identify the 

following: 

 The existing level of service 

 A proposed level of service 

 Any excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service 

 The demands placed on existing public facilities by new development  

 A proposed means by which the local political subdivision will meet those demands 

 A general consideration of all potential revenue sources to finance the impacts on system 
improvements  

This analysis incorporates the information provided in the Saratoga Springs Transportation Master Plan 

(TMP) regarding the upcoming demands on the existing infrastructure facilities that will require 

improvements to accommodate future growth and provide an acceptable LOS. Reference should be made 

to the previous chapters for additional information on the evaluation methodology and how the 

projections were made. 

This section focuses on the improvements that are projected to be needed over the next ten years. Utah 

law requires that any impact fees collected for those improvements be spent within six years of being 

collected.  Only capital improvements are included in this plan; all other maintenance and operation costs 

are assumed to be covered through the City’s General Fund as tax revenues increase as a result of 

additional development. 

Existing Level of Service (11-36a-302.1.a.i) 
According to the Impact Fee Act, level of service is defined as “the defined performance standard or unit 

of demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” The LOS of a roadway 

segment or intersection is used to determine if capacity improvements are necessary. LOS is measured 

on a roadway segment using its daily traffic volume and at an intersection based on the average delay per 

vehicle. A standard of LOS D was chosen as the acceptable LOS for Saratoga Springs City. This allows for 

speeds at or near free-flow speeds, but with less freedom to maneuver.  At intersections, LOS D means 

that vehicles should not have to wait more than one cycle to proceed through the intersection and 
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experience delays less than 35 seconds, according to the Highway Capacity Manual 2010.  Table 1 below 

summarizes the capacities for roadway segments used by Saratoga Springs City at LOS D. 

Table 1: Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day at LOS D 

Functional 
Classification 

Lanes Capacity 

Principal Arterial 7 46,000 

Major Arterial 5 30,500 

Minor Arterial 3 13,000 

Collector 3 11,500 

Minor Collector 2 5,000 

Intersection Standards 

The performance of intersections has a large effect on the level of service of the roadway network. 

Intersections have different stop controls such as: no control, stop controlled, signal, roundabout, or are 

controlled in another way.  The level of service for each type of intersection is calculated in a different 

way. Intersection improvements will be necessary in order to maintain LOS D. One method to reduce costs 

is to coordinate the placement of signal wiring, foundations, and other features, with roadway 

construction before the placement of the actual traffic signals and other elements.  The costs of these 

intersection improvements have been included in the roadway network cost estimates included in       

Table 5.  

Trips 

The unit of demand for transportation impact is the PM peak hour trip.  A PM peak hour trip is defined by 

the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) as a single or one-directional vehicle movement to or from 

a site between the hours of 4pm and 6pm.  The total traffic impact of a new development can be 

determined by the sum of the total number of trips generated by a development during the PM peak 

hour.  This trip generation number or impact can be estimated for an individual development using the 

ITE Trip Generation Manual (currently 8th edition) (Examples of ITE Trip Generation values are found in 

Appendix A – ITE Trip Generation).  This publication uses national data studied over decades to assist 

traffic engineering professionals to determine the likely impact of new development on transportation 

infrastructure.   

There is a minor discrepancy in the way ITE calculates trips, and the way trips or roadway volumes are 

calculated in the travel demand modelling used in the Saratoga Springs TMP.  This discrepancy is explained 

by the model roadway volumes and capacities being calculated using daily traffic volumes rather than 

trips on the roadway.  Essentially, this means that a travel demand model “trip” or unit of volume is 

counted once as a vehicle leaves home, travels on the road network, and then arrives at work.  This vehicle 

will only be counted as it travels on the roadway network.  The ITE Trip Generation method uses driveway 

counts as its measure of a trip.  Therefore, a vehicle making the same journey will be counted once as it 

leaves home and once again as it arrives at work for a total of 2 trips.  This can be rectified simply by 

adjusting the ITE Trip Generation rates by one half.   
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An additional consideration is that certain types of developments do not generate primary trips or trips 

that originated for the sole purpose of visiting that development.  An example of a primary trip is a home 

based work trip where someone leaves their house with the express purpose of going to work.  This 

primary trip has been generated by a combination of the home the trip originated in and the place of 

occupation where the trip is terminated.  Thus it is easily understood that the impact of this trip should 

be attributed to the housing development and workplace development, without either of these locations, 

the trip doesn’t happen.  Some trips are not primary trips, they are defined as pass-by trips.  This 

essentially means that the trip (crossing the driveway of a development) was generated by a driver 

deciding to make a stop on their way to their primary destination.  Good examples of pass-by trips are 

someone that stops at the gas station on their way to work (a gas station is a pass-by trip) or a driver that 

is enticed to stop at a fast food restaurant as they drive by because the HOT DONUTS sign is illuminated 

(the fast food restaurant is a pass-by trip).  Pass-by trips do not add traffic to the roadway and therefore 

do not create additional impact.  Each land use type in the ITE Trip Generation Manual has a suggested 

reduction for pass-by trips where applicable.  In each case, the trip reduction rate has been applied to the 

trip generation rate used in this IFFP. 

System Improvements and Project Improvements 

As described in the TMP, there are four primary classifications of roads, including local streets, collectors, 

arterials, and freeways/expressways. Saratoga Springs City classifies street facilities based on the relative 

amounts of through and land-access service they provide. Local streets primarily serve land-access 

functions, while freeways and expressways are primarily meant for mobility. Each classification may have 

a variable amount of lanes, which is a function of the expected traffic volume and serves as the greatest 

measure of roadway capacity. 

Improvements to collectors and arterials are considered “system improvements” according to the Utah 

Impact Fee Law, as these streets serve users from multiple developments. System improvements may 

include anything within the roadway such as curb and gutter, asphalt, road base, lighting, and signing for 

collectors and arterials. These projects are eligible to be funded with impact fees and are included in this 

IFFP. 

Proposed Level of Service (11-36a-302.1.a.ii) 
The proposed level of service provides a standard for future roadway conditions to be evaluated against. 

This standard will determine whether or not a roadway will need improvements or not. According to the 

Utah Impact Fee Law, the proposed level of service may: 

1. Diminish or equal the existing level of service 
2. Exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political 

subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase the 
existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new growth is 
charged for the proposed level of service; or 

3. Establish a new public facility if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political subdivision 
or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase the existing level of 
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service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the 
proposed level of service. 

 

This IFFP will not make any changes to the existing level of service, and LOS D will be the standard by 

which future growth will be evaluated. 

Existing Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth (11-36a-

302.1.a.iii) 
Included is the determination of excess capacity on the existing roadway network.  Excess capacity is 

defined as the amount of available capacity on any given street in the roadway network under existing 

conditions.  Table 2 represents the excess capacity for each existing roadway under Saratoga Springs 

jurisdiction. A positive excess capacity represents available capacity for new development in the city 

before additional infrastructure will be needed. This represents a buy-in component from the City as the 

existing residents/property owners/developers are to proportionately reimburse the City for its actual 

cost of excess capacity in these improvements.  The portion of these roadways which are calculated as 

the buy-in component of the impact fee is included in the Impact Fee Analysis (IFA).    For the existing 

roadway segments with a negative existing excess capacity in Table 2 (existing deficiencies under the 

Impact Fee Act) will undergo capacity improvements that will not be funded with Impact Fee revenues 

and the analysis is included in the IFFP.   

Table 2: Existing and 2022 Excess Capacity/Deficiency Calculations on Existing Roadways 

Road Name 
Existing 
Capacity 

Existing 
Volume 

Excess 
Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

Excess 
Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

% 

2022 
Capacity 

(Projects 
Included) 

2022 
Volume 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

% 

Pony Express Parkway 13,000 15,900 -2,900 -22% 30,500 23,500 7,000 23% 

Crossroads Blvd (East 
of Redwood Road) 

13,000 13,700 -700 -5% 30,500 20,000 10,500 34% 

W Harvest Hills Blvd 10,500 4,700 5,800 55% 10,500 7,000 3,500 33% 

Aspen Hills Blvd 10,500 1,100 9,400 90% 10,500 5,000 5,500 52% 

Commerce Dr. 10,500 5,000 5,500 52% 10,500 6,600 3,900 37% 

400 East 10,500 3,100 7,400 70% 10,500 3,600 6,900 66% 

800 West 10,500 1,000 9,500 90% 10,500 2,100 8,400 80% 

1400 North 10,500 1,500 9,000 86% 10,500 2,000 8,500 81% 

Foothill Blvd 11,500 2,000 9,500 83% 11,500 6,600 4,900 43% 

1200 North 10,500 1,000 9,500 90% 10,500 1,500 9,000 86% 

W Evens Lane 10,500 1,000 9,500 90% 10,500 2,000 8,500 81% 

200 West 11,500 1,500 10,000 87% 11,500 2,100 9,400 82% 

400 South 5,000 1,200 3,800 76% 11,500 5,500 6,000 52% 

Saratoga Road 11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 3,400 8,100 70% 
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Road Name 
Existing 
Capacity 

Existing 
Volume 

Excess 
Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

Excess 
Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

% 

2022 
Capacity 

(Projects 
Included) 

2022 
Volume 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity/ 
Deficiency 

% 

Ring Road 11,500 2,300 9,200 80% 11,500 5,800 5,700 50% 

Lariat Blvd 11,500 2,300 9,200 80% 11,500 5,800 5,700 50% 

Stillwater Dr.  11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 2,000 9,500 83% 

Village Pkwy 11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 3,000 8,500 74% 

Wildlife Blvd 11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 4,000 7,500 65% 

Harbor Park Way 11,500 2,600 8,900 77% 11,500 2,900 8,600 75% 

7200 North 11,500 900 10,600 92% 11,500 3,400 8,100 70% 

7350 North 11,500 600 10,900 95% 11,500 3,900 7,600 66% 

Riverside Drive (South 
of Pioneer Crossing) 

11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 7,000 4,500 39% 

Market St 13,000 1,000 12,000 92% 13,000 5,900 7,100 55% 

Riverside Drive (North 
Side) 

11,500 1,000 10,500 91% 11,500 5,800 5,700 50% 

Pioneer Crossing (SR-
165) West of Redwood 

30,500 10,000 20,500 67% 30,500 16,600 13,900 46% 

400 North 11,500 8,200 3,300 29% 11,500 11,400 100 1% 

Talus Ridge Drive 11,500 2,000 9,500 83% 11,500 6,700 4,800 42% 

Grandview Boulevard 11,500 5,000 6,500 56% 11,500 4,400 5,900 46% 
 

Demands Placed on Facilities by New Development (11-36a-

302.1.a.iv) 
To meet the requirements of the Utah Impact Fee law, to “identify demands placed upon existing public 

facilities by new development activity at the proposed level of service” and to “identify the means by 

which the political subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands”, the following steps 

were completed and are explained in further detail in the following sections: 

1. Existing Demand – The traffic demand at the present time was estimated using traffic counts 
and population data. 

2. Existing Capacity – The capacity of the current roadway network was estimated using the 
calculated LOS. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – The deficiencies in the current network were identified by comparing the 
LOS of the roadways to the LOS standard. 

4. Future Demand – The future demand on the network was estimated using development 
projections. 

5. Future Deficiencies – The deficiencies in the future network were identified by comparing the 
calculated future LOS with the LOS standard. 

6. Recommended Improvements – Recommendations were made that will help meet future 
demands.  
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Existing Roadway Network Conditions 
  

Conversions of Growth and Development Projections to Trip Generations 

The basis of the future travel demand was projected using the Mountainland Association of Governments 

(MAG) Travel Demand Model (TDM).  The MAG TDM models the entire Wasatch Front from north of 

Ogden to south of Spanish Fork.  The entire region is split into Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ).  Each TAZ 

includes socio-economic and land use data provided by MAG and the City.  Variables included in the model 

come directly from the Utah Governor’s Office of Management and budget such as total population, total 

households, household size, total employment as well as average income.  The existing population in 

Saratoga Springs is 26,736 and the projected population in 2025 will be 46,005. 

The MAG TDM was calibrated to fit existing traffic conditions in Saratoga Springs City.  Existing traffic 

counts were collected throughout the city.  Traffic counts were collected from UDOT and include annual 

average daily traffic (AADT) volumes as defined in Traffic on Utah Highways. On City owned roadways, 

traffic counts were either provided by Saratoga Springs City or were manually counted as part of the 

analysis.  Figure 1 shows the count locations throughout the City used for model calibration.  Once 

collected, the TDM is updated so the model produces similar traffic patterns within the City.   

The TDM generates traffic projects and future traffic demands/impacts based on the socioeconomic data 

within each TAZ.  There are numerous variables within each TAZ, but the two main variables that 

determine traffic generation are total households and total employment.  Since the MAG TDM provides a 

regional model with large TAZ’s, citywide traffic volumes generated in the model are not accurate.  In 

order to calibrate the MAG TDM with the existing local conditions, each TAZ is split into smaller units 

based on the roadway network in Saratoga Springs.  The socioeconomic data within the original TAZ’s are 

then redistributed within the split TAZ’s.  No data in the model is changed, but redistributed to ensure 

that the model is calibrated with the existing roadway conditions and better reflects future growth 

impacts (The TAZ socioeconomic data is included in Appendix B – TAZ Socioeconomic Data).  The TAZ 

structure used for this analysis is shown in Figure 2.  The original TAZ’s are shown as dark lines and the 

split TAZ’s are shown as lighter lines.  For each TAZ, Table 3 shows the total households and total 

employment for each TAZ in 2015, and 2025 for all TAZ’s in Saratoga Springs.   

Existing Functional Classification and Level of Service 

The existing functional classification used in the MAG Travel Demand Model is shown in Figure 3.  The LOS 

was calculated for each roadway and intersection according to the guidelines explained in the Level of 

Service section and a LOS map is included in Figure 4.   
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Table 3: Total Households and Total Employment for Each TAZ in Saratoga Springs 

TAZ ID 
Total Households Total Employment 

 TAZ ID 
Total Households Total Employment 

2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 2015 2025 

1751 330 613 12 48  2266 50 163 4 10 

1754 254 504 79 131  2267 38 124 3 7 

1755 9 64 0 225  2268 145 344 7 13 

1781 0 0 0 0  2269 66 232 21 51 

1782 0 108 0 101  2270 45 158 14 35 

1784 7 98 8 44  2271 121 265 19 48 

1786 818 1158 92 409  2272 2 17 4 4 

1787 334 453 340 718  2273 23 158 32 41 

1788 0 128 0 49  2275 0 255 0 10 

1789 183 507 604 750  2276 0 0 0 0 

1790 0 39 0 110  2277 0 0 0 0 

1791 2 69 0 158  2278 1 64 0 1 

1792 25 113 90 436  2279 0 41 0 2 

1793 7 66 0 305  2280 0 27 0 1 

1794 0 175 6 14  2281 0 33 0 1 

1795 1 74 0 5  2282 0 17 0 1 

1796 2 252 0 5  2283 0 9 0 0 

1797 556 828 25 38  2284 0 78 2 7 

1798 364 364 18 18  2285 43 193 153 745 

1799 0 199 0 6  2286 16 72 57 278 

1800 24 167 34 44  2287 3 94 0 215 

1801 94 182 127 148  2288 128 173 129 275 

1802 211 462 35 85  2289 128 173 130 275 

1803 73 255 23 57  2290 53 71 53 113 

1804 16 82 0 112  2292 8 111 9 51 

1805 116 302 5 8  2293 159 135 33 333 

1806 236 558 13 22  2294 1 33 0 76 

1807 96 312 7 19  2295 1 29 0 66 

1808 2 247 0 6  2296 1 31 0 70 

1809 0 130 0 4  2297 2 78 0 178 

1811 0 87 5 787  2298 2 53 0 122 

1818 0 876 0 166  2299 1 51 0 140 

1819 191 520 20 292  2300 1 74 0 205 

2245 0 10 0 6  2301 102 278 10 156 

2264 0 59 0 2  2302 0 152 0 57 

2265 32 104 2 6       
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Mitigations to Existing Capacity Deficiencies 

Using LOS D as the threshold for roadway improvements in Figure 4 (Indicated by red lines), the following 

shows the roadways that have existing capacity deficiencies: 

Roadway Segments at or below LOS E: 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): Northern Border to Crossroads Blvd. 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 North to Pony Express 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 South to Grandview Blvd. 

 Pony Express Parkway: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border 

 Crossroads Blvd: Riverside Drive to Eastern Border 

In most cases, roadway capacity improvements are achieved by adding travel lanes.  In some cases, 

additional capacity can be gained by striping additional lanes where the existing pavement width will 

accommodate it.  This can be accomplished by eliminating on street parking, creating narrower travel 

lanes, and adding two-way left turn lanes where they don’t currently exist.  For all roadway capacity 

improvements, it is recommended to investigate other mitigation methods before widening the roadway. 

Future Roadway Network Conditions 

By calibrating the MAG Travel Demand Model to fit the existing traffic conditions in Saratoga Springs City, 

the model is prepared to project traffic volumes into the future.  There are two future models used for 

this TMP.  The first model used was to identify potential capacity deficiencies, called the 2025 No Build 

Model.  The other model used was the 2025 Master Plan Solution Model, which includes all future projects 

to improve the deficiencies in the 2025 No Build Model. 

No Build Level of Service 

A no-build scenario is intended to show what the roadway network would be like in the future if no action 

is taken to improve the City roadway network.  The travel demand model was again used to predict this 

condition by applying the future growth and travel demand to the existing roadway network.  As shown 

in Figure 5, the following roadways would perform at LOS E or worse if no action were taken by 2025 to 

improve the roadway network: 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): Northern Border to Crossroads Blvd. 

 Redwood Road (SR-68): Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) to Wildlife Blvd. 

 Crossroads Blvd.: Commerce Dr. to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) & Commerce Dr. to Eastern Border 

 Pioneer Crossing (SR-145): Eastern Border to Redwood Road (SR-68) 

 Pioneer Crossing (SR-145): Crossroads Blvd. to Foothill Blvd. 

 Cory Wride Memorial Highway (SR-73): Foothill Blvd. to Western Border 

 400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 200 West 

 Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border 

 400 East: Crossroads Blvd. to Northern Border 

 400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Saratoga Road 

 Saratoga Road: 400 South to 145 North 

 145 North: Saratoga Road to 1100 West  
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10-Year Capital Facilities Plan 

Although projects will be completed as growth and development occurs throughout the city, the existing 

and no build scenarios are used as a basis to predict the necessary projects to include in the IFFP.  Figure 

6 and Table 4 show the Capital Facilities Plan, which forecast all necessary improvements for the next ten 

years.  This includes all of the projects regardless of their eligibility for impact fee expenditure. Project 

costs are included in Appendix C – 10 Year Capital Facilities Plan Cost Summary. 

Table 4: Capital Facilities Plan Projects 

Project Location 
Project 

Year 
Funding Source 

1 
Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 South to Stillwater 
Drive 

2017 UDOT 

12 
Crossroads Blvd: Commerce Drive to Eastern 
Border 

2017 MAG/County 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen Hills 
Boulevard 

2017 
Saratoga 
Springs 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to Pony 
Express Boulevard 

2017 
Saratoga 
Springs 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. 
Saratoga Blvd 

2018 
Saratoga 
Springs 

22 Signal: Market Street & Redwood Road (SR-68) 2018 UDOT 

23 Signal: Market Street & Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 2018 UDOT 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat Boulevard 
(Right of Way Only) 

2018 
Saratoga 
Springs 

4 
Mountain View Corridor Frontage Roads: Northern 
Border to SR-73 

2019 UDOT 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western 
Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

2019 MAG 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd to 
Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

2019 
Saratoga 
Springs 

24 Signal: Riverside Drive & Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 2019 UDOT 

19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2019 
Saratoga 
Springs 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Lariat 
Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

2019 
Saratoga 
Springs 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox Hollow 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2019 
Saratoga 
Springs 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to Landview 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2020 
Saratoga 
Springs 
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Project Location 
Project 

Year 
Funding Source 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside 
Drive 

2020 
Saratoga 
Springs 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Saratoga 
Road 

2021 
Saratoga 
Springs 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to Honeysuckle 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2021 
Saratoga 
Springs 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to Northern 
Border 

2022 
Saratoga 
Springs 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West (Right-of-Way 
Only) 

2022 
Saratoga 
Springs 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside 
Drive 

2022 
Saratoga 
Springs 

8 Exchange Drive: Crossroads Blvd to Market Street 2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

15 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Cory Wride Memorial Highway 
(SR-73) to Talus Ridge Drive 

2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

17 400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 600 West 2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

18 800 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 600 West 2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

37 
Foothill Blvd: Fox Hollow Drive to Marsh Hawk 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

45 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Meadow 
Side Drive (Additional Right of Way) 

2023 
Saratoga 
Springs 

3 
Cory Wride Memorial Highway (SR-73): Mountain 
View Corridor Frontage to Western Border 

2024 UDOT 

13 
Pony Express Extension: Riverside Drive to 
Saratoga Road 

2024 
Saratoga 
Springs 

16 600 West: Pony Express to 800 South 2024 
Saratoga 
Springs 

25 
Signal: 800 South (Project 18) & Redwood Road 
(SR-68) 

2024 UDOT 

27 Signal: Redwood Road (SR-68) & 400 South 2024 UDOT 

30 
Signal: Mt. Saratoga Boulevard & Pony Express 
Parkway 

2024 
Saratoga 
Springs 

29 
Signal: Mt. Saratoga Boulevard & Cory Wride 
Memorial Highway (SR-73) 

2025 UDOT 

38 
Foothill Blvd: Marsh Hawk Drive to Bonneville 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2025 
Saratoga 
Springs 

39 
Foothill Blvd: Bonneville Drive to Redwood Road 
(SR-68) (Right of Way Only)  

2026 
Saratoga 
Springs 
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Infrastructure Required to Meet Demands of New Development 

(11-36a-302.1.a.v) 
Project Cost Attributable to 6-year Growth 

Table 5 shows the funding sources for IFFP projects costs attributable to new growth as a percentage of 

the total project. A portion of each project in Table 5 is impact fee eligible, depending on how it is funded.  

Only that portion of a project cost funded by Saratoga Springs is impact fee eligible.  For each project, that 

amount is indicated in the Saratoga Springs City % and Saratoga Springs City Total (Project Year) columns.  

Where the project is likely to be completed using MAG funding, the Saratoga Springs City impact fee 

eligible portion of the project is its “matching funds” obligation, in this case, 6.77% of the total project 

cost.  UDOT projects will be funded entirely with state funds and are not eligible for impact fee 

expenditure.   

There are additional costs included in each cost estimate based on a percentage of the construction costs.  

The four additional costs include contingency, mobilization, preconstruction engineering, and 

construction engineering.  The percentages used for the additional costs may vary as these values are 

estimated for each individual project.  These estimates are based on the concept cost estimate values 

used by UDOT.  Contingency accounts for the items not estimated during the concept cost estimate.  

Examples include roadway striping, utility placement, and survey.  Contingency costs can range up to 25% 

based on the number of items not estimated.  Mobilization is the preparation before construction begins 

on a project.  It is recommended that a value of 10% be used for project mobilization.  Preconstruction 

engineering is based on the complexity of the project as well as the construction costs.  It is recommended 

that for local projects the preconstruction costs can range up to 16% of the construction costs.  For the 

cost estimates included in this IFFP, a value of 10% was used.  Construction engineering includes the 

construction management and additional design necessary during construction.  Recommended costs for 

local projects range up to 16% and a value of 10% was used for the cost estimates included in the IFFP.  

All cost estimates along with all unit costs and assumptions are included in Appendix D – IFFP Cost 

Estimates.  DRAFT
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Table 5: Impact Fee Facilities Plan Project Funding Sources 

Project Location 
Project 

Year 
Total Price 
(Project Year) 

Funding Source 
Saratoga 
Springs 
City % 

Saratoga 
Springs City 

Total  
(Project Year) 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Aspen Hills Boulevard 

2017 $900,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $900,000 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge 
Drive to Pony Express Boulevard 

2017 $5,431,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $5,431,000 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive 
to Mt. Saratoga Blvd 

2018 $3,390,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $3,390,000 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to 
Lariat Boulevard (Right of Way 
Only) 

2018 $1,033,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,033,000 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-
68) to Western Border (5-Lane 
Cross-Section) 

2019 $10,597,000 
MAG/Saratoga 

Springs 
6.77% $717,000 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: 
Crossroads Blvd to Pioneer Crossing 
(SR-145) 

2019 $4,959,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $4,959,000 

19 
Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside 
Drive 

2019 $325,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $325,000 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway 
to Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway 
Only) 

2019 $3,137,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $3,137,000 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to 
Fox Hollow Drive (Right of Way 
Only) 

2019 $1,745,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,745,000 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to 
Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2020 $1,955,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,955,000 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-
68) to Riverside Drive 

2020 $628,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $628,000 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) 
to Saratoga Road 

2021 $1,350,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,350,000 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to 
Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way 
Only) 

2021 $1,377,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,377,000 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Northern Border 

2022 $2,283,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $2,283,000 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 
West (Right-of-Way Only) 

2022 $1,765,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,765,000 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) 
to Riverside Drive 

2022 $1,698,000 
Saratoga 
Springs 

100% $1,698,000 

  Total  $42,573,000     $32,693,000 

DRAFT
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Project Cost Attributable to 6-Year Growth 

Using the travel demand model mentioned in previous chapters it is possible to estimate the number of 

PM trips originating or terminating in Saratoga Springs for the existing and future conditions.  The 

difference between the future PM trips and the existing PM trips (the number of new trips in the City) 

becomes the denominator in the equation used to calculate the impact fee cost per PM peak hour trip for 

new development.  The City of Saratoga Springs currently generates approximately 7,809 one-way PM 

peak hour trips. The projected 2022 PM peak hour trip number for Saratoga Springs City is 14,149, an 81% 

increase on today’s value.  This gives a total increase of 6,340 trips.  

Included in the IFFP are reductions to the City’s total cost that are not attributed to growth.  The 

reductions included in the following sections are for existing deficiencies, pass-through, and excess 

capacity that will not be consumed through 2022.  These are calculated based on the projected 2022 

traffic volumes as well as output data from the TDM.  

Also included are the reductions for traffic signals.  Traffic signals are implemented based on the traffic 

signal warrants found in Chapter 4C of the Utah Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).  

Included in the MUTCD are warrants based of traffic volumes, pedestrian volumes, safety, as well as the 

roadway network in proximity to the intersection.  A traffic signal is not installed without meeting one of 

the signal warrants included in the Utah MUTCD.  To estimate the reductions for existing deficiencies, 

pass-through, and excess capacity, the weighted average of the two intersecting streets was used.  

Existing Deficiency Reduction 

Table 6 includes the calculations to determine the cost to cure deficiencies in existing roadways that are 

unrelated to new development activity due to existing deficiencies.  This proportionate cost of added lane 

capacity will remedy an existing capacity deficiency that cannot be funded using Impact Fees.  

Table 6: Existing Deficiency Cost Reduction Calculation 

 Project Location Year 
Added 

Capacity 
Existing 

Deficiency 
Deficiency 

% 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

2019 17,500 2,900 17% 
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Pass-Through Reduction 

Included in Table 7 is the percent Pass-Through traffic for all project roadways. A vehicle trip is considered 

pass-through when the origin and the destination for a specific trip occurs outside the city limits.  For all 

growth within Saratoga Springs, there is a certain percentage of new trips which are considered pass-

through.  This percentage is determined using the MAG Travel Demand Model.  The Travel Demand Model 

determines pass-through traffic by keeping track of the origin, destination, and path for each vehicle trip 

generated.  When the vehicle trip uses a roadway in Saratoga Springs and the origin and destination of 

that trip is located outside of Saratoga Springs, that trip is considered a pass-through trip.  Since a pass-

through trip does not arise from new development activity in Saratoga Springs, it cannot be paid for with 

impact fees. The proportion of pass-through traffic not attributable to impact fees is the proportion of 

pass-through traffic to the added capacity of the roadway.   

Table 7: Pass-Through Traffic Cost Reduction Calculation 

Project Location Year 
Added 

Capacity 

Pass-
Through 
Volume 

Pass 
Through % 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen 
Hills Boulevard 

2017 11,500 60 1% 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Pony Express Boulevard 

2017 11,500 60 1% 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. 
Saratoga Blvd 

2018 11,500 60 1% 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat 
Boulevard (Right of Way Only) 

2018 65,000 650 1% 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

2019 17,500 5,460 32% 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd 
to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

2019 11,500 60 1% 

19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2019 17,500 2,280 13% 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to 
Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

2019 5,000 10 1% 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox 
Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2019 65,000 650 1% 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to 
Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2020 65,000 650 1% 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

2020 11,500 110 1% 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Saratoga Road 

2021 6,500 30 1% 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to 
Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2021 65,000 650 1% 
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Project Location Year 
Added 

Capacity 

Pass-
Through 
Volume 

Pass 
Through % 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Northern Border 

2022 8,000 160 2% 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West 
(Right-of-Way Only) 

2022 25,500 1,275 5% 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

2022 11,500 630 6% 

Excess Capacity Reduction 

Included in Table 8 is the calculated excess capacity remaining in 2022.  The excess capacity is the 

proportion of the added capacity that is not used in 2022.  Since this capacity is not used by 2022, it is not 

a cost of growth in this IFFP period, but can be recouped in a later IFFP period.   

Table 8: Excess Capacity Cost Reduction Calculations 

Project Location Year 
Future 

Capacity 
Added 

Capacity 
Future 

Volume 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity 

Cost 
Reduction 

% 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Aspen Hills Boulevard 

2017 11,500 11,500 6,300 5,200 45% 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Pony Express Boulevard 

2017 11,500 11,500 6,300 5,200 45% 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd 

2018 11,500 11,500 6,000 5,500 48% 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat 
Boulevard (Right of Way Only) 

2018 70,000 65,000 29,700 40,300 62% 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

2019 30,500 17,500 23,500 7,000 40% 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads 
Blvd to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

2019 11,500 11,500 5,700 5,800 50% 

19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2019 42,000 17,500 35,350 6,650 38% 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to 
Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

2019 5,000 5,000 1,100 3,900 78% 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox 
Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2019 70,000 65,000 29,050 40,950 63% 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to 
Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2020 70,000 65,000 30,350 39,650 61% 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

2020 11,500 11,500 5,500 6,000 52% 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Saratoga Road 

2021 11,500 6,500 5,500 6,000 92% 
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Project Location Year 
Future 

Capacity 
Added 

Capacity 
Future 

Volume 

2022 
Excess 

Capacity 

Cost 
Reduction 

% 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to 
Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2021 70,000 65,000 29,050 40,950 63% 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Northern Border 

2022 13,000 8,000 7,700 5,300 66% 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West 
(Right-of-Way Only) 

2022 30,500 25,500 16,985 13,515 53% 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

2022 11,500 11,500 1,800 9,700 84% 

 

Existing User Share for New Construction Projects 

For all roadways in the roadway system, a portion of the traffic volume would be used by the existing 

roadway users regardless of future development.  For existing roadways, the existing user share is the 

existing roadway volume.  For new construction, a proportion of the new traffic volume is attributed to 

those users who would use the road regardless of the development.  Table 9 shows the cost reduction 

based on the existing user share for all new roadway construction.  

Table 9: Existing User Share Cost Reduction Calculation 

Project Location Year 
Added 

Capacity 

Existing 
User 

Volume 

Existing 
User % 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen Hills 
Boulevard 

2017 11,500 230 2% 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to Pony 
Express Boulevard 

2017 11,500 115 1% 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. Saratoga 
Blvd 

2018 11,500 230 2% 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat Boulevard 
(Right of Way Only) 

2018 65,000 1,300 2% 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd to 
Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

2019 11,500 115 1% 

19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2019 17,500 350 2% 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Lariat 
Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

2019 5,000 250 5% 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox Hollow 
Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2019 65,000 650 1% 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to Landview Drive 
(Right of Way Only) 

2020 65,000 1,950 3% 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside 
Drive 

2020 11,500 115 1% 
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Project Location Year 
Added 

Capacity 

Existing 
User 

Volume 

Existing 
User % 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to Honeysuckle Drive 
(Right of Way Only) 

2021 65,000 650 1% 

42 400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to Northern Border 2022 8,000 80 1% 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West (Right-of-Way 
Only) 

2022 25,500 765 3% 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside 
Drive 

2022 11,500 115 1% 

 

Proportion Attributable to Growth Summary and Costs 

Impact fees can only be collected for the proportion of the added capacity which is used by new 

development that is projected to occur through 2022.  Table 10 is a summary table that accounts for all 

cost reductions attributed to existing deficiencies, existing user share, pass-through, and excess capacity.   

Table 10: Proportion of Projects Attributed to New Development  

Project Location 

Cost Reduction For 
Proportion 

Attributable 
to Growth 

Existing 
Deficiencies/ 
User Share 

Reduction 
for Pass-
Through 

Reduction 
for Excess 
Capacity 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen 
Hills Boulevard 

2% 1% 45% 52% 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Pony Express Boulevard 

1% 1% 45% 53% 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. 
Saratoga Blvd 

2% 1% 48% 49% 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat 
Boulevard (Right of Way Only) 

2% 1% 62% 35% 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

17% 32% 40% 11% 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd 
to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

1% 1% 50% 48% 

19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2% 13% 38% 47% 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to 
Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

5% 1% 78% 16% 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox 
Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) 

1% 1% 63% 35% 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to 
Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 

3% 1% 61% 35% 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

1% 1% 52% 46% 
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Project Location 

Cost Reduction For 
Proportion 

Attributable 
to Growth 

Existing 
Deficiencies/ 
User Share 

Reduction 
for Pass-
Through 

Reduction 
for Excess 
Capacity 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Saratoga Road 

1% 1% 92% 7% 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to 
Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) 

1% 1% 63% 35% 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Northern Border 

3% 2% 66% 31% 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West 
(Right-of-Way Only) 

1% 5% 53% 39% 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

1% 6% 84% 9% 

Using the proportion attributed to future growth in Table 10, the cost attributable to future growth is 

calculated in Table 11.  Of the $40,417,000 required by Saratoga Springs for roadway improvements, 

$15,036,000 is eligible to be paid using impact fees. All project costs in Table 11 include inflation based 

on the project year.  All assumptions, rates and specific project costs are found in Appendix D – IFFP 

Cost Estimates. 

Table 11: Cost Attributable to Growth 

Project Location 
Project 

Year 
Total Cost 

(With Inflation) 

Saratoga 
Springs City 

Total 
(With Inflation) 

Proportion 
Attributable 
to Growth 

Cost 
Attributable 
to Growth 
(With Inflation) 

32 
400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Aspen Hills Boulevard 

2017 $900,000 $900,000 52% $468,000 

47 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Pony Express Boulevard 

2017 $5,148,000 $5,431,000 53% $2,878,000 

14 
Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to 
Mt. Saratoga Blvd 

2018 $3,390,000 $3,390,000 49% $1,661,000 

34 
Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat 
Boulevard (Right of Way Only) 

2018 $1,033,000 $1,033,000 35% $362,000 

2 
Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 

2019 $10,597,000 $717,000 11% $79,000 

11 
Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads 
Blvd to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 

2019 $4,959,000 $4,959,000 48% $2,380,000 

19 
Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside 
Drive 

2019 $325,000 $325,000 47% $153,000 

26 
Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to 
Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 

2019 $3,137,000 $3,137,000 16% $502,000 

36 
Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox 
Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2019 $1,745,000 $1,745,000 35% $611,000 
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Project Location 
Project 

Year 
Total Cost 

(With Inflation) 

Saratoga 
Springs City 

Total 
(With Inflation) 

Proportion 
Attributable 
to Growth 

Cost 
Attributable 
to Growth 
(With Inflation) 

33 
Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to 
Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2020 $1,955,000 $1,955,000 35% $684,000 

46 
Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) 
to Riverside Drive 

2020 $520,000 $628,000 46% $289,000 

31 
400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Saratoga Road 

2021 $1,350,000 $1,350,000 7% $94,000 

35 
Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to 
Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) 

2021 $1,377,000 $1,377,000 35% $482,000 

42 
400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to 
Northern Border 

2022 $2,283,000 $2,283,000 31% $708,000 

43 
145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West 
(Right-of-Way Only) 

2022 $1,765,000 $1,765,000 39% $688,000 

44 
400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 
Riverside Drive 

2022 $1,698,000 $1,698,000 9% $153,000 

Total  $42,573,000 $32,693,000  $12,192,000 
 

Proposed Means to Meet Demands of New Development (11-

36a-302.2) 
All possible revenue sources have been considered as a means of financing transportation capital 

improvements needed as a result of new growth.  This section discusses the potential revenue sources 

that could be used to fund transportation needs as a result of new development.   

Transportation routes often span multiple jurisdictions and provide regional significance to the 

transportation network.  As a result, other government jurisdictions or agencies often help pay for such 

regional benefits.  Those jurisdictions and agencies could include the Federal Government, the State 

Government or UDOT, or MAG.  The City will need to continue to partner and work with these other 

jurisdictions to ensure the adequate funds are available for the specific improvements necessary to 

maintain an acceptable LOS.  The City will also need to partner with adjacent communities to ensure 

corridor continuity across jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., arterials connect with arterials; collectors 

connect with collectors, etc.). 

Funding sources for transportation are essential if Saratoga Springs City recommended improvements are 

to be built.  The following paragraphs further describe the various transportation funding sources 

available to the City. 

Federal Funding 

Federal monies are available to cities and counties through the federal-aid program.  UDOT administers 

the funds.  In order to be eligible, a project must be listed on the five-year Statewide Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP).  
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The Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds projects for any roadway with a functional classification 

of a collector street or higher as established on the Functional Classification Map. STP funds can be used 

for both rehabilitation and new construction.  The Joint Highway Committee programs a portion of the 

STP funds for projects around the state in urban areas.  Another portion of the STP funds can be used for 

projects in any area of the state at the discretion of the State Transportation Commission.  Transportation 

Enhancement funds are allocated based on a competitive application process.  The Transportation 

Enhancement Committee reviews the applications and then a portion of the application is passed to the 

State Transportation Commission.  Transportation enhancements include 12 categories ranging from 

historic preservation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and water runoff mitigation.  Other federal and 

state trail funds are available from the Utah State Parks and Recreation Program. 

MAG accepts applications for federal funds through local and regional government jurisdictions.  The MAG 

Technical Advisory and Regional Planning committees select projects for funding annually.  The selected 

projects form the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  In order to receive funding, projects should 

include one or more of the following aspects: 

 Congestion Relief – spot improvement projects intended to improve Levels of Service and/or 
reduce average delay along those corridors identified in the Regional Transportation Plan as high 
congestion areas 

 Mode Choice – projects improving the diversity and/or usefulness of travel modes other than 
single occupant vehicles 

 Air Quality Improvements – projects showing demonstrable air quality benefits 

 Safety – improvements to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicyclist safety 

State/County Funding 

The distribution of State Class B and C Program monies is established by State Legislation and is 

administered by the State Department of Transportation.  Revenues for the program are derived from 

State fuel taxes, registration fees, driver license fees, inspection fees, and transportation permits.  

Seventy-five percent of these funds are kept by UDOT for their construction and maintenance programs.  

The rest is made available to counties and cities.  As many of the roads in Saratoga Springs fall under UDOT 

jurisdiction, it is in the interests of the City that staff is aware of the procedures used by UDOT to allocate 

those funds and to be active in requesting the funds be made available for UDOT owned roadways in the 

City. 

Class B and C funds are allocated to each city and county by a formula based on population, centerline 

miles, and land area.  Class B funds are given to counties, and Class C funds are given to cities and towns.  

Class B and C funds can be used for maintenance and construction projects; however, thirty percent of 

those funds must be used for construction or maintenance projects that exceed $40,000.  The remainder 

of these funds can be used for matching federal funds or to pay the principal, interest, premiums, and 

reserves for issued bonds.   

In 2005, the state senate passed a bill providing for the advance acquisition of right-of-way for highways 

of regional significance.  This bill would enable cities in the county to better plan for future transportation 

needs by acquiring property to be used as future right-of-way before it is fully developed and becomes 
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extremely difficult to acquire.  UDOT holds on account the revenue generated by the local corridor 

preservation fund, but the county is responsible to program and control monies.  In order to qualify for 

preservation funds, the City must comply with the Corridor Preservation Process found online at 

www.udot.utah.gov/public/ucon.  Currently, Saratoga Springs City uses Class C funding for their 

transportation projects.   

City Funding 

Some cities utilize general fund revenues for their transportation programs.  Another option for 

transportation funding is the creation of special improvement districts.  These districts are organized for 

the purpose of funding a single specific project that benefits an identifiable group of properties.  Another 

source of funding used by cities includes revenue bonding for projects intended to benefit the entire 

community.   

Private interests often provide resources for transportation improvements.  Developers construct the 

local streets within subdivisions and often dedicate right-of-way and participate in the construction of 

collector/arterial streets adjacent to their developments.  Developers can also be considered a possible 

source of funds for projects through the use of impact fees.  These fees are assessed as a result of the 

impacts a particular development will have on the surrounding roadway system, such as the need for 

traffic signals or street widening. 

General fund revenues are typically reserved for operation and maintenance purposes as they relate to 

transportation.  However, general funds could be used if available to fund the expansion or introduction 

of specific services.  The City of Saratoga Springs currently uses Class C funding for their transportation 

improvements.  Providing a line item in the City budgeted general funds to address roadway 

improvements, which are not impact fee eligible is a recommended practice to fund transportation 

projects should other funding options fall short of the needed amount.   

General obligation bonds are debt paid for or backed by the City’s taxing power.  In general, facilities paid 

for through this revenue stream are in high demand amongst the community.  Typically, general obligation 

bonds are not used to fund facilities that are needed as a result of new growth because existing residents 

would be paying for the impacts of new growth.  As a result, general obligation bonds are not considered 

a fair means of financing future facilities needed as a result of new growth. 

Certain areas might require different needs or methods of funding other than traditional revenue sources.  

A Special Assessment Area (SAA) can be created for infrastructure needs that benefit or encompass 

specific areas of the City. Creation of the SAA may be initiated by the municipality by a resolution declaring 

the public health, convenience, and necessity requiring the creation of a SAA.  The boundaries and services 

provided by the district must be specified and a public hearing held prior to creation of the SAA.  Once the 

SAA is created, funding can be obtained from tax levies, bonds, and fees when approved by the majority 

of the qualified electors of the SAA.  These funding mechanisms allow the costs to be spread out over 

time. Through the SAA, tax levies and bonding can apply to specific areas in the City needing to benefit 

from the improvements. 
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Interfund Loans 

Since infrastructure must generally built ahead of growth, it must sometimes be funded before expected 

impact fees are collected. Bonds are the solution to this problem in some cases. In other cases, funds from 

existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the 

project. As impact fees are received, they will be reimbursed. Consideration of these loans will be included 

in the impact fee analysis and should be considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Developer Dedications and Exactions 

Developer dedications and exactions for road System Facilities can both be credited against the 

developer’s impact fee analysis. If the value of the developer dedications and/or extractions are less than 

the developer’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the balance of the liability to the city. If the 

dedications and/or extractions of the developer are greater than the impact fee liability, the city must 

reimburse the developer the difference. 

Developer Impact Fees 

Impact fees are a way for a community to obtain funds to assist in the construction of infrastructure 

improvements resulting from and needed to serve new growth.  The premise behind impact fees is that if 

no new development occurred, the existing infrastructure would be adequate. Therefore, new 

developments should pay for the portion of required improvements that result from new growth. Impact 

fees are assessed for many types of infrastructures and facilities that are provided by a community, such 

as roadway facilities.  According to state law, impact fees can only be used to fund growth related system 

improvements. 

Necessity of Improvements to Maintain Level of Service 
According to State statue, impact fees must only be used to fund projects that will serve needs caused by 

future development. They are not to be used to address present deficiencies. Only projects costs that 

address future needs are included in this IFFP. This ensures a fair fee since developers will not be expected 

to address present deficiencies. 

Impact Fee Certification (11-36a-306) 
According to state law, this report has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36 

titled “Impact Fees Act”.  This report relies upon the planning, engineering, land use and other source data 

provided by the City and their designees and all results and projections are founded upon this information.   

In accordance with Utah Code Annotate, 11-36a-306(1), Horrocks Engineers, certifies that this impact fee 

facilities plan: 

1. Includes only the cost of public facilities that are: 
a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and 
b. Actually incurred; or 
c. Are projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years of the day on which each 

impact fee is paid; 
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2. Does not include: 
a. Costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities 
b. Cost of qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 

through impact fees, above the level of service supported by existing residents; 
c. An expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology 

that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and the 
methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for 
federal grant reimbursement; and 

3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 

This certification is made with the following limitations: 

1. All of the recommendations for implementing this IFFP of IFA are followed in their entirety by the 
City. 

2. If any portion of the IFFP is modified or amended in any way, this certification is no longer valid. 
3. All information presented and used in the creation of this IFFP is assumed to be complete and 

correct, including any information received from the City or other outside source.
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130 - Industrial Park 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.84
140 - General Manufacturing 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.75
151 - Storage Units 1000 Sq. Feet Rentable Storage Area 0.22
152 - Warehouse / Distribution 
Center

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.16

210 - Single-Family Detached 
Housing

Dwelling Unit 1.02

220 - Multi-Family / Apartment 
(Greater than 4 Units)

Dwelling Unit 0.67

230 - Multi-Family / Condo, 
Townhouse, Duplex, Triplex, 
Quadplex

Dwelling Unit 0.52

240 - Mobile Home / RV Park Dwelling Lot 0.60
254 - Assisted Living Center Bed 0.35
310 - Hotel Room 0.61
444 - Movie Theatre < 10 Screens 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 3.80
445 - Movie Theatre > 10 Screens 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.91
492 - Health/Fitness Club 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.06
520 - Elementary School 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 3.11
522 - Middle School / Junior High 
School

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 2.52

530 - High School 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 2.12
534 - Private School (K-8) 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 6.53
560 - Church 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.94
565 - Day Care Center 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 13.75
590 - Library 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 7.20
610 - Hospital 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.16
710 - General Office Building 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.49

720 - Medical-Dental Office Building 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.27

770 - Business Park 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.26
812 - Building Materials and 
Lumber Store

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 5.56

817 - Nursery (Garden Center) 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 9.04

820 - Shopping Center / Strip Mall 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 3.71

826 - Specialty Retail Center 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 5.02
841 - Automobile Car Sales 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 2.80
848 - Tire Store 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.15
850 - Supermarket 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 8.37
851 - Convenience Store 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 53.42
912 - Bank / Financial Institution 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 26.69
918 - Hair / Nails / Massage / 
Beauty Salon / Day Spa

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.93

Category Units; Per ITE Trips
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Category Units; Per ITE Trips

932 - Restaurant, Sit-Down (Low 
Turnover)

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 9.02

932 - Restaurant, Sit-Down (High 
Turnover)

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 18.49

934 - Restaurant with Drive-Trough 
Window

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 47.30

942 - Auto Care Center
1000 Sq. Feet Occupied Gross Leasable 
Area

3.51

944 - Gasoline/Service Station Fueling Position 15.65
945 - Gasoline/Service Station with 
Convenience Store

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 97.14

947 - Self Service Car Wash Wash Stall 5.54
948 - Automated Car Wash 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 14.12
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TAZ Socioeconomic Data - 2015

Z COUNTY TOTHH TOTPOP HHSIZE TOTEMP RETEMP INDEMP OTHEMP AVGINCOME ALLEMP RETL FOOD MANU WSLE OFFI GVED HLTH OTHR FM_AGRI FM_MING FM_CONS ENROL_K_6 ENROL_7_12

1751 4 330 1214 3.68 12 0 5 7 54415 12 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 0

1754 4 245 1086 4.43 79 0 7 72 54415 93 0 0 6 1 3 71 1 2 0 0 9 1000 0

1755 4 9 30 3.33 0 0 0 0 54415 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0

1781 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 60510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1782 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1784 4 7 23 3.28 8 0 8 0 54415 67 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 47 4 8 0 0

1786 4 818 3108 3.80 92 3 17 72 54415 152 3 0 9 8 11 64 1 2 0 0 54 1200 0

1787 4 334 1413 4.23 340 229 1 110 54415 409 226 8 0 1 17 6 6 89 0 0 56 0 0

1788 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 60510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1789 4 183 593 3.24 604 272 1 331 54415 655 172 107 0 1 8 138 76 130 0 0 23 0 0

1790 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1791 4 2 6 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1792 4 25 100 3.99 90 0 0 90 54415 95 0 0 0 0 1 90 1 3 0 0 0 211 609

1793 4 7 15 2.14 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1794 4 0 0 0.00 6 0 0 6 54415 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1795 4 1 3 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1796 4 2 2 1.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1797 4 556 2099 3.78 25 1 7 17 56467 37 1 0 4 4 5 0 0 13 0 0 10 0 0

1798 4 364 1653 4.54 18 0 0 18 56467 46 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 12 0 0 27 0 0

1799 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1800 4 24 93 3.88 34 0 0 34 56467 38 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 1 0 0 2 514 0

1801 4 94 417 4.44 127 0 0 127 56467 135 0 0 0 0 7 3 1 124 0 0 0 0 0

1802 4 211 912 4.32 35 10 1 24 56467 44 0 10 0 1 4 4 8 8 0 0 9 0 0

1803 4 73 312 4.28 23 0 0 23 56467 27 0 0 0 0 1 19 0 4 0 0 3 327 0

1804 4 16 57 3.56 0 0 0 0 56467 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

1805 4 116 523 4.51 5 0 0 5 56467 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 11 0 0

1806 4 236 942 3.99 13 2 0 11 56467 17 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 5 0 0 4 0 0

1807 4 96 364 3.79 7 0 0 7 56467 7 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

1808 4 2 5 2.50 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1809 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 55078 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1811 4 0 0 0.00 5 0 0 5 60510 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 0

1818 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 60510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1819 4 191 854 4.47 20 2 2 16 60510 22 2 0 2 0 2 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

2245 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2264 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 55078 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2265 4 32 121 3.79 2 0 0 2 56467 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2266 4 50 190 3.79 4 0 0 4 56467 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2267 4 38 144 3.79 3 0 0 3 56467 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2268 4 145 579 3.99 7 1 0 6 56467 10 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0

2269 4 66 282 4.28 21 0 0 21 56467 26 0 0 0 0 1 18 0 4 0 0 3 297 0

2270 4 45 193 4.28 14 0 0 14 56467 18 0 0 0 0 1 12 0 3 0 0 2 203 0

2271 4 121 523 4.32 19 6 0 13 56467 26 0 6 0 0 3 2 5 5 0 0 5 0 0

2272 4 2 8 3.88 4 0 0 4 56467 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 53 0

2273 4 23 89 3.88 32 0 0 32 56467 36 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 1 0 0 2 485 0

2274 4 7 27 3.88 10 0 0 10 56467 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 148 0

2275 4 0 0 4.54 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2276 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2277 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2278 4 1 1 1.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2279 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2280 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2281 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2282 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2283 4 0 0 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2284 4 0 0 0.00 2 0 0 2 54415 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2285 4 43 172 3.99 153 0 0 153 54415 164 0 0 0 0 3 153 2 6 0 0 0 361 1040

2286 4 16 64 3.99 57 0 0 57 54415 61 0 0 0 0 1 57 1 2 0 0 0 135 388

2287 4 3 8 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2288 4 128 541 4.23 129 87 0 42 54415 154 86 3 0 0 6 2 2 34 0 0 21 0 0

2289 4 128 541 4.23 130 88 0 42 54415 155 87 3 0 0 6 2 2 34 0 0 21 0 0

2290 4 53 224 4.23 53 36 0 17 54415 65 36 1 0 0 3 1 1 14 0 0 9 0 0

2291 4 4 13 3.28 4 0 4 0 54415 35 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 25 2 4 0 0
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2292 4 8 26 3.28 9 0 9 0 54415 76 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 53 5 9 0 0

2293 4 159 509 3.20 333 231 1 101 54415 359 52 185 0 1 13 3 44 48 0 0 13 0 0

2294 4 1 3 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2295 4 1 3 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2296 4 1 3 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2297 4 2 6 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2298 4 2 6 2.82 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2299 4 1 3 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2300 4 1 3 3.00 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2301 4 102 456 4.47 10 1 1 8 60510 11 1 0 1 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2302 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 60510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

36

DRAFT



TAZ Socioeconomic Data - 2025

Z COUNTY TOTHH TOTPOP HHSIZE TOTEMP RETEMP INDEMP OTHEMP AVGINCOME ALLEMP RETL FOOD MANU WSLE OFFI GVED HLTH OTHR FM_AGRI FM_MING FM_CONS ENROL_K_6 ENROL_7_12

1751 4 613 2184 3.56 24 0 5 19 54415 25 0 0 0 5 4 3 4 9 0 0 0 0 0

1754 4 504 2144 4.25 131 0 7 124 54415 154 0 0 6 1 19 83 10 20 0 0 15 1140 0

1755 4 64 202 3.16 225 35 19 171 54415 252 25 11 9 10 54 38 30 62 0 0 13 505 0

1781 4 0 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 60510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1782 4 108 364 3.37 101 16 0 85 54415 107 11 5 0 0 29 17 15 30 0 0 0 0 0

1784 4 98 389 3.97 44 4 9 31 54415 110 3 1 9 0 10 6 6 11 46 4 14 0 0

1786 4 1158 4268 3.69 409 74 17 318 54415 528 53 22 9 8 90 117 44 89 0 0 96 1368 0

1787 4 453 1830 4.04 718 312 4 402 54415 855 286 35 2 2 107 72 58 194 0 0 99 0 0

1788 4 128 431 3.37 49 8 0 41 60510 51 5 2 0 0 14 8 7 15 0 0 0 0 0

1789 4 507 1592 3.14 750 275 5 470 54415 829 174 108 2 3 51 170 101 180 0 0 40 0 0

1790 4 39 131 3.37 110 23 0 87 54415 116 16 7 0 0 27 20 15 31 0 0 0 0 0

1791 4 69 273 3.96 158 34 0 124 54415 167 24 11 0 0 38 28 22 44 0 0 0 0 0

1792 4 113 433 3.83 436 0 0 436 54415 466 0 0 0 0 109 167 62 128 0 0 0 241 703

1793 4 66 136 2.06 305 35 0 270 54415 325 25 11 0 0 80 64 47 98 0 0 0 0 0

1794 4 175 592 3.38 14 0 0 14 54415 15 0 0 0 0 3 8 1 3 0 0 0 0 0

1795 4 74 249 3.37 5 1 0 4 54415 6 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

1796 4 252 849 3.37 5 0 0 5 54415 6 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

1797 4 828 3033 3.66 38 1 7 30 56467 59 1 0 4 4 9 3 3 17 0 0 18 0 0

1798 4 364 1587 4.36 18 0 0 18 56467 44 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 9 0 0 28 0 0

1799 4 199 671 3.37 6 1 0 5 56467 6 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 457 0

1800 4 167 625 3.74 44 0 2 42 56467 49 0 0 1 1 3 36 2 3 0 0 3 586 0

1801 4 182 773 4.25 148 0 0 148 56467 158 0 0 0 0 13 8 5 132 0 0 0 0 0

1802 4 462 1913 4.14 85 20 3 62 56467 105 8 13 1 1 16 13 15 22 0 0 16 273 0

1803 4 255 1046 4.10 57 7 2 48 56467 66 5 2 1 1 9 25 5 13 0 0 5 373 0

1804 4 82 324 3.95 112 19 0 93 56467 123 13 6 0 0 32 19 16 32 0 0 5 0 0

1805 4 302 1297 4.29 8 0 0 8 56467 29 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 6 0 0 20 0 0

1806 4 558 2132 3.82 22 2 0 20 56467 29 2 0 0 0 9 2 2 8 0 0 6 309 0

1807 4 312 1148 3.68 19 0 0 19 56467 20 0 0 0 0 9 3 2 6 0 0 0 183 0

1808 4 247 834 3.38 6 1 0 5 56467 6 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

1809 4 130 438 3.37 4 1 0 3 55078 5 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

1811 4 87 293 3.37 787 127 169 491 60510 832 90 40 83 88 155 106 86 179 0 0 5 0 0

1818 4 876 2953 3.37 166 27 8 131 60510 176 19 9 3 5 45 26 23 46 0 0 0 0 216

1819 4 520 2241 4.31 292 64 5 223 60510 309 46 20 3 1 68 59 36 74 0 0 2 336 0

2245 4 110 371 3.37 6 0 0 6 54415 6 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

2264 4 59 199 3.37 2 0 0 2 55078 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2265 4 104 383 3.68 6 0 0 6 56467 7 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 2 0 0 0 61 0

2266 4 163 600 3.68 10 0 0 10 56467 10 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 3 0 0 0 95 0

2267 4 124 456 3.68 7 0 0 7 56467 8 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 2 0 0 0 73 0

2268 4 344 1314 3.82 13 1 0 12 56467 18 1 0 0 0 5 2 1 5 0 0 4 191 0

2269 4 232 951 4.10 51 6 1 44 56467 60 4 2 1 1 8 23 4 12 0 0 5 339 0

2270 4 158 648 4.10 35 4 1 30 56467 38 3 1 0 0 5 15 3 8 0 0 3 231 0

2271 4 265 1097 4.14 48 12 1 35 56467 60 4 8 1 1 9 7 9 12 0 0 9 156 0

2272 4 17 64 3.74 4 0 0 4 56467 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 60 0

2273 4 158 591 3.74 41 0 2 39 56467 47 0 0 1 1 3 34 2 3 0 0 3 553 0

2274 4 48 180 3.74 13 0 1 12 56467 14 0 0 0 0 1 11 0 1 0 0 1 169 0

2275 4 255 1112 4.36 10 0 0 10 56467 32 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 6 0 0 20 0 0

2276 4 0 0 3.37 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2277 4 0 0 3.37 0 0 0 0 56467 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2278 4 64 216 3.37 1 0 0 1 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2279 4 41 138 3.37 2 0 0 2 54415 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2280 4 27 91 3.37 1 0 0 1 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2281 4 33 111 3.37 1 0 0 1 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2282 4 17 57 3.37 1 0 0 1 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2283 4 9 30 3.37 0 0 0 0 54415 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2284 4 78 264 3.38 7 0 0 7 54415 7 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

2285 4 193 739 3.83 745 0 0 745 54415 797 0 0 0 0 186 286 107 218 0 0 0 411 1201

2286 4 72 276 3.83 278 0 0 278 54415 297 0 0 0 0 69 107 40 81 0 0 0 153 448

2287 4 94 372 3.96 215 46 0 169 54415 229 33 15 0 0 52 38 30 61 0 0 0 0 0

2288 4 173 699 4.04 275 119 2 154 54415 326 109 13 1 1 41 27 22 74 0 0 38 0 0

2289 4 173 699 4.04 275 119 2 154 54415 326 109 13 1 1 41 27 22 74 0 0 38 0 0

2290 4 71 287 4.04 113 49 1 63 54415 134 45 5 0 0 17 11 9 31 0 0 16 0 0

2291 4 52 206 3.97 24 2 5 17 54415 61 2 1 5 0 6 3 3 6 25 2 8 0 0
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2292 4 111 441 3.97 51 5 10 36 54415 127 3 2 10 0 12 7 6 13 53 5 16 0 0

2293 4 135 419 3.10 333 148 4 181 54415 165 18 51 1 1 20 13 22 33 0 0 6 0 0

2294 4 33 131 3.96 76 16 0 60 54415 82 12 5 0 0 19 13 11 22 0 0 0 0 0

2295 4 29 115 3.96 66 14 0 52 54415 71 10 5 0 0 16 12 9 19 0 0 0 0 0

2296 4 31 123 3.96 70 15 0 55 54415 75 11 5 0 0 17 12 10 20 0 0 0 0 0

2297 4 78 309 3.96 178 38 0 140 54415 189 27 12 0 0 43 32 25 50 0 0 0 0 0

2298 4 53 210 3.96 122 26 0 96 54415 129 19 8 0 0 29 22 17 34 0 0 0 0 0

2299 4 51 172 3.37 140 29 0 111 54415 149 21 9 0 0 34 25 20 40 0 0 0 0 0

2300 4 74 249 3.37 205 42 0 163 54415 219 30 14 0 0 50 37 29 59 0 0 0 0 0

2301 4 278 1198 4.31 156 35 2 119 60510 167 25 10 2 1 36 32 20 40 0 0 1 179 0

2302 4 152 512 3.37 57 9 0 48 60510 61 7 3 0 0 16 10 8 17 0 0 0 0 0
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Project Location Total Price
Completion 

Year
Inflation 

Rate
Total Price

(With Inflation)
Funding Source

Saratoga 
Springs %

Saratoga Springs 
Total

Saratoga Springs 
Total

(With Inflation)
1 Redwood Road (SR-68): 400 South to Stillwater Drive $27,629,000 2017 1.06 $29,148,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0

12 Crossroads Blvd: Commerce Drive to Eastern Border $5,849,000 2017 1.06 $6,171,000 MAG/Saratoga Springs 0.00% $0 $0
32 400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen Hills Boulevard $853,000 2017 1.06 $900,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $853,000 $900,000
47 Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to Pony Express Boulevard $5,148,000 2017 1.06 $5,431,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $5,148,000 $5,431,000
14 Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. Saratoga Blvd $3,046,000 2018 1.11 $3,390,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $3,046,000 $3,390,000
22 Signal: Market Street & Redwood Road (SR-68) $279,000 2018 1.11 $311,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
23 Signal: Market Street & Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) $279,000 2018 1.11 $311,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
34 Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat Boulevard (Right of Way Only) $928,000 2018 1.11 $1,033,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $928,000 $1,033,000
4 Mountain View Corridor Frontage Roads: Northern Border to SR-73 $36,670,000 2019 1.16 $42,652,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
2 Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) $9,111,000 2019 1.16 $10,597,000 MAG/Saratoga Springs 6.77% $617,000 $717,000

11 Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) $4,264,000 2019 1.16 $4,959,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $4,264,000 $4,959,000
24 Signal: Riverside Drive & Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) $279,000 2019 1.16 $325,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive $279,000 2019 1.16 $325,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $279,000 $325,000
26 Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) $2,698,000 2019 1.16 $3,137,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,698,000 $3,137,000
36 Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) $1,500,000 2019 1.16 $1,745,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,500,000 $1,745,000
33 Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) $1,617,000 2020 1.21 $1,955,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,617,000 $1,955,000
46 Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive $520,000 2020 1.21 $628,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $520,000 $628,000
31 400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Saratoga Road $1,073,000 2021 1.26 $1,350,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,073,000 $1,350,000
35 Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) $1,094,000 2021 1.26 $1,377,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,094,000 $1,377,000
42 400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to Northern Border $1,745,000 2022 1.31 $2,283,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,745,000 $2,283,000
43 145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West (Right-of-Way Only) $1,349,000 2022 1.31 $1,765,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,349,000 $1,765,000
44 400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive $83,714 2022 1.31 $1,698,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,298,000 $1,698,000
8 Exchange Drive: Crossroads Blvd to Market Street (Upsize Only) $2,556,000 2023 1.36 $3,477,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,556,000 $3,477,000

15 Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Cedar Fort Road (SR-73) to Talus Ridge Drive $3,756,000 2023 1.36 $5,111,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $3,756,000 $5,111,000
17 400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 600 West $4,345,000 2023 1.36 $5,912,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $4,345,000 $5,912,000
18 800 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to 600 West $10,824,000 2023 1.36 $14,728,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $10,824,000 $14,728,000
37 Foothill Blvd: Fox Hollow Drive to Marsh Hawk Drive (Right of Way Only) $2,207,000 2023 1.36 $3,003,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,207,000 $3,003,000
45 Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Meadow Side Drive (Additional Right of Way) $2,425,000 2023 1.36 $3,299,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,425,000 $3,299,000
13 Pony Express Extension: Riverside Drive to Saratoga Road $3,959,000 2024 1.42 $5,603,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $3,959,000 $5,603,000
3 Cedar Fort Road (SR-73): Mountain View Corridor Frontage to Western Border $51,250,000 2024 1.42 $72,523,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0

16 600 West: Pony Express to 800 South $6,903,000 2024 1.42 $9,769,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $6,903,000 $9,769,000
25 Signal: 800 South (Project 18) & Redwood Road (SR-68) $279,000 2024 1.42 $395,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
27 Signal: Redwood Road (SR-68) & 400 South $279,000 2024 1.42 $395,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
30 Signal: Mt. Saratoga Boulevard & Pony Express Parkway $279,000 2024 1.42 $395,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $279,000 $395,000
29 Signal: Mt. Saratoga Boulevard & Cedar Fort Road $279,000 2025 1.47 $411,000 UDOT 0% $0 $0
38 Foothill Blvd: Marsh Hawk Drive to Bonneville Drive (Right of Way Only) $2,985,000 2025 1.47 $4,392,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,985,000 $4,392,000
39 Foothill Blvd: Bonneville Drive to Redwood Road (SR-68) (Right of Way Only) $757,000 2026 1.53 $1,159,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $757,000 $1,159,000

Total $199,376,714 $252,063,000 $69,025,000 $89,541,000

Saratoga Springs 10 Year Capital Facilities Plan (2017-2026)
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     Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
 

Appendix D – IFFP Cost Estimates 
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Project Location Year Total Price
(Project Year)

Funding Source Saratoga Springs %
Saratoga Springs 

Total
(Project Year)

Reduction for 
Existing 

Deficiencies

Reduction 
for Pass-
Through

Reduction for 
Excess 

Capacity

Existing 
Proportionate 

Share

Impact Fee 
Eligible 

Proportion

Impact Fee Eligible 
Total

(Project Year)

32 400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen Hills Boulevard 2017 $900,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $900,000 0% 1% 45% 2% 52% $468,000
47 Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to Pony Express Boulevard 2017 $5,431,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $5,431,000 0% 1% 45% 1% 53% $2,878,000
14 Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. Saratoga Blvd 2018 $3,390,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $3,390,000 0% 1% 48% 2% 49% $1,661,000
34 Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat Boulevard (Right of Way Only) 2018 $1,033,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,033,000 0% 1% 62% 2% 35% $362,000
2 Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section) 2019 $10,597,000 MAG/Saratoga Springs 6.77% $717,000 17% 32% 40% 0% 11% $79,000

11 Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145) 2019 $4,959,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $4,959,000 0% 1% 50% 1% 48% $2,380,000
19 Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive 2019 $325,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $325,000 0% 13% 38% 2% 47% $153,000
26 Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only) 2019 $3,137,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $3,137,000 0% 1% 78% 5% 16% $502,000
36 Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only) 2019 $1,745,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,745,000 0% 1% 63% 1% 35% $611,000
33 Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to Landview Drive (Right of Way Only) 2020 $1,955,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,955,000 0% 1% 61% 3% 35% $684,000
46 Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive 2020 $628,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $628,000 0% 1% 52% 1% 46% $289,000
31 400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Saratoga Road 2021 $1,350,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,350,000 0% 1% 92% 0% 7% $94,000
35 Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only) 2021 $1,377,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,377,000 0% 1% 63% 1% 35% $482,000
42 400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to Northern Border 2022 $2,283,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $2,283,000 0% 2% 66% 1% 31% $708,000
43 145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West (Right-of-Way Only) 2022 $1,765,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,765,000 0% 5% 53% 3% 39% $688,000
44 400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive 2022 $1,698,000 Saratoga Springs 100% $1,698,000 0% 6% 84% 1% 9% $153,000

Total $42,573,000 $32,693,000 $12,192,000

Saratoga Springs Impact Fee Calculation (2016-2022)
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Year Rate Recomme
nded Rate

Cumulative 
Inflation 
Factor

2016 5.0% 0.0% 1.00
2017 5.5% 5.5% 1.06
2018 5.5% 5.5% 1.11
2019 4.5% 4.5% 1.16
2020 4.0% 4.0% 1.21
2021 4.0% 4.0% 1.26
2022 4.0% 4.0% 1.31
2023 4.0% 4.0% 1.36
2024 4.0% 4.0% 1.42
2025 4.0% 4.0% 1.47
2026 4.0% 4.0% 1.53
2027 4.0% 4.0% 1.59
2028 4.0% 4.0% 1.66
2029 4.0% 4.0% 1.72
2030 4.0% 4.0% 1.79
2031 4.0% 4.0% 1.86
2032 4.0% 4.0% 1.94
2033 4.0% 4.0% 2.01
2034 4.0% 4.0% 2.09
2035 4.0% 4.0% 2.18
2036 4.0% 4.0% 2.27
2037 4.0% 4.0% 2.36
2038 4.0% 4.0% 2.45
2039 4.0% 4.0% 2.55
2040 4.0% 4.0% 2.65
2041 4.0% 4.0% 2.76
2042 4.0% 4.0% 2.87
2043 4.0% 4.0% 2.98
2044 4.0% 4.0% 3.10
2045 4.0% 4.0% 3.22

Inflation Rate Table

DRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost
Parkstrip S.F. $10.00
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4.00
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50
HMA Concrete Ton $85.00
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40.00
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $22.50
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25.00
Drainage L.F. $45.00

* Right of Way S.F. $1.27

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225.00
Traffic Signal Each $180,000

Contingency

Mobilization

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

* Right-of-Way calculated based on open space land cost

10%

Saratoga Springs City
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

Unit Costs

25%

10%

10%

DRAFT



45

MLS Number Lot Size (Acres) Lot Size (S.F.) Cost Unit Cost (Per S.F.)
1276930 47.64 2075198.4 659,000$           0.32$  
1289593 20.66 899949.6 123,960$           0.14$  
1322429 7.5 326700 849,900$           2.60$  
1330565 7.77 338461.2 500,000$           1.48$  
1333179 26.93 1173070.8 2,080,000$       1.77$  
1344204 4.02 175111.2 324,900$           1.86$  
1363629 13.08 569764.8 845,000$           1.48$  
1378192 3.57 155509.2 85,000$             0.55$  
1347325 1.17 50965.2 27,500$             0.54$  

Average: 1.27$  

MLS Listing Unit Cost Table

DRAFT



Tour/Open: Tour
List Price: $659,000 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per: Other
CDOM: 1096 List Date: 01/21/2015

DOM: 503
Address: See Directions

NS/EW: 0 S / 0 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84043
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #: 3
Tax ID: 16-031-0009 Taxes: $400

Zoning Code: AG MIN HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Jr High:
Sr High: Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential; Recreational; Agricultural

Acres: 47.64
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing:

Drv. Access
Water Distance: 1 feet
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees:
Irrigation Co:

Water:
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use:

Utilities:
Zoning:

Possession: closing
Terms: Cash; Conventional

CCR:
Lot Facts: View: Lake; View: Mountain; View: Valley

Pre-Market:
Township: 7S

Range: 1E
Section: 18

Section
Description: LOT 3, & NE 1/4 OF SW 1/4 OF SEC 18, T7S, R1E, SLM. AREA 47.64
Driving Dir: South on the Redwood Road (Hiway 68) south of Saratoga Springs and Pelican Point ... just east of the Geneva Rock plant.

Remarks: Great opportunity for investment or commercial project. UTAH LAKE, Lake Front Property. LOT 3, & NE 1/4 OF SW 1/4 OF
SEC 18, T7S, R1E, SLM. AREA 47.64

Agt Remarks:
HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Brown Et Al Owner Type:
Contact: Agent Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 801-266-6275 Ph 2:
L/Agent: Mark Robinson Email: 266mark@RealtyBrokers.co Ph: 801-266-6275 Cell: 801-455-7454
L/Office: Realty Brokers Robinson & Associates Ph: 801-266-6275 Fax: 801-747-8722

L/Broker: Mark Robinson
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.

MLS# 1276930

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 1 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm
46

DRAFT



Tour/Open: None
List Price: $123,960 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per: Other
CDOM: 607 List Date: 03/23/2015

DOM: 441
Address: 2800 W Long Ridge Rd

NS/EW: 5000 S / 2800 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 98-125-0249 Taxes: $217

Zoning Code: HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Jr High:
Sr High: Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected: No
Prop Type: Recreational; Other

Acres: 20.66
Frontage: 707.0

Side: 1500.0
Back: 707.0

Irregular: Yes
Facing: N

Drv. Access Dirt; Gravel
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees: None
Irrigation Co: No water rights included. Buyer may purchase water rights and drill a well.

Water: Not Available
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use: See Remarks

Utilities: See Remarks
Zoning: See Remarks

Possession: Closing
Terms: Cash; Exchange; Seller Finance

CCR:
Lot Facts: Terrain: Hilly

Pre-Market:
Township: 7S

Range: 1W
Section: 1

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks: 20.655 acres of Unusual property in Lake Mountains just west of Pelican Point on west side of Utah Lake. The property
originated as a mining claim for the mineral Onyx and was patented (Deeded by US Gov't) in 1908 and is called Last Chance
Lode, MS 5871. The parcel is surrounded by BLM and State Owned property and is one of very few privately owned properties
in the area. Sale includes Land Ownership and 95% of mineral rights. Parcel predates area zoning, does not come with water
rights, is probably not subdividable and has been recently surveyed. Some have speculated that this property may be the site
of the Long Lost Spanish Mine. Build a cabin, hunt for treasure or just use for a getaway. Views of Northern Utah Lake and
Southern Utah Lake from the top. Fairly steep 4 wheel road to reach the summit from the West. Priced at $7000 per acre,
$144,666 for all, contract possible with 20% down. Broker/Owner

Agt Remarks: Seller to retain 5% of mineral rights. Broker/Owner
HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Brad Olsen Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 801-560-8448 Ph 2: 801-560-8448
L/Agent: Brad Olsen Email: olsen_brad@msn.com Ph: 801-617-2236 Cell:
L/Office: Dimension Realty Services Ph: 801-617-2236 Fax: 801-984-0099

L/Broker: Brad Olsen
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.

MLS# 1289593

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 2 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm
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Tour/Open: None
List Price: $849,900 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 6 List Date: 08/14/2015

DOM: 24
Address: 1423 S Redwood Rd

NS/EW: 1423 S / 10800 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 58-041-0179 Taxes: $1,646

Zoning Code: HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Saratoga Shores Jr High: Willowcreek
Sr High: Westlake Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential; Agricultural

Acres: 7.50
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing: E

Drv. Access Gravel
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees:
Irrigation Co:

Water: Culinary Available
Exterior Feat.: Out Buildings

Irrigation: Available
Land Use: Pasture

Utilities: Gas: Connected; Power: Connected
Zoning: See Remarks; Single-Family; Agricultural

Possession: Negotiable
Terms: See Remarks; Cash; Conventional

CCR:
Lot Facts: Corner Lot; Fenced: Full; Horse Property; Terrain: Flat; Terrain: Grad Slope; Terrain: Hilly; View: Lake; View: Mountain; View:

Valley
Pre-Market:
Township:

Range:
Section:

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks: 7.5 Acres on Redwood Road. Corner Lot, Views, Saratoga Springs. Land has a current Home with 2 car garage along with a
separate garage. Developement Property

Agt Remarks: The Utah Division of Real Estate requires that offers and counters offers are to be presented through the Listing Broker: Email:
UtahBroker@comcast.net or FAX to (888)970-8883 All Info deemed reliable; Buyer or Buyer's Agent to verify all listed MLS
info

HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: JACOBS Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Lynn Fillmore Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 801-224-1559 Ph 2: 801-372-1658
L/Agent: Lynn C Fillmore Email: UtahBroker@comcast.net Ph: 801-224-1559 Cell: 801-372-1658
L/Office: Town & Country Apollo Properties Ph: 801-224-1559 Fax: 888-970-8883

L/Broker: Lynn C Fillmore
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: Yes List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Net Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.

MLS# 1322429

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 3 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm
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Tour/Open: None
List Price: $500,000 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 257 List Date: 09/24/2015

DOM: 257
Address: 8827 W 7350 N

NS/EW: 7350 N / 8827 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84043
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 13-031-0016 Taxes: $604

Zoning Code: SF HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Dry Creek Jr High: Willowcreek
Sr High: Lehi Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential

Acres: 7.77
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing:

Drv. Access Gravel
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees: Power; Water
Irrigation Co:

Water: Well(s)
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation: Well: Artesian
Land Use:

Utilities: Gas: Available; Power: Connected; Sewer: Available; Sewer: Septic Tank
Zoning:

Possession: NEG
Terms: Lease Option; Seller Finance

CCR: No
Lot Facts: View: Lake; View: Mountain

Pre-Market:
Township:

Range:
Section:

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks: 360 degree views with lake access! Views of Utah Lake, Wasatch Mountain Rages, majestic Mt. Timpanogos, historic point of
the mountain and grand Mt. Nebo! The perfect setting for your own private getaway.

Agt Remarks: Water is a private free flowing well. Seller is related to listing agent.
HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Richard Terry Jacobson Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Amanda Davis Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 435-659-6555 Ph 2:
L/Agent: Amanda N Davis Email: amanda@luxuryutahliving.com Ph: 435-649-7171 Cell: 435-659-6555
L/Office: Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices Utah - Park City Ph: 435-649-7171 Fax: 435-649-5696

L/Broker: Michael Hebert
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.

MLS# 1330565

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 4 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm
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Tour/Open: None
List Price: $2,080,000 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 64 List Date: 10/08/2015

DOM: 111
Address: 300 W Grandview Blvd

NS/EW: 1500 S / 300 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 58-041-0066 Taxes: $7,920

Zoning Code: R-3 HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Saratoga Shores Jr High: Lehi
Sr High: Lehi Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential

Acres: 26.93
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing: N

Drv. Access
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees:
Irrigation Co:

Water:
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use:

Utilities:
Zoning: Single-Family

Possession:
Terms:

CCR:
Lot Facts:

Pre-Market:
Township:

Range:
Section:

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks:
Agt Remarks: Great opportunity for residential development.

HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: Ph 2:
L/Agent: Bruce H. Zollinger Email: bruce.zollinger@cbre.com Ph: 801-869-8040 Cell: 801-738-8338

Co-Agent: Matt Hansen Email: matthansenrealty@gmail.com Ph: Cell: 435-671-7548
L/Office: CBRE Inc. Ph: 801-869-8000 Fax: 801-869-8080

L/Broker: Eli Troy Mills
BAC: 2% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Net Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.

MLS# 1333179

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 5 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm
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Tour/Open: None
List Price: $324,900 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 203 List Date: 11/17/2015

DOM: 203
Address: 8343 Sagehill Dr.

NS/EW: 1200 N / 1125 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
County: Utah

Plat: SAGE HILL
PHASE 2 LOT #: 202

Tax ID: 66-214-0202 Taxes: $1,200
Zoning Code: RR HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Thunder Ridge Jr High: Vista Heights Middle School
Sr High: Westlake Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential; Recreational; Agricultural

Acres: 4.02
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: Yes
Facing: E

Drv. Access Asphalt
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance: 50 feet
Usable Electric: 50 feet
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees: Gas; Power
Irrigation Co:

Water: See Remarks; Well(s)
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use: Sage; Weeds

Utilities: See Remarks; Gas: Available; Power: Available; Sewer: Not Available; Sewer: Septic Tank
Zoning: See Remarks

Possession: IMMEDIATE
Terms: Cash

CCR:
Lot Facts: Corner Lot; Fenced: Part; Horse Property; Terrain: Grad Slope; View: Lake; View: Mountain; View: Valley

Pre-Market:
Township: 5S

Range: 1W
Section: 15

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks: RIGHT NEXT TO THE "COYOTE CORRALS" THIS IS A HARD TO FIND ZONE THAT ALLOWS THE CURRENT USE AND
ZONE RR (RURAL RESIDENTIAL). THIS PROPERTY ALLOWS YOU THE FREEDOM TO CONTROL YOUR WATER
SOURCE (BY DRILLING WELL) AND CONVENIENCE OF PRIVATE SEPTIC TANK SYSTEM

Agt Remarks: YOU HAVE TO DRIVE AROUND THIS PROPERTY, GET OUT AND WALK AROUND ON THE PROPERTY TO FULLY
UNDERSTAND THE PEACE YOU FEEL IN YOUR HEART. IF YOU DECIDE TO BUILD- BUYER WILL BE REQUIRED TO
DRILL A WATER WELL & PROVIDE A PRIVATE SEPTIC TANK ON SITE.

HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: BBMJ HOLDINGS CO, LLC Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: JUSTIN JOHNSTON Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 801-358-3400 Ph 2:
L/Agent: Justin Johnston Email: justinjohnstonrealestate@yahoo.com Ph: 801-358-3400 Cell: 801-358-3400
L/Office: JUSTIN JOHNSTON REAL ESTATE, INC Ph: 801-358-3400 Fax:

L/Broker: Justin Johnston
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.
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Tour/Open: None
List Price: $845,000 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 563 List Date: 03/08/2016

DOM: 91
Address: 9950 W Saratoga Rd

NS/EW: 7200 N / 9950 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84043
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 58-037-0003 Taxes: $3,899

Zoning Code: HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Dry Creek Jr High: Willowcreek
Sr High: Lehi Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential; Agricultural

Acres: 13.08
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing:

Drv. Access Dirt
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees:
Irrigation Co:

Water: Culinary Available
Exterior Feat.: Out Buildings

Irrigation:
Land Use: Pasture

Utilities: Gas: Available; Power: Available; Sewer: Available
Zoning: Single-Family; Agricultural

Possession:
Terms: Cash; Conventional

CCR:
Lot Facts:

Pre-Market:
Township:

Range:
Section:

Section
Description:
Driving Dir:

Remarks: This property is next to Utah Lake and has a concrete warehouse on it. It is located just east of the Jordan River with close
access to the Jordan River Walking/Biking Trail.

Agt Remarks:
HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Owner Type: Owner/Agent
Contact: Contact Type: Agent Ph 1: 801-209-5216 Ph 2:
L/Agent: Betsy Broberg Email: betsybroberg@yahoo.com Ph: 801-209-5216 Cell:
L/Office: Realtypath LLC Ph: 801-386-5908 Fax: 801-772-2900

L/Broker: Don Zimmerman
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: EAL

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.
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UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Active • County is Utah • City is Saratoga Springs • Acres at least 1 Page 7 - 06/07/2016 3:12 pm

52

DRAFT



Tour/Open: Tour
List Price: $85,000 Status: Active

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 29 List Date: 05/09/2016

DOM: 29
Address: See Directions

NS/EW: 3600 S / 3000 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;
Lehi; Saratog.

City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
County: Utah

Plat: LOT #:
Tax ID: 59-011-0087 Taxes: $1

Zoning Code: HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Sage Hills Jr High: Vista Heights Middle School
Sr High: Westlake Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Recreational; Agricultural

Acres: 3.57
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing:

Drv. Access Dirt
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees:
Irrigation Co:

Water:
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use:

Utilities:
Zoning: Single-Family; Agricultural

Possession:
Terms: Cash; Conventional

CCR: No
Lot Facts: View: Lake; View: Mountain

Pre-Market:
Township:

Range:
Section:

Section
Description:
Driving Dir: TAX ID: 59:011:0087 - west of Stillwater subdivision

Remarks: Great land with future building potential! Priced to sell! Lake views. No public access road.
Agt Remarks: No public access road. Buyer to verify all. Potential building lot once subdivision gets closer or if buyer wants to do some

serious development.
HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: LTL Inc. Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Aaron Contact Type: Ph 1: 801-687-3970 Ph 2:
L/Agent: Aaron C Oldham Email: aaron@thehomescoop.com Ph: 801-705-6000 Cell: 801-687-3970
L/Office: Century 21 Everest Realty Group - Orem Ph: 801-705-6000 Fax: 801-705-6060

L/Broker: Nicholas Manville
BAC: 3% Dual/Var: No List Type: ERS

Comm Type: Gross Wthdrwn Dt: Off Mkt Dt: Exp Dt: -
Copyright © UtahRealEstate.com. All Rights Reserved. Information not guaranteed. Buyer to verify all information.
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Tour/Open: Tour
List Price: $27,500 Status: Sold

Lease Price: $0 Price Per:
CDOM: 125 List Date: 12/14/2015

DOM: 125
CTDOM: 4 Contract Date: 04/21/2016

Sold Price: $24,000 Sold Date: 04/25/2016
Concessions: $0 Sold Terms: Cash

Address: See Directions
NS/EW: 2800 S / 5000 W Area: Am Fork; Hlnd;

Lehi; Saratog.
City: Saratoga Springs, UT 84045

County: Utah
Plat: LOT #:

Tax ID: 59-011-0076 Taxes: $147
Zoning Code: HOA Fee: $0

School Dist: Alpine Elem: Saratoga Shores Jr High: Willowcreek
Sr High: Westlake Priv Schl: Other Schl:

Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 | Acre FT./Share: 0.00 |
Wells: | Surface: | Dev. Spring: |

Culinary Well Health Inspected:
Prop Type: Residential; Recreational

Acres: 1.17
Frontage: 0.0

Side: 0.0
Back: 0.0

Irregular: No
Facing: E

Drv. Access Dirt
Water Distance:
Sewer Distance:

Gas Distance:
Usable Electric:
Pressurized Irr.:

Conn. Fees: Gas; Irrigation; Power; Sewer; Water
Irrigation Co:

Water: Not Connected
Exterior Feat.:

Irrigation:
Land Use:

Utilities:
Zoning: See Remarks; Single-Family; Agricultural

Possession:
Terms: Cash; Conventional

CCR: No
Lot Facts: Terrain: Grad Slope; View: Lake; View: Mountain; View: Valley

Pre-Market:
Township: 6S

Range: 1W
Section: 11

Section
Description:

COM N 0 DEG 7' 16" W 1096.44 FT FR S 1/4 COR. SEC. 11, T6S, R1W, SLB&M.; N 0 DEG 7' 16" W 220 FT; S 89 DEG 49'
11" W 231.15 FT; S 0 DEG 3' 39" E 220 FT; N 89 DEG 49' 11" E 231.38 FT TO BEG. AREA 1.168 AC.

Driving Dir:
Follow stillwater drive until you reach the dirt road. You will continue on the dirt road for approximately .51 miles then take the
nearest left. Then drive another 715 ft and the lot is on the right. According to google maps it appears its back off the road
about 300 ft

Remarks: Unique lot .5 mile west of stillwater subdivision in saratoga springs. Completely undeveloped with potential for future
development, or currently zoned as agricultural or recreational use! Seller has limited knowledge of the property, availability of
utilities, etc. There is no sign on the property. The best available directions are given. Seller and Listing agent will work with
Buyer to answer any questions they have. Buyer to verify ALL information.

Agt Remarks: Buyer to verify all. Saratoga city says the lot is zoned agricultural which will allow for a single family home, however to
currently build will require getting utilities there and road passes through private land.

HOA Remarks:
Clos Remarks:

Owner: Cedar West Properties LLC Owner Type: Property Owner
Contact: Ruth Contact Type: Secretary Ph 1: 801-376-7266 Ph 2: 801-687-3970
L/Agent: Aaron C Oldham Email: aaron@thehomescoop.com Ph: 801-705-6000 Cell: 801-687-3970
L/Office: Century 21 Everest Realty Group - Orem Ph: 801-705-6000 Fax: 801-705-6060

L/Broker: Nicholas Manville
B/Agent: MLS NON Email: Ph: 000-000-0000 Cell:
B/Office: NON-MLS Ph: Fax:

MLS# 1347325

UtahRealEstate.com - Agent Full Report - Land

State is Utah • Status is Sold • County is Utah • Number of Days Back at most 365 days back • City is Saratoga
Springs

Page 1 - 06/07/2016 3:10 pm
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2017)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 15,116 $151,158 $159,472
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1 $2,969 $3,132
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 3,421 $35,923 $37,899
HMA Concrete Ton $85 955 $81,135 $85,598
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 912 $13,685 $14,438
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 684 $27,370 $28,876
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 1,680 $37,790 $39,868
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 1,680 $41,988 $44,298
Drainage L.F. $45 1,680 $75,579 $79,736
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 64,662 $82,381 $86,912

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$549,979 $580,228
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 54,998 $54,998 $58,023
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 137,495 $137,495 $145,057

$742,472 $783,308

10% $54,998 $58,023
10% $54,998 $58,023

$853,000 $900,000

$853,000 $900,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2017
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.06

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

400 West: Crossroads Boulevard to Aspen Hills Boulevard

Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2017)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 107,100 $1,071,000 $1,129,905
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 11 $21,035 $22,192
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 24,241 $254,528 $268,527
HMA Concrete Ton $85 6,763 $574,869 $606,487
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 6,464 $96,963 $102,296
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 4,848 $193,926 $204,592
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 11,900 $267,750 $282,476
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 11,900 $297,500 $313,863
Drainage L.F. $45 11,900 $535,500 $564,953
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 5,950 $7,580 $7,997

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$3,320,652 $3,503,287
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 332,065 $332,065 $350,329
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 830,163 $830,163 $875,822

$4,482,880 $4,729,438

10% $332,065 $350,329
10% $332,065 $350,329

$5,148,000 $5,431,000

$5,148,000 $5,431,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2017
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.06

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Mt. Saratoga Blvd: Talus Ridge Drive to Pony Express Boulevard

Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2018)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 54,000 $540,000 $601,034
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 5 $10,606 $11,805
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 12,222 $128,333 $142,838
HMA Concrete Ton $85 3,410 $289,850 $322,610
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 3,259 $48,889 $54,415
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 2,444 $97,778 $108,829
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 6,000 $135,000 $150,258
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 6,000 $150,000 $166,954
Drainage L.F. $45 6,000 $270,000 $300,517
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 231,000 $294,300 $327,564

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$1,964,756 $2,186,823
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 196,476 $196,476 $218,682
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 491,189 $491,189 $546,706

$2,652,421 $2,952,211

10% $196,476 $218,682
10% $196,476 $218,682

$3,046,000 $3,390,000

$3,046,000 $3,390,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2018
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.11

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Talus Ridge Drive: Talus Ridge Drive to Mt. Saratoga Blvd

Collector

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee's 100%

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

DRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2018)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 539,400 $687,210 $764,882

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$687,210 $764,882
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 68,721 $68,721 $76,488
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 171,803 $171,803 $191,221

$927,734 $1,032,591

0% $0 $0
0% $0 $0

$928,000 $1,033,000

$928,000 $1,033,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Right-of-Way
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2018
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.11

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Foothill Blvd: Landview Drive to Lariat Boulevard (Right of Way Only)

Major Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2019)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 222,080 $2,220,801 $2,583,038
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 29,910 $119,639 $139,154
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 11 $22,247 $25,876
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 26,171 $274,796 $319,618
HMA Concrete Ton $85 9,127 $775,808 $902,351
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 5,234 $78,513 $91,320
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 13,086 $523,421 $608,797
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 13,459 $302,836 $352,232
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 13,459 $336,485 $391,369
Drainage L.F. $45 13,459 $605,673 $704,465
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 484,538 $617,315 $718,006

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$5,877,535 $6,836,226
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 587,754 $587,754 $683,623
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 1,469,384 $1,469,384 $1,709,057

$7,934,672 $9,228,906

10% $587,754 $683,623
10% $587,754 $683,623

$9,111,000 $10,597,000

$617,000 $717,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Capacity Improvement
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: MAG/Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2019
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.16

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Pony Express: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Western Border (5-Lane Cross-Section)

Major Arterial

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee's 6.77%

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

DRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2019)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 75,600 $756,000 $879,312
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 7 $14,848 $17,270
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 17,111 $179,667 $208,972
HMA Concrete Ton $85 4,774 $405,790 $471,979
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 4,563 $68,444 $79,608
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 3,422 $136,889 $159,217
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 8,400 $189,000 $219,828
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 8,400 $210,000 $244,253
Drainage L.F. $45 8,400 $378,000 $439,656
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 323,400 $412,021 $479,226

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$2,750,659 $3,199,322
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 275,066 $275,066 $319,932
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 687,665 $687,665 $799,831

$3,713,390 $4,319,085

10% $275,066 $319,932
10% $275,066 $319,932

$4,264,000 $4,959,000

$4,264,000 $4,959,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2019
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.16

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Riverside Drive Extension: Crossroads Blvd to Pioneer Crossing (SR-145)

Collector

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee's 100%

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

DRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2019)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 0 $0 $0

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 1 $180,000 $209,360

$180,000 $209,360
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 18,000 $18,000 $20,936
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 45,000 $45,000 $52,340

$243,000 $282,636

10% $18,000 $20,936
10% $18,000 $20,936

$279,000 $325,000

$279,000 $325,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 0 Improvement Type: Traffic Signal 
HMA Thickness (in) = 0 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 0 Completion Year: 2019
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 0 Inflation Rate: 1.16

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 0
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 0

Signal: Crossroads Blvd & Riverside Drive

Traffic Signal 

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee's 100%

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

DRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2019)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 9 $18,264 $21,244
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 36,833 $386,750 $449,833
HMA Concrete Ton $85 10,277 $873,503 $1,015,980
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 9,822 $147,333 $171,365
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 7,367 $294,667 $342,730
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 15,300 $19,493 $22,672

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$1,740,010 $2,023,825
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 174,001 $174,001 $202,382
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 435,002 $435,002 $505,956

$2,349,013 $2,732,163

10% $174,001 $202,382
10% $174,001 $202,382

$2,698,000 $3,137,000

$2,698,000 $3,137,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2019
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.16

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Foothill Blvd: Pony Express Parkway to Lariat Boulevard (26' Roadway Only)

Minor Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2019)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 872,000 $1,110,952 $1,292,161

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$1,110,952 $1,292,161
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 111,095 $111,095 $129,216
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 277,738 $277,738 $323,040

$1,499,785 $1,744,417

0% $0 $0
0% $0 $0

$1,500,000 $1,745,000

$1,500,000 $1,745,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Right-of-Way
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2019
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.16

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Foothill Blvd: Honeysuckle Drive to Fox Hollow Drive (Right of Way Only)

Major Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2020)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 939,600 $1,197,076 $1,448,026

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$1,197,076 $1,448,026
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 119,708 $119,708 $144,803
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 299,269 $299,269 $362,007

$1,616,053 $1,954,835

0% $0 $0
0% $0 $0

$1,617,000 $1,955,000

$1,617,000 $1,955,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Right-of-Way
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2020
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.21

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Foothill Blvd: Meadow Side Drive to Landview Drive (Right of Way Only)

Major Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT



65

46

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2020)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 10,800 $108,000 $130,641
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1 $2,121 $2,566
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 2,444 $25,667 $31,047
HMA Concrete Ton $85 682 $57,970 $70,123
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 652 $9,778 $11,828
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 489 $19,556 $23,655
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 1,200 $27,000 $32,660
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 1,200 $30,000 $36,289
Drainage L.F. $45 1,200 $54,000 $65,320
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 600 $764 $925

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$334,856 $405,053
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 33,486 $33,486 $40,505
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 83,714 $83,714 $101,263

$452,055 $546,822

10% $33,486 $40,505
10% $33,486 $40,505

$520,000 $628,000

$520,000 $628,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2020
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.21

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Market Street: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive

Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2021)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 17,333 $69,333 $87,223
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 1,852 $19,444 $24,462
HMA Concrete Ton $85 517 $43,917 $55,248
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 494 $7,407 $9,319
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 370 $14,815 $18,637
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 4,000 $90,000 $113,222
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 4,000 $100,000 $125,802
Drainage L.F. $45 4,000 $180,000 $226,444
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 0 $0 $0

Initial Construction Each $166,929 1 $166,929 $210,000

$691,846 $870,356
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 69,185 $69,185 $87,036
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 172,961 $172,961 $217,589

$933,991 $1,174,981

10% $69,185 $87,036
10% $69,185 $87,036

$1,073,000 $1,350,000

$1,073,000 $1,350,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Capacity Improvement
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2021
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.26

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

400 South: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Saratoga Road

Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT



67

35

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2021)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 636,000 $810,282 $1,019,351

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$810,282 $1,019,351
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 81,028 $81,028 $101,935
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 202,570 $202,570 $254,838

$1,093,880 $1,376,124

0% $0 $0
0% $0 $0

$1,094,000 $1,377,000

$1,094,000 $1,377,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Right-of-Way
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2021
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.26

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

Foothill Blvd: Lariat Boulevard to Honeysuckle Drive (Right of Way Only)

Major Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2022)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 32,400 $324,000 $423,903
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 4,800 $19,200 $25,120
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 3 $5,322 $6,963
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 5,333 $56,000 $73,267
HMA Concrete Ton $85 1,860 $158,100 $206,849
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 1,422 $21,333 $27,911
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 1,067 $42,667 $55,823
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 3,600 $81,000 $105,976
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $30 3,600 $108,000 $141,301
Drainage L.F. $45 3,600 $162,000 $211,951
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 115,920 $147,685 $193,223

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$1,125,308 $1,472,287
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 112,531 $112,531 $147,229
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 281,327 $281,327 $368,072

$1,519,165 $1,987,587

10% $112,531 $147,229
10% $112,531 $147,229

$1,745,000 $2,283,000

$1,745,000 $2,283,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2022
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.31

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

400 East: Crossroads Boulevard to Northern Border

Minor Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT



69

43

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2022)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 0 $0 $0
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0 $0 $0
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 0 $0 $0
HMA Concrete Ton $85 0 $0 $0
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 0 $0 $0
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 0 $0 $0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 0 $0 $0
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 0 $0 $0
Drainage L.F. $45 0 $0 $0
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 784,000 $998,838 $1,306,821

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$998,838 $1,306,821
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 99,884 $99,884 $130,682
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 249,709 $249,709 $326,705

$1,348,431 $1,764,208

0% $0 $0
0% $0 $0

$1,349,000 $1,765,000

$1,349,000 $1,765,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: Right-of-Way
HMA Thickness (in) = 5 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 6 Completion Year: 2022
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 15 Inflation Rate: 1.31

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

145 North: 1100 West to 2300 West (Right-of-Way Only)

Major Arterial

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT
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Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity Cost (2016) Cost (2022)
Parkstrip S.F. $10 27,000 $270,000 $353,252
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $4 0 $0 $0
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 3 $5,303 $6,938
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $11 6,111 $64,167 $83,952
HMA Concrete Ton $85 1,705 $144,925 $189,611
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15 1,630 $24,444 $31,982
Granular Borrow C.Y. $40 1,222 $48,889 $63,963
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $23 3,000 $67,500 $88,313
Sidewalk (5' width) L.F. $25 3,000 $75,000 $98,126
Drainage L.F. $45 3,000 $135,000 $176,626
Right of Way S.F. $1.27 1,500 $1,911 $2,500

Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225 0 $0 $0
Traffic Signal Each $180,000 0 $0 $0

$837,139 $1,095,264
Mobilization (10% of Construction) Lump 10% 83,714 $83,714 $109,526
Contingency (25% of Construction) Lump 25% 209,285 $209,285 $273,816

$1,130,138 $1,478,606

10% $83,714 $109,526
10% $83,714 $109,526

$1,298,000 $1,698,000

$1,298,000 $1,698,000

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Improvement Type: New Road
HMA Thickness (in) = 4 Funding: Saratoga Springs

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 Completion Year: 2022
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 6 Inflation Rate: 1.31

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Number of Sidewalks (No.) = 2

Overall Assumptions: Project Parameters:

100%

Subtotal

Construction Cost

Saratoga Springs City
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project No.

Costs

400 North: Redwood Road (SR-68) to Riverside Drive

Collector

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Total Project Costs

Saratoga Springs City's Responsibility via Impact Fee'sDRAFT



 

 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 
 

 

                                                           



 

 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 



ORDINANCE NO. 17-5 (2-7-17) 
 

AN  ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH ADOPTING THE TRANSPORTATION 
IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN AND TRANSPORTATION IMPACT 
FEE ANALYSIS INCLUDING SERVICE AREAS, TIME AND METHOD 
OF CALCULATION, COLLECTION, ADJUSTMENTS, ACCOUNTING, 
EXPENDITURE, REFUNDS, CHALLENGES AND APPEALS, AND 
SEVERABILITY OF THE SAME; AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS 

 
WHEREAS, on January 20, 2016, before the City or its consultants commenced work on 

amending the City’s Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis, the City 
published notice of the City’s intent to update and amend its Transportation Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan and Impact Fee Analysis on the Utah Public Notice Website and the City’s website in 
accordance with Utah Code Ann. §§ 11-36a-501 and 11-36a-503; and 

 
WHEREAS, Horrocks Engineers has assessed the level of Transportation facility service 

that is currently provided to existing residents, the excess capacity in the existing Transportation 
facilities infrastructure that is available to accommodate new growth without diminishing the 
current level of service provided to existing residents, and the elements and the cost of additional 
Transportation facilities that will be required to maintain the current level of service as projected 
growth occurs in the impact fee expenditure period; a copy of the Transportation Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan prepared by Horrocks Engineers is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” 

 
WHEREAS, Horrocks Engineers certified its work as compliant with Utah Code § 11-

36a-306 in December 2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has caused a Transportation Impact Fee Analysis to be prepared by 

Zions’ Public Finance; 
 
WHEREAS, Zions’ Public Finance has identified a maximum Transportation facilities 

impact fee based on the Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan; a copy of the Transportation 
Impact Fee Facilities Analysis prepared by Zions’ Public Finance dated December 23, 2016 is 
attached hereto as Exhibit “B”; 

 
WHEREAS, on January 27, 2017, the City properly published notice with the Provo 

Daily Herald, a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, of the 
City’s intent to adopt the amended Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan, amended Impact 
Fee Analysis, and amended Ordinance/Enactment and of the scheduled public hearing by the 
City Council on February 7, 2017 to consider the same; and 

 
WHEREAS, on January 26, 2017, the City properly published notice on the Utah Public 

Notice Website and the City’s website of the City’s intent to adopt the amended Transportation 
Impact Fee Facilities Plan, amended Impact Fee Analysis, and amended Ordinance/Enactment 
and of the scheduled public hearing by the City Council on February 7, 2017 to consider the 
same; and 
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WHEREAS, on January 26, 2017, the City properly mailed notice to affected entities of 
the City’s intent to adopt the amended Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan, amended 
Impact Fee Analysis, and amended Ordinance/Enactment and of the scheduled public hearing by 
the City Council on February 7, 2017 to consider the same; 

 
WHEREAS, on January 26, 2017, a full copy of the proposed Transportation Impact Fee 

Facilities Plan, Transportation Impact Fee Analysis, Transportation Impact Fee 
Enactment/Ordinance, along with an executive summary of the Transportation Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan and Analysis that was prepared in a manner to be understood by a lay person, 
were made available to the public at the Saratoga Springs public library, posted on the City’s 
website, and the Public Notice Website; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 7, 2017, the City Council held a public hearing regarding the 

proposed and certified Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan, Transportation Impact Fee 
Analysis, and this Transportation Facilities Impact Fee Ordinance; and 

 
WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review of the comments at the public 

hearing and the comments of the participants, the Council has determined that it is in the best 
interest of the health, safety, and welfare of the inhabitants of Saratoga Springs to: 

 
1. adopt the 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan for Transportation 

Facilities as proposed; 
2. adopt the 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Analysis as proposed; and 
3. in a manner that is consistent with the Impact Fees Act, enact this Ordinance to: 

a. amend its current Transportation impact fees; 
b. provide for the calculation and collection of such fees; 
c. authorize a means to consider and accept an independent fee calculation 

for atypical development requests; 
d. provide for an appeal process consistent with the Impact Fees Act; and 
e. update its accounting and reporting method. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Saratoga Springs Council as follows: 

 
 
SECTION I – ENACTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE FACILITIES 
PLAN AND IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

 
 The Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 
attached hereto as Exhibits A and B are hereby adopted and incorporated herein.  

 
SECTION II – ENACTMENT OF AMENDED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES 
 
 The following amendments to Chapter 7.09 of the City Code are hereby made effective 
90 days from the date of this enactment: 
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Chapter 7.09.  Transportation Impact Fee. 
 
Sections: 
 
7.09.01. Definitions. 
7.09.02. Findings and Purpose. 
7.09.03. Adoption of Capital Facilities Plan Establishment of Transportation 
Facilities Service Area. 
7.09.04. Adoption and Imposition of Amended Transportation Impact Fees 
7.09.05. Service Area Established. 
7.09.06. Other Impact Fees Remain Unaffected. 
7.09.07. Time of Collection. 
7.09.0805. Use of Transportation Impact Fees. 
7.09.0906. Adjustments. 
7.09.1007. Accounting, Expenditure, and Refunds. 
7.09.1108. Challenges and Appeals.  
7.09.1209. Severability. 
 
7.09.01. Definitions. 
 
 As used in this Chapter the following terms shall have the meanings herein set out: 
 
1. “City” means the City of Saratoga Springs and its incorporated boundaries. 
 
2. “Development Activity” or “new development” means any construction or expansion of a 

building, structure, or use, any change in use of a building or structure, or any changes in the 
use of land that creates additional demand and need for Public Facilities. 

 
3. “Equivalent Residential Unit” means that measure of impact on certain public facilities 

equal to the impacts of one typical single family dwelling unit. 
 
4.3.“Transportation Facilities Impact Fees” means the amended maximum allowable Impact 

Fees for each type of use of property adopted and imposed by this Chapter onimposed on 
Development Activity within the City per the 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 
prepared and certified by Zions Public Finance and as allowed by Utah Code Chapter 11-36a. 

 
4. “Transportation Facilities Impact Fee New Capital Facilities Plans” means the 2017 

Transportation Facilities Impact Fee Facilities Plan prepared and certified by Bowens and 
Collins capital facilities plans prepared by City Staff for parks, recreation facilities, open 
space and trails, transportation, and public safety facilities and adopted by the City Ccouncil 
in this Chapter and incorporated herein by this reference. 

 
5. “Transportation Facilities Impact Fee Analysis” means the 2017 Transportation Facilities 

Impact Fee Analysis prepared and certified by Zions Public Finance adopted by the City 
Council in this Chapter and incorporated herein by this reference. 

 



4 
 

6. “Public Facilities” means the following capital facilities that have a life expectancy of ten or 
more years and are owned or operated by or on behalf of the City:  

a. parks, recreation facilities, trails, transportation, and open space; and  
b. public safety facilities. 

 
7. “Service Area” means the service area formally adopted by the City Council in this Chapter. 
 
8.6.“Utah Impact Fees Act” means Utah Code Chapter 11-36a. 
 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.02. Findings and Purpose. 
 
The City Council hereby finds and determines: 
 

1. There is a need to establish a transportation facilities impact fee for the City to maintain 
the level of service proposed in the 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and 
Analysis. 

2. The 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Analysis identifies the:  
a. projected development activity in the City through 2020;   
b. level of service for transportation facilities that serve existing residents; 
c. excess transportation facilities capacity that is available to serve new growth in 

the existing infrastructure; 
d. proposed level of service for the City, which does not raise the existing level of 

service for current residents;  
e. additional capital facilities that are required to maintain the proposed 

transportation level of service without burdening existing residents with costs of 
new development activity; and 

f. maximum fee that is legally justified by the study 
1. As the result of the City being a relatively new and rapidly growing city, there are very 

limited existing public facilities and new development will create the need for the Public 
Facilities as set out in the New Capital Facilities Plans. 

 
2. There is a need for Public Facilities for new development which have not been 

constructed and are required to be consistent with the City’s General Plan and to protect 
the public’s health, safety, and welfare. 

 
3. The rapid and continuing growth of the City necessitates the imposition and collection of 

the amended Impact Fees that require new development to pay its fair share of the costs 
of providing the Public Facilities occasioned by the demands and needs of the 
Development Activity at service levels necessary to promote and preserve the public 
health, safety, and welfare. 

 
4. The New Capital Facilities Plans establish the estimated costs for providing the Public 

Facilities covered by this Chapter, identifies the impact on the needs for those Public 
Facilities by Development Activity, demonstrates how the impacts on the need for the 
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applicable Public Facilities are reasonably related to the Development Activity, estimates 
the proportionate share of the costs of the needed Public Facilities related to new 
development, and identifies how the amended Impact Fees set out in the New Capital 
Facilities Plans and adopted by this Chapter were determined. 

 
5. The amended Impact Fees established by this Chapter are reasonably related to the costs 

of providing such Public Facilities necessitated by anticipated future growth within the 
City and are consistent with requirements of the Utah Impact Fees Act. 
 

(Ord 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.03. Establishment of Transportation Facilities Service Area. Adoption of Capital 
Facilities Plan. 
 
The City Council hereby approves and establishes the City-Wide Transportation Facilities 
Service Area for which the Transportation Facilities Impact Fee provided will be imposed. 
adopts the new Capital Facilities Plans and the analyses reflected therein and the methodology 
used for calculation of the amended Impact Fees imposed by this Chapter for the Public 
Facilities covered by this Chapter. 
 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.04. Adoption and Imposition of Amended Transportation Facilities Impact Fees. 
 
The City Council hereby approves, and imposes, and levies on all Development Activity the 
amended Impact Fees for transportation as followsmaximum allowable Impact Fee for each type 
of proposed use of property within the City per the 2017 Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 
prepared and certified by Zions Public Finance :incorporated herein by this reference. 
 
 Transportation: $2,500 per ERU 
 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
  
7.09.05. Service Area Established. 
 
The entire area of the City and any area outside of the City covered by the new Capital Facilities 
Plans which may hereafter be annexed into the City or serviced by any Public Facility are hereby 
designated as one service area with respect to parks, recreation facilities, open space, trails, and 
public safety facilities. 
 
(Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.06. Other Impact Fees Remain Unaffected. 
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The previously adopted impact fees established for roads, Transportationage, and wastewater 
collection shall remain unaffected by this Chapter and shall remain subject to the impact fee 
ordinances by which they were adopted. 
 
(Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.07. Time of Collection. 
 
The amended Impact Fees imposed by this Chapter shall be paid prior to and as a condition of 
the issuance of a building permit for any Development Activity.   
 
(Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.0805. Use of Transportation Facilities Impact Fees. 
 
The Transportation Facilities The amended Impact Fees collected by the City shall be used solely 
to:as provided in the 2017 Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Analysis. 
 

1.  pay for the Public Facilities provided for by this Chapter and the new Capital Facilities 
Plans by the City; 

 
2. reimburse the City for a Development Activity's share of Public Facilities already 

constructed by the City; or 
 
 

3. reimburse developers who have constructed Public Facilities where those Public 
Facilities are beyond that needed to meet the demands of the developers Development 
Activities. 

 
(Ord 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.0906. Adjustments. 
 

1. At the time an impact fee is charged, Tthe City may shall adjust the amendedcalculation 
of all, or any component, of the Transportation Facilities Impact Fees imposed by this 
Chapter as necessary in order to: 

 
a. respond to unusual circumstances in specific cases; 

 
b. ensure that the amended Impact Fees are imposed fairly; and 

 
c. adjust the amount of the amended Impact Fees to be imposed on a particular 

development based upon studies and data submitted by the developer that are 
approved by the City Council; and. 
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2. At the time an impact fee is charged, allow credits as approved by the City Council shall 
allow for credit against, or proportionate reimbursement from, impact fees for the: 

a. dedication of land for a System Improvement; and  
b. , improvements to, or construction of Public Facilities providing services to the 

City at large, provided such facilities are identified in the New Capital Facilities 
Plans and are required by the City as a condition of approving the development or 
Development Activity.full or partial construction of:  

i. a System Improvement identified in the Transportation Facilities Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan; or 

i.ii. publicly accepted and dedicated capital improvement that will offset the 
need for a System Improvement. 

 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09..1007. Accounting, Expenditure, and Refunds. 
 
The City shall account for, expend, and refund amended Transportation Facilities Impact Fees 
collected pursuant to this Chapter in accordance with this Chapter and the Utah Impact Fees Act. 
 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09..1108. Challenges and Appeals.  
 

1. Any person or entity residing in or owning property within a service area and any 
organization, association, or corporation representing the interests of persons or entities 
owning property within a service area, may file a declaratory judgment action 
challenging the validity of the amended Impact Fees after filing an appeal with the City 
Council as provided in Subsection (4) of this Section. 

 
2.1.Any person or entity required to pay an  amended Impact Fee who believes the fee does 

not meet the requirements of law the Utah Impact Fees Act or this Chapter may file a 
written request for information with the City. 

 
2. Within two weeks of the receipt of the request for information, tThe City shall provide 

the person or entity with a copy of the Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan, the 
specific calculation staff used to calculate the Transportation Facilities Impact Fee for the 
person, if applicable, written analysis required by the Utah Impact Fee Act and with any 
other relevant information relating to the Impact Fees. The City may charge for all copies 
provided for in response to such a request in an amount set out in the City’s Consolidated 
Fee Schedule. 
 

3. At any time prior to thirty days after paying an Impact Fee, the person required to pay an 
Impact Fee who wishes to challenge the fee may request a third party advisory opinion in 
accordance with UCA §13-43-205. 

 



8 
 

4. Within thirty days after paying an Impact Fee, any person who has paid the fee and 
wishes to challenge the fee shall file: 

a. a written appeal with the City Hearing Examiner; 
b. a request for arbitration; or 
c. an action in district court. 

 
5. The written appeal shall be delivered to the City Manager and shall set forth in detail all 

grounds for the appeal and all facts relied upon by the appealing party with respect to the 
fee being appealed. 

a. Upon receipt of an appeal, the City Hearing Examiner shall schedule a hearing 
and shall consider all evidence presented by the appellant, as well as all evidence 
presented by staff. The City Hearing Examiner shall schedule the appeal hearing 
and thereafter render its written findings of fact, conclusions of law, and decision 
no later than thirty days after the challenge to the impact fee is filed.  

b. Within ninety days of a decision upholding an Impact Fee by the City Hearing 
Examiner or within 120 days after the date the challenge to the impact fee was 
filed, whichever is earlier, the person who filed to the appeal may petition the 
Fourth Judicial District Court for Utah County for review of the Hearing 
Examiner’s decision. In the event of a petition to the Fourth Judicial District 
Court, the City shall transmit to the reviewing court the record of its proceedings 
including its minutes, findings, orders and, if available, a true and correct 
transcript of its proceedings. 

i. If the proceeding was tape recorded, a transcript of that tape recording is a 
true and correct transcript for purposes of this Subsection. 

ii. If there is an adequate record, the: 
A. court’s review is limited to the record provided by the City; and 
B. court may not accept or consider any evidence outside the City’s 

record unless that evidence was offered to the City Hearing 
Examiner and the court determines that it was improperly excluded 
by the City Hearing Examiner. 

iii. If there is an inadequate record, the court may call witnesses and take 
evidence. 

iv. The court shall affirm the decision of the City Council if the decision is 
supported by substantial evidence. 

 
6. If the request is for arbitration, both the City and the person requesting arbitration shall 

comply with UCA § 11.36a.705. 
 

7. Within thirty days after paying an Impact Fee, the state, a school district or a charter 
school may alternatively submit a written request for mediation to the City Manager.   

a. Both the City and the specified public agency shall comply with UCA §11-36a-
704. Within thirty days after paying an amended Impact Fee, any person or entity 
who has paid the fee and wishes to challenge the fee shall file a written appeal 
with the City Council by delivering a copy of such appeal with the City Manager 
setting forth in detail all grounds for the appeal and all facts relied upon by the 
appealing party with respect to the fee being appealed.  
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b. Upon receipt of an appeal, the City Council shall thereafter schedule a hearing on 
the appeal at which time all interested persons will be given an opportunity to be 
heard. The City Council shall schedule the appeal hearing and thereafter render its 
decision on the appeal no later than thirty days after the challenge to the impact 
fee is filed.  

c. Any person or entity who has failed to comply with the administrative appeal 
remedies established by this Section may not file or join an action challenging the 
validity of any Impact Fee. 

d. Within ninety days of a decision upholding an amended Impact Fee by the City 
Council or within 120 days after the date the challenge to the impact fee was filed, 
whichever is earlier, any party to the appeal who is adversely affected by the City 
Council’s decision may petition the Fourth Judicial District Court for Utah 
County for review of the decision. In the event of a petition to the Fourth Judicial 
District Court, the City shall transmit to the reviewing court the record of its 
proceedings including its minutes, findings, orders and, if available, a true and 
correct transcript of its proceedings. 

i. If the proceeding was tape recorded, a transcript of that tape recording is a 
true and correct transcript for purposes of this Subsection. 

ii. If there is a record: 
1. the court’s review is limited to the record provided by the City; and 
2. the court may not accept or consider any evidence outside the 

City’s record unless that evidence was offered to the City Council 
and the court determines that it was improperly excluded by the 
City Council. 

iii. If there is an inadequate record, the court may call witnesses and take 
evidence. 

iv. The court shall affirm the decision of the City Council if the decision is 
supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

v.i. The court may award reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs to the prevailing 
party in any action brought under this Section. 

 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
 
7.09.1209. Severability. 
 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or portion of this Chapter is, for any reason, held to 
be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Chapter 
shall not be affected thereby and shall remain in effect and be enforced to the extent permitted by 
law. 
 
(Ord. 17-__; Ord. 11-9; 05-19) 
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SECTION III – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 
 
If any ordinance, resolution, policy or map of the City heretofore adopted is inconsistent 

herewith it is hereby amended to comply with the provisions hereof. If it cannot be amended to 
comply with the provisions hereof, the inconsistent provision is hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION IV – EFFECTIVE DATE 
  
 This ordinance shall take effect upon publication and 90 days after its passage by a 
majority vote of the Saratoga Springs City Council. 
 
SECTION V – 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 VI – PUBLIC NOTICE 

 
The Saratoga Springs City Recorder is hereby ordered, in accordance with the 

requirements of Utah Code §§ 10-3-710—711, to: 
 

a. deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the City Recorder; and 
b. publish a short summary of this ordinance for at least one publication in a 

newspaper of general circulation in the City. 
 

ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, 
this 7th day of February, 2017.  
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
          Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________    
             Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder     
 
VOTE    AYE  NAY 
 
Shellie Baertsch              _____ 
Michael McOmber  _____  _____ 
Bud Poduska   _____  _____  
Chris Porter   _____  _____ 
Stephen Willden  _____  _____ 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
City Council Staff Report 

 
Authors:  Kevin Thurman, City Attorney  
Subject:  Franchise Agreement with WirelessBeehive.com, LLC 
Date:  February 7, 2017 
Type of Item:   Legislative, Policy Decision  
 
Summary Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the attached ordinance and 
franchise agreement with WirelessBeehive.com, LLC.  
 
Description: 
 

A. Topic: Franchise agreement with WirelessBeehive.com, LLC (“Beehive”). 
 
B. Purpose: To allow Beehive to run a fiber optic cable from Redwood Road to the T-
Mobile telecommunications tower on Exchange Drive near the back of the Towne Storage 
building.  
 
C. Background: Beehive approached staff requesting a franchise agreement to run a fiber 
optic cable from Redwood Road to the T-Mobile telecommunications tower on Exchange 
Drive. We are bringing this matter to the Council now and have drafted a proposed franchise 
agreement and ordinance for consideration. At this time, Beehive is merely proposing to 
service the T-Mobile site, but has provided internet services to homeowners in adjacent 
jurisdictions. This will allow Beehive to service the T-Mobile site and other residents of the 
City if necessary.   

 
D. Analysis: By ordinance, the City may grant companies permission to provide 
telecommunications, cable, and internet services to City residents by running facilities in City 
roads. This permission comes in the form of a franchise agreement. Federal and state law 
allow the City to charge license and/or franchise fees for the use of public roads. The Utah 
Municipal Telecommunications License Tax Act allows the City to charge a municipal 
telecommunications license tax to telecommunications providers in the amount of 3.5% of 
gross receipts. Beehive has represented that it will not be providing telecommunications 
services but will rather be providing internet services to the T-Mobile site. As a result, Staff 
recommends that the City charge a license fee equivalent to the municipal 
telecommunications license tax for the use of City roads. The location of the T-Mobile site 
and the proposed location of the fiber optic lines are attached. 

 



E. Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council approve the attached 
ordinance and franchise agreement. 

 
Staff Review: Kevin Thurman, Mark Christensen, Jeremy Lapin 
 
Attachments: Ordinance, Franchise Agreement, and Maps showing location of facilities  
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ORDINANCE NO. 17-6 (2-7-17) 
 
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING WIRELESSBEEHIVE.COM, LLC (“BEEHIVE”), 
A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, A NONEXCLUSIVE FRANCHISE 
TO OPERATE AN INTERNET SERVICES NETWORK IN THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS PURSUANT TO A FRANCHISE AGREEMENT 
SPECIFYING BEEHIVE’S RIGHTS AND DUTIES 

  
WHEREAS, federal and state law allow for the operation of an internet services network in the 

City of Saratoga Springs, Utah by franchise agreement; and    
 
WHEREAS, the City of Saratoga Springs and Beehive desire to enter into a nonexclusive 

franchise agreement granting to Beehive the right and privilege to operate an internet services network 
in Saratoga Springs, Utah; and 
  

WHEREAS, the City and Beehive have negotiated a nonexclusive franchise agreement setting 
forth Beehive’s rights and duties with respect to its operation of an internet services network in 
Saratoga Springs, Utah (a copy of which is attached as “Exhibit A”); and 
  

WHEREAS, on the 7th day of February, 2017, the City Council held a duly noticed public 
meeting to ascertain the pertinent facts regarding this matter, which facts are found in the meeting 
record; and 
  

WHEREAS, after considering the pertinent facts, the Council finds: (i) that it should approve 
the attached Beehive Franchise Agreement and thereby grant to Beehive a franchise to operate an 
internet services network in Saratoga Springs, Utah; and (ii) such action furthers the health, safety, and 
welfare of the citizens of Saratoga Springs. 
  

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah ordains as 
follows: 

 
The attached Franchise Agreement between the City of Saratoga Springs and Beehive is 
hereby approved; the Mayor is authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of the 
City of Saratoga Springs; and Beehive is granted a nonexclusive franchise to operate an 
internet services network in Saratoga Springs, Utah, pursuant to the Franchise 
Agreement. 

 
This Ordinance shall take effect upon publication as required by the Utah Code. 
 
ADOPTED AND PASSED by the Governing Body of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, this 

7th day of February, 2017.  
 

By:                 
               Jim Miller, Mayor   
Attest: 
By: ___________________________ 
       Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder     



 

EXHIBIT “A”



 

FRANCHISE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF  
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH AND WIRELESSBEEHIVE.COM, LLC 

 
THIS FRANCHISE AGREEMENT (hereinafter “Agreement”) is entered into as of the 

____ day of _______________, 2017, by and between the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah 
(hereinafter “City”), a municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of Utah, with 
principal offices at 1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah, and 
WirelessBeehive.com, LLC (hereinafter “Company”), a Utah Limited Liability Company, with 
its principal offices at: 2000 Sunset Road, Lake Point, Utah 84074. 

 
WITNESSETH: 

 
WHEREAS, the Company desires to provide internet services within the City and in 

connection therewith to establish an internet services network in, under, along, over, and across 
present and future rights-of-way of the City, consisting of internet services lines, conduit, fiber, 
cables, and all other necessary appurtenances (“System” or “Internet Services Network”); and 
 

WHEREAS, the City, in exercise of its management of public Rights-of-Way, believes 
that it is in the best interest of the public to provide the Company a nonexclusive franchise to 
install, operate, repair, and maintain an Internet Services Network in the City. 
 

WHEREAS, the City and Company have negotiated an arrangement whereby the 
Company may provide its services within the City pursuant to the terms and conditions outlined 
in this Agreement, and subject to the further reasonable regulation under its police and other 
regulatory power; 
 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements of the 
parties contained herein, and for other good and valuable consideration, the City and the 
Company agree as follows: 
 

ARTICLE 1 
FRANCHISE AGREEMENT AND ORDINANCE 

 
1.1  Agreement.  Upon approval by the City Council and execution by the parties, this 

Franchise Agreement shall be deemed to constitute a contract by and between City and 
Company. 

 
1.2  Ordinance. The City has adopted Ordinance No. ___ (“Ordinance”) granting 

Company the right to operate an Internet Services Network in the City. Company acknowledges 
it has read the Ordinance and this Agreement and that it agrees to comply with all terms and 
provisions in the resolution and this Agreement. 
 

1.3 Grant of Franchise. The Internet Services Franchise (“Franchise”) provided  
hereby shall confer upon the Company the nonexclusive right, privilege, and franchise to install, 
operate, repair, maintain, remove, and replace its Internet Services Network on, over, and under 
the present and future public rights of way in the city in order to provide Internet Services. Any 



 

services provided that would be subject to the Municipal Telecommunications Service Tax must 
be taxed at the appropriate rate.  Taxes shall be reported and remitted on a quarterly basis.   

 
1.4 Not a Public Utility Company.  Nothing herein or in the Franchise or Ordinance 

shall be deemed to provide Company with the status of a public utility company. Therefore, the 
Company shall not be entitled to any rights, benefits, or burdens imposed on public utility 
companies. As a result, Company shall only encroach in the City’s rights-of-way pursuant to this 
agreement and shall obtain all permissions necessary to encroach on privately-owned property 
within the City. 
 

1.5  Licenses.  The Company acknowledges that it has obtained the necessary 
approvals, licenses, or permits required by federal and state law to provide Internet Services 
consistent with the provisions of this Agreement. 
 

1.6 Financial Capability.  Company warrants that it has the financial capability to 
construct, maintain, and operate an Internet Services Network and to otherwise comply with the 
provisions of this Agreement. 
 

1.7 Relationship. Nothing herein shall be deemed to create a joint venture or 
principal-agent relationship between the parties, and neither party is authorized to, nor shall 
either party act toward third persons or the public, in a manner that would indicate any such 
relationship. 

 
1.8 Pole Attachments. The Franchise does not grant Company the right to use City 

poles, conduit, or other facilities.  The use of such facilities shall be governed by separate 
agreement. 
 

ARTICLE 2 
COMPANY CONSIDERATION 

 
2.1 License Fee. For and in consideration of the Franchise, and as fair and reasonable 

compensation to the City for the use by the Company of the City’s rights-of-way, the Company 
agrees to pay to the City an annual license fee of 3.5% of gross receipts (the “License Fee”). 
Payments shall be made to the City Treasurer at 1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200, 
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045 and are due within forty-five (45) days after receipt by Company. 
Interest will accrue on late payments at the rate of one and one-half (1/2) percent per month 
until paid. 



 

2.2 Conduit. As material consideration of granting the rights to operate the Internet 
Services Network and to encroach in the City’s rights-of-way, the Company agrees to install 
parallel conduits for the exclusive use and benefit of the City (“City Conduit”) when Company 
installs facilities within the City’s rights-of-way.  The City Conduit must be of the same size, 
quality, and length as the conduit installed by Company for its own purposes pursuant to this 
Agreement.  Upon installation, ownership of the City Conduit shall automatically transfer to the 
City.   

 
ARTICLE 3 

TERM AND RENEWAL 
 

3.1 Term and Renewal.  The franchise granted to Company shall be for a period of 
five (5) years commencing on the effective date of this Ordinance.  At the end of the initial five 
(5) year term of this Agreement, the franchise granted herein shall automatically renew for an 
additional five year term unless either party provides ninety (90) days’ notice of its intent to 
terminate this Agreement.  At the end of five year renewal term, the parties shall enter into a new 
franchise agreement if both parties wish to continue the franchise. Notwithstanding the foregoing 
renewal provisions, the Parties agree to amend this Agreement at any time it becomes necessary 
to modify the same in order to comply with any new federal or state laws or regulations 
governing the provision of internet services.  

 
3.2  Rights of Company Upon Expiration or Revocation.  Upon expiration of the 

franchise granted herein, whether by lapse of time, by agreement between the Company and 
the City, or by revocation or forfeiture, the Company shall have the right to remove from the 
rights-of-way any and all of its Internet Services Network, but in such event, it shall be the duty 
of the Company, immediately upon such removal, to restore the Rights-of Way from which such 
Internet Services Network is removed to as good a condition as the same was before the removal 
was effected. 
 

ARTICLE 4 
USE AND RELOCATION OF FACILITIES IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY. 

 
4.1 Franchise Rights to Use the Public Right-of-Way.   
 
(a) The Company shall have the right to use the public rights-of-way within the City 

to construct and maintain its Internet Services Network subject to the conditions set forth in this 
Agreement; provided, however, that the Company shall not, pursuant to this Agreement, place 
any new poles, mains, cables, structures, pipes, conduits, or wires on, over, under, within any 
right-of-way, City park, City property, or other recreational area currently existing or developed 
in the future without a permit from the City Representative. Nothing contained herein shall 
preclude the City from granting a revocable permit for such purpose.  

 
(b) In addition, Company shall have the right to utilize any easements across private 

property granted to the City for utility purposes, provided the City’s written permission is 
obtained in each case and the documents granting such easements to the City authorize such use. 
Company specifically understands and acknowledges that certain City easements and rights-of-



 

way may be prescriptive in nature, and that nothing in this Franchise extends permission to use 
the easement or right-of-way beyond the extent that the City may have acquired, and such 
easements and rights-of-way may be subject to third party prior or after-acquired interests.  
Company is cautioned to examine each individual easement and right-of-way and the legal 
arrangement between the City and adjacent property owners.  The City assumes no duty or 
obligation to defend any interest in any easement or right-of-way and Company remains solely 
responsible to make any arrangements required as a result of other persons claiming an interest 
in the City easement or right-of-way. 

 
(c) Prior to the installation of any of Company’s facilities in public utility easements, 

Company shall provide advance notification to any property owners on whose property the 
easement is located. Such advance notification shall be at least two days prior to installation of 
such facilities.  Notification shall be made by written notice.  Such notification shall set forth the 
date during which Company will be installing facilities in the public utility easement and shall 
provide a telephone number where property owners may call Company pertaining to any 
questions or complaints concerning use of the public utility easement by Company.  Upon 
commencement of installation of facilities in a public utility easement, Company shall proceed 
diligently to complete that installation. Conduits/facilities shall be buried at a minimum depth of 
42 inches and “bury tape” identifying the utility shall be installed within 1 foot of finished grade, 
when possible.  No trenches or otherwise uncovered areas shall be left open longer than 
necessary to complete the installation.  All disturbed landscaping shall be replaced or repaired to 
the landowner’s satisfaction within ten (10) business days of receipt of notice from landowner.  
Damage to City pipelines resulting from installation or maintenance of the facilities shall be 
reported immediately to the City Engineer and repaired immediately by qualified personnel.  All 
work performed in City rights-of-way, roads, trails, parks, property, and improvements shall be 
done in compliance to the City’s most recent standards and specifications. 

 
 4.2 Company Duty to Relocate; Subordination to City Use.  Whenever the City, 
for any lawful public purpose, shall require the relocation or reinstallation of any property of the 
Company or its successors in any of the streets, alleys, rights-of-way, or public property of the 
City, it shall be the obligation of the Company, upon notice of such requirement and written 
demand made of the Company, and within a reasonable time thereof, but not more than sixty 
(60) calendar days, weather permitting, to remove and relocate or reinstall such facilities as may 
be reasonably necessary to meet the requirements of the City.  Such relocation, removal, or 
reinstallation by the Company shall be at no cost to the City; provided, however, that the 
Company and its successors and assigns may maintain and operate such facilities, with the 
necessary appurtenances, in the new location or locations without additional payment, if the new 
location is a public place.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the duty of the Company to install or 
relocate its lines underground shall be subject to the provisions of paragraph 4.4 below.  Any 
money and all rights to reimbursement from the State of Utah or the federal government to which 
the Company may be entitled for work done by Company pursuant to this paragraph shall be the 
property of the Company.  The City shall assign or otherwise transfer to the Company all rights 
the City may have to recover costs for such work performed by the Company and shall 
reasonably cooperate with the Company’s efforts to obtain reimbursement.  In the event the City 
has required the Company to relocate its facilities to accommodate a private third party, the City 
shall use good faith to require such third party to pay the costs of relocation.  Notwithstanding 



 

anything to the contrary herein, the Company’s use of the right-of-way shall in all matters be 
subordinate to the City’s use of the right-of-way for any public purpose.  The City and Company 
shall coordinate the placement of their respective facilities and improvements in a manner which 
minimizes adverse impact on each other.  Where placement is not otherwise regulated, the 
facilities shall be placed with adequate clearance from such public improvements so as not to 
impact or be impacted by such public improvements. 
 

4.3 Duty to Obtain Approval to Move Company Property; Emergency.  Except as 
otherwise provided herein, the City, without the prior written approval of the Company, shall not 
intentionally alter, remove, relocate, or otherwise interfere with any Company facilities.  
However, if it becomes necessary (in the judgment of the City Manager or his designee) to cut, 
move, remove, or damage any of the cables, appliances, or other fixtures of the Company 
because of a fire, emergency, disaster, or imminent threat thereof, these acts may be done 
without prior written approval of the Company, and the repairs thereby rendered necessary shall 
be made by the Company, without charge to the City.  Should the City take actions pursuant to 
this section, the Company shall indemnify, defend, and hold the City harmless from and against 
any and all claims, demands, liens, or liability for (a) loss or damage to the Company’s property 
and/or (b) interruptions of public services provided by the use of or through the Company’s 
property (including internet services provided by the Company to the Company’s customers), 
whether such claims, demands, liens, or liability arise from or are brought by the Company, its 
insurers, the Company’s customers, or third parties.  If, however, the City requests emergency 
funding reimbursement from federal, state, or other governmental sources, the City shall include 
in its request the costs incurred by the Company to repair facilities damaged by the City in 
responding to the emergency.  Any funds received by the City on behalf of Company shall be 
paid to the Company within thirty (30) business days. 

 
4.4 Location to Minimize Interference.  All lines, poles, towers, pipes, conduits, 

equipment, property, structures, and assets of the Company shall be located so as to minimize 
interference with the use of streets, alleys, rights-of-way, and public property by others and shall 
reasonably avoid interference with the rights of owners of property that abuts any of said streets, 
alleys, rights-of-way, or public property. 

 
4.5 Repair of Damage.  If during the course of work on its facilities, the Company 

causes damage to or alters any street, alley, right-of-way, sidewalk, utility, public improvement, 
or other public property, the Company (at its own cost and expense and in a manner approved by 
the City) shall promptly and completely restore such street, alley, right-of-way, sidewalk, utility, 
public improvement or other public property to its previous condition, in accordance with 
applicable City ordinances, policies, and regulations relating to repair work of similar character 
to the reasonable satisfaction of the City.  Except in case of emergency, the Company, prior to 
commencing work in the public way, street, or public property, shall make application for a 
permit to perform such work from the City Engineer or other department or division designated 
by the City.  Such permit shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned, or delayed.  The 
Company shall abide by all reasonable regulations and requirements of the City for such work.  

 
4.6 Guarantee of Work.  For work on any street, alley, right-of-way, sidewalk, 

utility, public improvement, or other public property, the Company shall be required, pursuant to 



 

City ordinances, policies, and regulations, to obtain an excavation/encroachment permit and post 
a bond in a form approved by the City to guarantee that the such is restored to its condition prior 
to Company’s work. In addition, Company may be required to post a bond to guarantee that, for 
a period of one year following completion of the work performed, that said streets, alleys, rights-
of-way, or public property continue to meet City standards. 

 
4.7 Safety Standards.  The Company's work, while in progress, shall be properly 

protected at all times with suitable barricades, flags, lights, flares, or other devices as are 
reasonably required by applicable safety regulations, or standards imposed by law including, but 
not limited to signing in conformance with the Federal and State of Utah manuals on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices. 

 
4.8 Supervision by the City. 
 

a. The Company shall construct, operate, and maintain the Internet Services 
Network within the City in strict compliance with all laws, ordinances, 
rules, and regulations of the City and any other agency having jurisdiction 
over the operations of the Company. 

b. The Company's Internet Services Network and all parts thereof within the 
City shall be subject to the right of periodic inspection by the City; 
provided that such inspection shall be conducted at reasonable times and 
upon reasonable notice to the Company. 

 
4.9 Company's Duty to Remove Its Network. 
 

a. Unless the Company elects to abandon the Internet Services Network in 
accordance with Section 11.5 herein, the Company shall promptly remove, 
at its own cost and expense, from any public property within the City, all 
or any part of the Internet Services Network when one or more of the 
following conditions occur: 
 
(1) The Company ceases to operate the Internet Services Network for 

a continuous period of twelve months, and does not respond to 
written notice from the City within thirty days after receiving such 
notice following any such cessation, except when the cessation of 
service is a direct result of a natural or man-made disaster; 

 
(2) The Company fails to construct said Internet Services Network as 

herein provided and does not respond to written notice from the 
City within thirty days after receiving such notice following any 
such failure. 
 

(3) The Franchise is terminated or revoked pursuant to notice as 
provided herein. 

 
(4) The Franchise expires pursuant to this Agreement. 



 

 
b. The removal of any or all of the Internet Services Network by the 

Company that requires trenching or other opening of the City's streets 
shall be done only after the Company obtains prior written notice and 
approval from the City. 

 
c. The Company shall receive notice, in writing from the City, setting forth 

one or more of the occurrences specified in Subsection 4.9 (a) above and 
shall have ninety (90) calendar days from the date upon which said notice 
is received, weather permitting, to remove or abandon such facilities. 

 
4.10 Notice of Closure of Streets.  Except in cases of emergency, the Company shall 

notify the City not less than three (3) working days in advance of any construction, 
reconstruction, repair, or relocation of facilities which would require any street closure which 
reduces traffic flow to less than two lanes of moving traffic.  Except in the event of an 
emergency, as reasonably determined by the Company, no such closure shall take place without 
prior authorization from the City.  In addition, all work performed in the traveled way or which 
in any way impacts vehicular or pedestrian traffic shall be properly signed, barricaded, and 
otherwise protected as required by Section 4.7, above. 

 
4.11 Agreement to Abide by Construction and Technical Requirements. In 

addition to the provisions of this Article 4, Company expressly agrees to comply with all other 
provisions of City ordinances, regulations, and standards governing the construction of the 
System in any public street, alley, right-of-way, sidewalk, utility, public improvement, or other 
public property. 
 

ARTICLE 5 
POLICE POWERS 

 
5. Police Powers. The City expressly reserves, and the Company expressly 

recognizes, the City's right and duty to adopt, from time to time, in addition to provisions herein 
contained, such ordinances and rules and regulations as the City may deem necessary in the 
exercise of its police power for the protection of the health, safety and welfare of its citizens and 
their properties. 

 
ARTICLE 6 

SEVERABILITY 
 

6.  Severability. If any section, sentence, paragraph, term or provision of this 
Agreement or Chapter 6.03 of the City Code is for any reason determined  to be or rendered 
illegal, invalid, or superseded by other lawful authority, including any state or federal, 
legislative, regulatory or administrative authority having jurisdiction thereof, or is determined to 
be unconstitutional, illegal or invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall 
be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision, and such determination shall have no 
effect on the validity of any other section, sentence, paragraph, term, or provision, all of which 
shall remain in full force and effect for the term of this Agreement or any renewal or renewals 



 

thereof. Provided that if the invalidated portion is considered a material consideration for 
entering into this Agreement, the parties will negotiate, in good faith, an amendment to this 
Agreement.  As used herein, "material consideration" for the City is the Company’s provision of 
City Conduit during the term of this Agreement and the City’s ability to manage the Rights-of-
Way in a manner similar to that provided in this Agreement and the City’s ordinances, 
regulations, and standards.  For the Company, "material consideration" is its ability to use the 
Rights-of-Way for internet services purposes in a manner similar to that provided in this 
Agreement and the City's ordinances, regulations, and standards. 
 
 

ARTICLE 7 
EARLY TERMINATION, REVOCATION  OF FRANCHISE 

AND OTHER REMEDIES 
 

7.1 Grounds for Termination. The City may terminate or revoke this Agreement 
and all rights and privileges herein provided for any of the following reasons: 
 

(a)  The Company fails to provide the City Conduit as required under Article 2 
of this Agreement and does not correct such failure within thirty (30) calendar days after 
written notice by the City of such failure; 

 
(b)  The Company, by act or omission, materially violates a material duty 

herein set forth in any particular within the Company's control, and with respect to which 
redress is not otherwise herein provided.  In such event, the City, acting by or through its 
City Manager, may determine, after hearing, that such failure is of a material nature, and 
thereupon, after written notice giving the Company notice of such determination, the 
Company, within sixty (60) calendar days of such notice, shall commence efforts to  
remedy the conditions identified in the notice and shall have ninety (90) calendar days 
from the date it receives notice to remedy the conditions. After the expiration of such 90-
day period and failure to correct such conditions, the City may declare the franchise 
forfeited and this Agreement terminated, and thereupon, the Company shall have no 
further rights or authority hereunder; provided, however, that any such declaration of 
forfeiture and termination shall be subject to judicial review as provided by law, and 
provided further, that in the event such failure is of such nature that it cannot be 
reasonably corrected within the 90-day time period provided above, the City shall 
provide additional time for the reasonable correction of such alleged failure if the reason 
for the noncompliance was not the intentional or negligent act or omission of the 
Company; or 

 
(c) The Company becomes insolvent, unable, or unwilling to pay its debts; is 

adjudged bankrupt; or all or part of its facilities should be sold under an instrument to 
secure a debt and is not redeemed by the Company within sixty (60) days. 
 

(d) In furtherance of the Company policy or through acts or omissions done 
within the scope and course of employment, a director or officer of the Company 



 

knowingly engages in conduct or makes a material misrepresentation with or to the City 
that is fraudulent or in violation of a felony criminal statute of the State of Utah. 

 
7.2  Reserved Rights.  Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to preclude the 

Company from pursuing any legal or equitable rights or remedies it may have to challenge the 
action of the City. 
 

7.3  Remedies at Law.  In the event the Company or the City fails to fulfill any of its 
respective obligations under this Agreement, the City or the Company, whichever the 
case may be, shall have a breach of contract claim and remedy against the other, in addition to 
any other remedy provided herein or by law; provided, however, that no remedy that would have 
the effect of amending the specific provisions of this Agreement shall become effective without 
such action that would be necessary to formally amend the Agreement. 
 

7.4  Third Party Beneficiaries.  The benefits and protection provided by this 
Agreement shall inure solely to the benefit of the City and the Company.  This Agreement shall 
not be deemed to create any right in any person who is not a party and shall not be construed in 
any respect to be a contract in whole or in part for the benefit of any third party (other than the 
permitted successors and assigns of a party hereto). 
 

ARTICLE 8 
NOTICES 

 
8.1  City Designee and Address.  The City Manager or his/her designee(s) shall serve 

as the City's representative regarding administration of this Agreement.  Unless otherwise 
specified herein, all notices from the Company to the City pursuant to or concerning this 
Agreement, shall be delivered to the City's representative at 1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 
200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045, or such other officer and address as the City may designate 
by written notice to the Company. 
 

8.2  Company Designee and Address. Unless otherwise specified herein, all notices 
from the City to the Company pursuant to or concerning this Agreement, shall be delivered to (a) 
Company, LLC, Attention: General Manager; or (b) such other offices as the Company may 
designate by written notice to the City. 
 

8.3  Failure of Designee.  The failure or omission of the City's or Company 's 
representative to act shall not constitute any waiver or estoppel by the City or Company. 
 

ARTICLE 9 
INSURANCE AND INDEMNIFICATION 

 
9.1 No Liability.  Except as otherwise specifically provided herein, the City shall in 

no way be liable or responsible for any loss or damage to property, including financial or other 
business loss (whether direct, indirect, or consequential), or any injury to or death of any person 
that may occur in the construction, operation, or maintenance by the Company of its lines and  
appurtenances hereunder, except to the extent of the City’s negligence or willful misconduct.   



 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, in no event shall either party be liable 
for any consequential, special, incidental, punitive, indirect or similar damages. 

 
9.2 Company Indemnification of City.   
 
(a) The Company shall indemnify, and at the City's option defend, and hold the City, 

its officers, agents and employees thereof, harmless from and against any and all claims, suits, 
actions, liability and judgments for damages or otherwise harmless from and against claims, 
demands, liens, and all liability or damage of whatsoever kind on account of or arising from the 
exercise by the Company of the related rights, or from the operations of the Company within the 
City, and shall pay the costs of defense plus reasonable attorneys' fees.  Said indemnification 
shall include, but not be limited to, the Company's negligent acts or omissions pursuant to its use 
of the rights and privileges of this Agreement, including construction, operation, and 
maintenance of internet services lines and appurtenances, whether or not any such use, act, or 
omission complained of is authorized, allowed, or prohibited by this Agreement. 

 
(b) The Company shall give prompt written notice to the City of any claim, demand, 

or lien that may result in a lawsuit against the City.  If, in the City's sole judgment, a conflict of 
interest exists between the City and the Company with respect to any claim, demand, or lien, 
Company shall permit the City to assume the defense of such claim, demand, or lien, or, at the 
election of City, Company shall provide for City’s defense with counsel satisfactory to the City.  
In such event, in  addition to being reimbursed for any such judgment that may be rendered 
against the City which is subject to indemnification hereunder, together with all court costs 
incurred therein, the Company shall reimburse the City for all reasonable attorney's fees, 
including those employed by the City in such case or cases, as well as all reasonable expenses 
incurred by the City by reason of undertaking the defense of such suit or suits, whether such suit 
or suits are successfully defended, settled, compromised, or fully adjudicated against the City.   

 
(c) Notwithstanding any provision hereof to the contrary, the Company shall not be 

obligated to indemnify, defend, or hold the City harmless to the extent any claim, demand, or 
lien arises out of or in connection with a breach by the City of any obligation under this 
Agreement or any negligent or otherwise tortious act or failure to act of the City or any of its 
officers or employees or agents. 

 
9.4 Insurance.  Company shall file a certificate of insurance with the City Risk 

Manager, and at all times thereafter maintain in full force and effect at its sole expense, an 
acceptable policy or policies which have one (1) of the three highest or best ratings from the 
Alfred M. Best Company of liability insurance, including comprehensive general liability 
insurance.  The policy or policies shall name as additional insured the City, and in their capacity 
as such, their officers, agents and employees.  Policies of insurance shall be in the minimum 
single limit amount of two million dollars ($2,000,000) per occurrence.  The insurer or insurers 
shall be authorized to write the required insurance in the State of Utah.  The policy or policies of 
insurance shall be maintained by the Company in full force and effect during the entire term of 
the Franchise.  Each policy of insurance shall contain a statement on its face that the insurer will 
not cancel the policy or fail to renew the policy, whether for nonpayment of premium, or 
otherwise, and whether at the request of the Company or for other reasons, except after thirty 



 

(30) calendar days advance written notice mailed by the insurer to the City, and that such notice 
shall be transmitted postage prepaid.     

 
9.5 No Creation of a Private Cause of Action.  The provisions set forth herein are 

not intended to create liability for the benefit of third parties but is solely for the benefit of the 
Company and the City.   

 
ARTICLE 10 
REMEDIES 

 
10.1 Duty to Perform.  The Company and the City agree to take all reasonable and 

necessary actions to ensure that the terms of this Agreement are performed. 
 
10.2 Remedies at Law.  In the event the Company or the City fail to fulfill any of their 

respective obligations under this Agreement the City or the Company, whichever the case may 
be, shall have a breach of contract claim and remedy against the other in addition to any other 
remedy provided by law, provided that no remedy that would have the effect of amending the 
specific provisions of this Agreement shall become effective without such action that would be 
necessary to formally amend the Agreement. 

 
10.4 Force Majeure.  The Company shall not be held in default or noncompliance 

with the provisions of the Franchise, nor suffer any enforcement or penalty relating thereto, 
where such noncompliance or alleged defaults are caused by strikes, acts of God, power outages, 
or other events reasonably beyond its ability to control, but the Company shall not be relieved of 
any of its obligations to comply promptly with any provision of this Franchise contract by reason 
of any failure of the City to enforce prompt compliance. Nothing herein shall be construed as to 
imply that City waives any right, payment, or performance based on future legislation where said 
legislation impairs this contract in violation of the United States or Utah Constitutions. 
 

ARTICLE 11 
 TRANSFER OF FRANCHISE 
 

11.1 Written Approval Required.  The Company shall not transfer or assign the 
Franchise or any rights under this Agreement to another entity, unless the City shall first give its 
approval in writing, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned, or delayed; 
provided however, that the Company may fully assign the Franchise to its corporate parent, a 
corporate affiliate or a subsidiary, and also that inclusion of the Franchise as property subject to 
the liens of the Company's mortgages or other security interests shall not constitute a transfer or 
assignment.  Any attempted assignment or transfer without such prior written consent shall 
constitute a default of the Franchise.  In the event of such a default, City shall proceed according 
to the procedure set forth in this ordinance, and any applicable state or federal law. 

 
11.2 Procedure for Obtaining Approval for Transfer.  At least ninety (90) calendar 

days before a proposed assignment or transfer of Company's franchise is scheduled to become 
effective, Company shall petition in writing for the City Manager's written consent for such a 
proposed assignment or transfer.  The City will not unreasonably withhold its consent to such an 



 

assignment or transfer.  However, in making such a determination, the City Manager may 
consider the following: 

 
(a) experience of proposed assignee or transferee (including conducting an 

investigation of proposed assignee or transferee's service record in other 
communities); 

(b) qualifications of proposed assignee or transferee; 
(c) legal integrity of proposed assignee or transferee; 
(d) financial ability and stability of the proposed assignee or transferee;  
(e) the corporate connection, if any, between the Company, and proposed assignee or 

transferee; 
(f) any other aspect of the proposed assignee's or transferee's background which 

could affect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizenry of the City as it relates 
to the operation of Internet Services Network. 

 
11.3 Certification of Assignee.  Before an assignment or transfer is approved by the 

City Manager, the proposed assignee or transferee shall execute an affidavit, acknowledging that 
it has read, understood, and intends to abide by the applicable Franchise agreement and 
Franchise Ordinance. 

 
11.4 Effect of Approval.  In the event of any approved assignment or transfer, the 

assignee or transferee shall assume all obligations and liabilities of Company, except an 
assignment or transfer shall not relieve the Company of its liabilities under the Franchise 
agreement until the assignment actually takes place, or unless specifically relieved by federal, or 
state law, or unless specifically relieved by the City Manager at the time an assignment or 
transfer is approved. Such a release also does not relieve the Company from liability incurred 
prior to said assignment or transfer. 

 
11.5 Abandonment of Facilities by Company.  The Company, with the written 

consent of the City, may abandon any underground facilities in place, subject to the requirements 
of the City.  In such an event, the abandoned Internet Services Network shall become the 
property of the City, and the Company shall have no further responsibilities or obligations 
concerning those facilities. 
  

ARTICLE 12 
 ACCEPTANCE BY THE COMPANY OF FRANCHISE 
 

12.1 Company Duty to Approve Franchise Agreement.  If the Company has not 
duly executed this Agreement prior to the City Council's adoption of the corresponding 
Ordinance, within thirty calendar days after the effective date of the City Council's adoption of 
the Ordinance, the Company shall execute this Agreement; otherwise, this Agreement and any 
ordinance adopted relating thereto and all rights granted hereunder shall be null and void. 
 
 
 
 



 

ARTICLE 13 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

 
13.1  Binding Agreement.  The parties represent that (a) when executed by their 

respective parties, this Agreement shall constitute legal and binding obligations of the parties; 
and (b) that each party has complied with all relevant statutes, ordinances, resolutions, by-laws 
and other legal requirements applicable to their operation in entering into this Agreement. 
 

13.2  Governing Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted pursuant to Utah law. 
 

13.3  Time of Essence.  Time shall be of the essence of this Agreement. 
 

13.4  Interpretation of Agreement.  The invalidity of any portion of this Agreement 
shall not prevent the remainder from being carried into effect, provided the material terms of the 
Agreement remain the same. Whenever the context of any provision shall require it, the singular 
number shall be held to include the plural number, and vice versa, and the use of any gender 
shall include any other and all genders. The paragraphs and section headings in this Agreement 
are for convenience only and do not constitute a part of the provisions hereof. 
 

13.5  No Presumption.  All parties have participated in preparing this Agreement. 
Therefore, the parties stipulate that any court interpreting or construing the Agreement shall not 
apply the rule of construction that the Agreement should be more strictly construed against the 
drafting party. 
 

13.6  Entire Agreement and Amendments. This Agreement and all attachments 
hereto constitute and represent the entire agreement and understanding between the parties hereto 
and replaces any previous agreement, understanding or negotiation between the parties with 
respect to the subject matter hereof, and may be modified or amended, supplemented, or changed 
only by the written agreement of the parties, including the formal approval of the City Council. 
No oral modifications or amendments shall be effective. 
 

13.7  Binding Agreement. This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, 
administrators and assigns of each of the parties. 
 

 
 
 
 

[Signature page follows] 
  



 

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH: 
 
 
 
Date:__________________________ ____________________________ 
      Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
Date:__________________________ ____________________________ 
      City Recorder 
 
 
[INSERT OFFICIAL NAME OF COMPANY] 
 
 
 
Date: ____________________________ By: __________________________ 
 

Title: _________________________ 
 

STATE OF UTAH  ) 
                         : ss. 
COUNTY OF                  ) 
 
 On this          day of                       , 20      , personally appeared before me 
_____________  who being by me duly sworn did say that he or she is the                                          
of _______________, a limited liability company, and that the foregoing instrument was duly 
authorized by the Members/Managers of said limited liability company. 
 
 
                                      
NOTARY PUBLIC 
Residing in                 County,               . 
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Jeff Attermann, Planner I 
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1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 • Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
801-766-9793 x161 • 801-766-9794 fax 

      
 

City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Preliminary Plat 
Willow Glen (formerly Parkway Estates) 
February 7, 2017 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    January 24, 2017 
Applicant: HMH Rentals LLC. (Jared Haynie) 
Owner:   Verna Peterson Family Trust (Vealynn Jarvis) 
Location: ~ 1900 East and 145 North  
Major Street Access: 145 North 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 13:031:0035 – 7.0 acres 
Parcel Zoning: R-3 
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3, A, Lehi City 
Current Use of Parcel:  Vacant/Agriculture 
Adjacent Uses:  Vacant/Agriculture 

Previous Meetings: Public Meeting (CC 12-01-2015) 

 Public Hearing (PC 01-12-2017) 

Previous Approvals:  Annexation (CC 11-10-2015) 

 Rezone (CC 12-01-2015)   
Type of Action: Administrative 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: N/A 
Author:   Jeff Attermann, Planner I 

 

 
A. Executive Summary:   

The applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for a single family subdivision of 19 lots with 
a density of 2.7 units per acre in the R-3 zone. 

 
Recommendation:  

 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting on the Willow Glen 
Preliminary Plat, review and discuss the proposal, and choose from the options in Section H of 
this report. Options include approval with conditions, denial, or continuation of the item. 
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B. Background:  
An annexation request and concept plan for the subdivision was received on July 25, 2015 and 
August 18, 2015, respectively. On November 10, 2015, the annexation of this property into the 
City of Saratoga Springs was approved by the City Council. On December 1, 2015, the City Council 
approved the zoning of the property to R-3 to allow for low density residential development.  

 
 Plat: 
 The parcel is 7.0 acres in size including 0.51 acres of open space. Two extra parcels will be 

created as part of this subdivision which will be used for a detention pond and a trail corridor 
along 145 North: Parcel A is 0.205 acres in size and will contain part of the trail corridor and 
Parcel B is 0.306 acres in size and will contain the detention pond and the remaining section of 
the trail corridor. 

 
 Open Space: 
 The R-3 zone requires a minimum of 15% of the total project area to be open space. This 

subdivision totals 304,735 square feet requiring a minimum of 45,710 square feet of open space. 
The planned trail and detention pond for this subdivision totals 22,271 square feet or 7.3% of the 
total area. The unmet portion of the required open space (23,439 square feet) will be provided 
through the payment in lieu of open space program. The payment, pending appraisal, is 
estimated at $131,000 plus water fees of $11,500 totaling $142,500. 

 
 Planning Commission Hearing: 
 The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 12, 2017 and voted to forward a 

positive recommendation with conditions. Draft minutes from the public hearing are attached. 
 
C. Specific Request:  

The applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for Willow Glen; a 19 lot subdivision in the 
R-3 zone. The property is 7.0 acres in size, with a proposed density of 2.7 units per acre.  

 
D. Process:  

Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Preliminary Plats require a Planning Commission 
Public Hearing and recommendation and that the City Council is the Land Use Authority.  

 
E. Community Review:  

The preliminary plat application was noticed as a public hearing in the Daily Herald, the City 
website, and the Utah Public Notice Website, and mailed notices were sent to all property 
owners within 300 feet of the subject property at least 10 days prior to the January 12, 2017 
Planning Commission meeting. The City has not received any public input as of the time of the 
completion of this report. 

 
F. General Plan:  

The Land Use Element of the General Plan designates the subject property for Low Density 
Residential use. City Code Section 19.04.13 states the goal and intent of this designation as 
follows: 
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Low Density Residential. The purpose of the Low Density Residential (R-3) Land 
Use Zone is to allow for the establishment of single family neighborhoods on 
medium-sized lots that are characteristic of traditional suburban residential 
neighborhoods. Residential densities in this zone shall not exceed three ERUs per 
acre. 

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.” The General Plan 
also states that 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. 

Staff conclusion:  
Staff finds that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the Low Density Residential 
designation as described in the General Plan. The subject subdivision proposes 19 lots on 7.0 
acres with a density of 2.7 units per acre including two additional parcels providing 0.51 acres of 
open space. Proposed streets are designed to City standards and the lots will accommodate 
single family houses. This is consistent with the Low Density Residential designation. 

G. Code Criteria:
Compliance of the application to Title 19 is outlined below. See the attached Planning Review
Checklist for a full analysis.

 19.04, Land Use Zones – Can comply if condition 2 is met.
o Open Space: The project is 23,439 square feet short on open space. The applicant

has proposed participation in the payment-in-lieu of open space program.

 19.06, Landscaping – Complies.

 19.09, Off Street Parking – Complies.

 19.11, Lighting – Complies.

 19.12, Subdivisions – Complies.

 19.13, Process – Can comply if condition 2 is met.
o Community & Public Facilities. Open space requirements from Section 19.04 are

not met. A payment-in-lieu of open space will be used to comply with open space
requirements.

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, discuss the application, and
choose from the following options.

Staff Recommended Option – Approval with conditions 
“I move to approve the Willow Glen Preliminary Plat with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff 
Report dated February 7, 2017:” 
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Findings 
1. The application is consistent with the General Plan, as articulated in Section “F” of the

staff report, which section is incorporated by reference herein.
2. The application can comply with the criteria in section 19.04 of the Land Development

Code, as articulated in Section “G” 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. The applicant shall pay a fee in lieu for deficient open space, per the formula in the

Development Code.
3. The Willow Glen Preliminary Plat is recommended as shown in the attachment to the

Staff report in Exhibit 3.
4. All other code requirements shall be met.
5. Any other conditions or changes as articulated by the City Council:

______________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________.

Alternative 1 - Continuance 
The City Council may also choose to continue the item. “I move to continue the Willow Glen 
Preliminary Plat Application to another meeting on [February 21, 2017], with direction to the 
applicant and Staff on information and / or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:” 

1. ______________________________________________________________
2. ______________________________________________________________

Alternative 2 – Negative Recommendation 
The City Council may also choose to deny the Willow Glen Preliminary Plat application. “I move 
to deny the Willow Glen Preliminary Plat Application with the Findings below: 

1. The Willow Glen Preliminary Plat is not consistent with the General Plan, as
articulated by the City Council: __________________________________, and/or,

2. The Willow Glen Preliminary Plat does not comply with Section [19.02, 19.04, 19.05,
19.06, 19.09, 19.12, 19.13, 19.18] of the Code, as articulated by the City Council:
__________________________________________________________________.

I. Exhibits:
1. City Engineer’s Report (pg. 5) 
2. Location & Zone Map (pg. 6) 
3. Preliminary Plat (pg. 7) 
4. Landscape Plan (pg. 8-14) 
5. Planning Review Checklist (pg. 15-21) 
6. PC PH Draft Minutes (01/12/2017) (pg. 22-27) 
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City Council Staff Report 

Author:  Gordon Miner, City Engineer 
Subject:  Willow Glen– Preliminary Plat 
Date:  1/5/2017 
Type of Item:   Preliminary Plat Approval 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Preliminary Plat Application. Staff has reviewed

the submittal and provides the following recommendations.

B. Background:

Applicant: Jared Haynie – HMH Rentals LLC 
Request: Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location: Approx 8950 W. 7350 N. 
Acreage: 7.0 Acres - 19 Lots 

C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of preliminary plat subject to the
following conditions:

D. Conditions:

A. The developer shall prepare final construction drawings as outlined in the most
recent edition of the City of Saratoga Springs Standards Technical Specifications
and receive approval from the City Engineer on those drawings prior to
commencing construction.

B. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer during the
preliminary process are to be complied with and implemented into the final plat
and construction plans.

C. Developer shall provide end of road and end of sidewalk signs per MUTCD at all
applicable locations.

D. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located
in the public right-of-way

E. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all
City and UPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements.

F. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements.

G. The required PUE’s shall be shown in plan view on the plat.

Exhibit 1: City engineer's report
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER

1900 EAST 145 NORTH
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH

WILLOW GLEN SUBDIVISIONUT16055 JARED HAYNIE

SHRUB LEGEND
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES

BT BERBERIS THUNBERGII CRIMSON PYGMY DWARF 6 5 GAL LOW
'CRIMSON PYGMY' JAPANESE BARBERRY

RN ROSA X 'NEARLY WILD' NEARLY WILD ROSE 8 2 GAL LOW

FI FORSYTHIA X INTERMEDIA SPRING GLORY 2 5 GAL LOW
'SPRING GLORY' FORSYTHIA

RA RHUS AROMATICA 'GROW-LOW GROW LOW SUMAC 6 2 GAL LOW

GRASSES LEGEND
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
FF CALAMAGROSTIS ACUTIFLORA FEATHER REED GRASS 6 1 GAL LOW

'KARL FOERSTER'

TREE LEGEND (TOTAL PLANT COUNT)
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES

GT GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST 1 2" CAL LOW
INERMIS 'SKYCOLE'

MP MALUS X 'PRARIEFIRE' PRARIEFIRE 4 2" CAL LOW
CRABAPPLE

BP PICEA OMORIKA 'BRUNS' SERBIAN SPRUCE 3 6' TALL LOW

CH CERCIS OCCIDENTALIS COMMON HACKBERRY 4 2" CAL LOW

PF PINUS STROBUS 'FASTIGIATA' COLUMNAR EASTERN 4 6' TALL LOW
WHITE PINE

LANDSCAPE GENERAL NOTES
INSTALLER RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIABILITIES

1. THESE PLANS ARE FOR BASIC DESIGN LAYOUT AND INFORMATION. THE INSTALLER IS REQUIRED TO REFER TO
THEIR INDIVIDUAL TRADE - SCOPE OF WORK. OWNER ASSUMES NO LIABILITIES FOR INADEQUATE ENGINEERING
CALCULATIONS. MANUFACTURER PRODUCT DEFECTS, INSTALLATION OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND COMPONENTS, OR
TIME EXECUTION.
2. THE INSTALLER OF ALL LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE LIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
JURISDICTIONAL AND CODE REQUIREMENTS, TIME EXECUTIONS, AND INSTALLED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS.

GRADING AND DRAINAGE REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL GRADING IS TO SLOPE AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE PER CODE.
2. FINISHED GRADE IS NOT PERMITTED BY CODE TO DRAIN ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
3. 6" MIN. FOUNDATION LEFT EXPOSED AT ALL CONDITIONS
4. LANDSCAPER TO MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE EXISTING FINAL GRADE AND PROPER DRAINAGE ESTABLISHED BY THE
EXCAVATOR'S FINAL GRADE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING ANY MAINTENANCE, PRESERVATION, OR EXAGGERATION OF
SLOPES, BERMS, AND SWALES.
5. IF ANY SWALE, BERM, OR GRADE HAS BEEN DAMAGED OR IS INCORRECT TO ENSURE CORRECT WATER FLOW (6
INCHES OF FALL WITNIN 10 FEET OF THE BUILDING) THE TRADE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO FIX STATED ISSUE.
6. ROOF RUN-OFF DEVICES SHOULD BE INSTALLED TO COLLECT AND DISCHARGE ALL ROOF RUNOFF A MINIMUM OF 10
FEET FROM FOUNDATION ELEMENTS OR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF BACKFILL AROUND THE FOUNDATION WALLS;
WHICHEVER DISTANCE IS GREATER.
7. THE GROUND SURFACE WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE SLOPED TO DRAIN AWAY FROM THE
STRUCTURE WITH A MINIMUM FALL OF 6 INCHES.

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED PER ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTIONS I.E. INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE,
CITY CODES.
2. NON-COMPLIANCE TO ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE LANDSCAPING INSTALLER.
3. ALL PLANTED LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO THE NURSERY CARE AND INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS WHERE PURCHASED AND BASED ON INDIVIDUAL SOIL CONDITIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS.

LANDSCAPE NOTES

PART 1 - GENERAL

1.1 SUMMARY

A. This section includes landscape procedures for the Project including all labor, materials, and
installation necessary, but not limited to, the following:

1. Soil Amendments

2. Fine Grading

3. Cultivation

4. Landscape Edging

5. Turf Planting

6. Furnish and Installing Plant

7. Maintenance

8. Mowing

9. Weeding

1.2 SITE CONDITIONS

A. Examination: Before submitting a Bid, each Contractor shall carefully examine the Contract
Documents; shall visit the site of the Work; shall fully inform themselves as to all existing
conditions and limitations; and shall include in the Bid the cost of all items required by the
Contract Documents are at a variance with the applicable laws, building codes, rules,
regulations, or contain obvious erroneous or uncoordinated information, the Contractor shall
promptly notify the Project Representative and the necessary changes shall be accomplished
by Addendum.

B. Protection: Contractor to conduct the Work in such a manner to protect all existing
underground utilities or structures. Contractor to repair or replace any damaged utility or
structure using identical materials to match existing at no expense to the Owner.

C. Irrigation System: Do not begin planting until the irrigation system is completely installed, is
adjusted for full coverage and is completely operational.

1.3 PERMITS

A. Blue Stake/ Dig Line: When digging is required, “Blue Stake” or “Dig Line” the work site and
identify the approximate location of all known underground utilities or structures.

1.4 PLANT DELIVERY, QUALITY, AND AVAILABILITY

A. Unauthorized substitutions will not be accepted. If proof is submitted that specific plants or
plant sizes are unobtainable, written substitution requests will be considered for the nearest
equivalent plant or size. All substitution requests must be made in writing and preferably
before the bid due date.

1.5 FINAL INSPECTION

A. All plants will be inspected at the time of Final Inspection prior to receiving a Landscape
Substantial Completion for conformance to specified planting procedures, and for general
appearance and vitality. Any plant not approved by the Project Representative will be
rejected and replaced immediately.

1.6 LANDSCAPE SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION

A. A Substantial Completion Certificate will only be issued by the Project Representative for
“landscape and irrigation” in their entirety. Substantial Completion will not be proportioned
to be designated areas of a project.

1.7 MAINTENANCE

A. Plant Material: The Contractor is responsible to maintain all planted materials in a healthy
and growing condition for 30 days after receiving a Landscape Substantial Completion at
which time the Guarantee period commences. This maintenance is to include mowing,
weeding, cultivating, fertilizing, monitoring water schedules, controlling insects and diseases,
re-guying and staking, and all other operations of care necessary for the promotion of root
growth and plant life so that all plants are in a condition satisfactory at the end of the
guarantee period. The Contractor shall be held responsible for failure to monitor watering
operations and shall replace any and all plant material that is lost due to improper
application of water.

1.8 GUARANTEE

A. Guarantee: A guarantee period of one year shall begin from end of maintenance period and
final acceptance for trees, shrubs, and ground covers. All plants shall grow and be healthy for
the guarantee period and trees shall live and grow in acceptable upright position. Any plant
not alive, in poor health, or in poor condition at the end of the guarantee period will be
replaced immediately. Any plant will only need to be replaced once during the guarantee
period. Contractor to provide documentation showing where each plant to be replaced is
located. Any outside factors, such as vandalism or lack of maintenance on the part of the
Owner, shall not be part of the guarantee

PART II - PRODUCTS

2.1 LANDSCAPE MATERIALS

A. Tree Staking: All trees shall be staked for one year warranty period. All trees not plumb shall
be replaced. Staked trees shall use vinyl tree ties and tree stakes two (2) inch by two (2) by
eight (8) foot common pine stakes used as shown on the details.

B. Tree Wrap: Tree wrap is not to be used.

C. Mulch: See Plans. All planter beds to receive a minimum 4” layer for trees, shrubs, and
perennials and 1” for groundcovers.

D. Weed Barrier: DeWitt 5 oz. weed barrier fabric. Manufactured by DeWitt Company,
dewittcompany.com or approved equal.

E. Tree, Shrub, and Grass Backfill Mixture; Backfill mixture to be 50% native soil and 50%
topsoil, thoroughly mixed together prior to placement.

F. Topsoil: Required for turf areas, planter beds and Backfill Mixture. Acceptable topsoil shall
meet the following standards:

a. PH: 5.5-7.5

b. EC (electrical conductivity): < 2.0 mmhos per centimeter

c. SAR (sodium absorption ration): < 3.0

d. % OM (percent organic matter): >1%

e. Texture (particle size per USDA soil classification): Sand <70%; Clay < 30%; Silt < 70%,
Stone fragments (gravel or any soil particle greater than two (2) mm in size) < 5% by
volume.

G. Turf Sod: All sod shall be 18 month old as specified on plans (or approved equal) that has
been cut fresh the morning of installation. Only sod that has been grown on a commercial
sod farm shall be used. Only use sod from a single source.

H. Landscape Edging: Headers and Edging six (6) inches by four (4) inches extruded concrete
curb made up of the following materials:

a. Washed mortar sand free of organic material.

b. Portland Cement (see concrete spec. below for type)

c. Reinforced fiber - Specifically produced for compatibility with aggressive alkaline
environment of Portland cement-based composites.

d. Only potable water for mixing.

PART III - EXECUTION

3.1 GRADING

A. Topsoil Preparation: Grade planting areas according to the grading plan. Eliminate uneven
areas and low spots. Provide for proper grading and drainage.

B. Topsoil Placement: Slope surfaced away from building at two (2) percent slope with no
pockets of standing water. Establish finish grades of one (1) inches for planters below grade
of adjacent paved surfaced. Provide neat, smooth, and uniform finish grades. Remove
surplus sub-soil and topsoil from the site.

C. Compaction: compaction under hard surface areas (asphalt paths and concrete surfaces)
shall be ninety-five (95) percent. Compaction under planting areas shall be between
eighty-five (85) and ninety (90) percent.

3.2 TURF GRADING

A. The surface on which the sod is to be laid shall be firm and free from footprints, depressions,
or undulations of any kind. The surface shall be free of all materials larger that ½” in
diameter.

B. The finish grade of the topsoil adjacent to all sidewalks, mow-strips, etc. prior to the laying of
sod, shall be set such that the crown of the grass shall be at the same level as the adjacent
concrete or hard surface. No exceptions.

3.3 PLANTING OPERATIONS

A. Review the exact locations of all trees and shrubs with the Project Representative for
approval prior to the digging of any holes. Prepare all holes according to the details on the
drawings.

B. Water plants immediately upon arrival at the site. Maintain in moist condition until planted.

C. Before planting, locate all underground utilities prior to digging. Do not place plants on or
near utility lines.

D. The tree planting hole should be the same depth as the root ball, and three times the
diameter of the root ball.

E. Trees must be placed on undisturbed soil at the bottom of the planting hole.

F. The tree hole depth shall be determined so that the tree may be set slightly high of finish
grade, 1” to 2” above the base of the trunk flare, using the top of the root ball as a guide.

G. Plant immediately after removal of container for container plants.

H. Set tree on soil and remove all burlap, wire baskets, twine, wrappings, etc. before beginning
and backfilling operations. Do not use planting stock if the ball is cracked or broken before or
during planting operation.

I. Apply vitamin B-1 root stimulator at the rate of one (1) tablespoon per gallon.

J. Upon completion of backfilling operation, thoroughly water tree to completely settle the soil
and fill any voids that may have occurred. Use a watering hose, not the area irrigation
system. If additional prepared topsoil mixture needs to be added. It should be a courser mix
as required to establish finish grade as indicated on the drawings.

K. The amount of pruning shall be limited to the minimum necessary to remove dead or injured
twigs and branches. All cuts, scars, and bruises shall be properly treated according to the
direction of the Project Representative. Proper pruning techniques shall be used. Do not
leave stubs and do not cut the leader branch. Improper pruning shall be cause for rejection
of the plant material.

L. Prepare a watering circle of 2' diameter around the trunk. For conifers, extend the watering
well to the drip line of the tree canopy. Place mulch around the planted trees.

3.4 TURF - SOD LAYING

A. Top Soil Amendments: Prior to laying sod, commercial fertilizer shall be applied and
incorporated into the upper four (4) inches of the topsoil at a rate of four pounds of nitrogen
per one thousand (1,000) square feet. Adjust fertilization mixture and rate of application as
needed to meet recommendations given by topsoil analysis. Include other amendments as
required.

B. Fertilization: Three weeks after sod placement fertilize the turf at a rate of ½ pound of
nitrogen per 1000 square feet. Use fertilizer specified above. Adjust fertilization mixture and
rates to meet recommendations given by topsoil analysis.

C. Sod Availability and Condition: The Contractor shall satisfy himself as to the existing
conditions prior to any construction. The Contractor shall be fully responsible for furnishing
and lay all sod required on the plans. He shall furnish new sod as specified above and lay it so
as too completely satisfy the intent and meaning of the plans and specification at no extra
cost to the owner. In the case of plans and specification at no extra cost to the owner. In the
case of any discrepancy in the amount of sod to be removed or amount to be used, it shall be
the Contractor's responsibility to report such to the Project Representative prior to
commencing the work.

D. Sod Laying: The surface upon which the new sod to be laid will be prepared as specified
above. Areas where sod is to be laid shall be cut trimmed, or shaped to receive full width sod
(minimum twelve (12) inches). No partial strip or pieces will be accepted.

E. Sod shall be tamped lightly as each piece is set to insure that good contact is made between
edges and also the ground. Sod laid on any sloped areas shall be anchored with wooden
dowels or other materials which are accepted by the grass sod industry.

F. Apply water directly after laying sod. Rainfall is not acceptable.

G. Watering of the sod shall be the complete responsibility of the Contractor by whatever
means necessary to establish the sod in an acceptable manner to the end of the Maintenance
period. If an irrigation system is in place on the site, but for whatever reason, water is not
available in the system. It is the responsibility of the Contractor to water the sod by whatever
means, until the sod is accepted by the Project Representative.

H. Protection of the newly laid sod shall be the complete responsibility of the Contractor. The
Contractor shall provide acceptable visual barriers, to include barricades set appropriate
distances with strings or tapes between barriers, as an indication of new work. The
Contractor is to restore any damaged areas caused by others (including vehicular traffic),
erosion, etc, until such time as the lawn is accepted by the Owner.

I. All sod that has not been laid within 24 hours shall be deemed unacceptable and will be
removed from the site.

3.5 WEED BARRIER

A. Cut a slit or x at each plant location no larger than necessary to install plant.

B. Overlap rows of fabric min. 6”

C. Stable fabric edges and overlaps to ground.

END OF SECTION

LANDSCAPE PLAN SPECIFICATIONS

EXISTING TREES: NO EXISTING TREES ON SITE.

SITE REQUIREMENT CALCULATIONS

STREET FRONTAGE 

*TREES SELECTED FROM THE RECOMMENDED SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY TREE LIST

OPEN SPACE LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS  REQUIRED PROVIDED
OPEN SPACE LANDSCAPING: 22,271 SQ.FT.
DECIDUOUS TREES: 9 9
EVERGREEN TREES: 7 7
SHRUBS: 28 28
AMOUNT LAWN: 25%-70% BETWEEN 5,568 TO 15,590 SQ.FT. 13,481 SQ.FT.
AMOUNT ROCK: 8,790 SQ. FT.

2" CAL. AND 6' HEIGHT TREES REQUIRED
25% OF ALL REQUIRED SHRUBS 5 GAL; REST 1 GAL
50% TREES AND SHRUBS DROUGHT TOLERANT

MIN.ROCK: 2 SIZES AND MIN. 2 COLORS REQUIRED

FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ABUTTING ACTIVE AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY OR OPERATIONS,
A SOLID 6' FENCE OR WALL SHALL BE INSTALLED AND MAINTAINED ALONG THE ABUTTING PROPERTY
LINE.

12 West 100 North, SUITE # 201 
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH 84003  (801) 756-4504

DAVID W. PETERSON, P.E.

HMH Rentals LLC.
905 N. 1220 W.

Pleasant Grove UT 84062
Phone: (801) 836-0131

SITE MATERIALS
SYMBOL SITE MATERIAL QUANTITY SPECIAL NOTES

SITE MATERIALS (OPEN SPACE AND RIGHT OF WAY ALONG 145 NORTH)
SYMBOL SITE MATERIAL QUANTITY SPECIAL NOTES % OF TOTAL

NO. REVISION DATE
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11-03-16CITY COMMENTS

12-14-2016

11/14/2016

1" SALT LAKE PEBBLES 7,485 SQ.FT. (91.5 CU YD)
(DEWITT 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

3"-4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL 3,170 SQ.FT. (39 CU.YD) LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

LAWN (SOD) AREA 16,000 SQ.FT. DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY  
*SEE NOTE BELOW

BROWN BARK MULCH 200 SQ.FT. (2.5 CU.YD) LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

1. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING QUANTITIES OF ALL MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND
INSTALLATION PURPOSES. IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE QUANTITIES TO BE USED.

2. PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE WANTED, PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE CHANGES MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PLANTING.

3. NEW LAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY. FINE LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO
LAYING SOD.

4. SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS:  6" TOPSOIL (WITH 2" HUMUS MIXED
INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING) IN ALL NEW PLANTER AREAS AND 4" IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS.  PLANTER
BEDS TO BE EXCAVATED AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE NEW TOPSOIL AND/OR PLANTER BED
MULCH TO REACH FINISHED GRADE.

5. 4"X6" EXTRUDED CONCRETE MOW CURB TO BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL LAWN AND PLANTER AREAS PER PLAN.
ANY TREES LOCATED IN LAWN MUST HAVE A 4' CONCRETE TREE RING.  3' DIAMETER AROUND EVERY TREE WILL
BE KEPT CLEAR OF TURF AND ROCK MULCH.  WOOD OR BARK MULCH MAY BE USED IN USED IN THESE AREAS AS
INDICATED ON PLANS.

6. DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS EXCEPT UNDER ANNUAL
PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN.

7. ROCK MULCH TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 4" IN ALL TREE, SHRUB, AND PERENNIAL
PLANTER AREAS;  3' DIAMETER AROUND EVERY TREE WILL BE KEPT CLEAR OF TURF AND ROCK MULCH.  PULL
BARK MULCH MIN. 3" AWAY FROM BASE OF ALL PERENNIALS AND SHRUBS AND MIN. 6" AWAY FROM ALL TREES.

8. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE NEW AUTOMATIC UNDERGROUND IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL
LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL LAWN AREA TO RECEIVE 100% HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE WITH SPRAY AND ROTARY
SPRINKLER HEADS. ALL PLANTER AREAS NEED TO RECEIVE A FULL DRIP SYSTEM TO EACH TREE AND SHRUB ON
PROJECT.  SEE IRRIGATION PLAN.
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12 West 100 North, SUITE # 201 
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH 84003  (801) 756-4504

DAVID W. PETERSON, P.E.

HMH Rentals LLC.
905 N. 1220 W.

Pleasant Grove UT 84062
Phone: (801) 836-0131

11/14/2016

LANDSCAPE GENERAL NOTES
INSTALLER RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIABILITIES

1. THESE PLANS ARE FOR BASIC DESIGN LAYOUT AND INFORMATION. THE INSTALLER IS REQUIRED TO REFER TO
THEIR INDIVIDUAL TRADE - SCOPE OF WORK. OWNER ASSUMES NO LIABILITIES FOR INADEQUATE ENGINEERING
CALCULATIONS. MANUFACTURER PRODUCT DEFECTS, INSTALLATION OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND COMPONENTS, OR
TIME EXECUTION.
2. THE INSTALLER OF ALL LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE LIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
JURISDICTIONAL AND CODE REQUIREMENTS, TIME EXECUTIONS, AND INSTALLED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS.

GRADING AND DRAINAGE REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL GRADING IS TO SLOPE AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE PER CODE.
2. FINISHED GRADE IS NOT PERMITTED BY CODE TO DRAIN ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
3. 6" MIN. FOUNDATION LEFT EXPOSED AT ALL CONDITIONS
4. LANDSCAPER TO MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE EXISTING FINAL GRADE AND PROPER DRAINAGE ESTABLISHED BY THE
EXCAVATOR'S FINAL GRADE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING ANY MAINTENANCE, PRESERVATION, OR EXAGGERATION OF
SLOPES, BERMS, AND SWALES.
5. IF ANY SWALE, BERM, OR GRADE HAS BEEN DAMAGED OR IS INCORRECT TO ENSURE CORRECT WATER FLOW (6
INCHES OF FALL WITNIN 10 FEET OF THE BUILDING) THE TRADE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO FIX STATED ISSUE.
6. ROOF RUN-OFF DEVICES SHOULD BE INSTALLED TO COLLECT AND DISCHARGE ALL ROOF RUNOFF A MINIMUM OF 10
FEET FROM FOUNDATION ELEMENTS OR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF BACKFILL AROUND THE FOUNDATION WALLS;
WHICHEVER DISTANCE IS GREATER.
7. THE GROUND SURFACE WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE SLOPED TO DRAIN AWAY FROM THE
STRUCTURE WITH A MINIMUM FALL OF 6 INCHES.

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED PER ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTIONS I.E. INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE,
CITY CODES.
2. NON-COMPLIANCE TO ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE LANDSCAPING INSTALLER.
3. ALL PLANTED LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO THE NURSERY CARE AND INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS WHERE PURCHASED AND BASED ON INDIVIDUAL SOIL CONDITIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS.

1. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING QUANTITIES OF ALL MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND
INSTALLATION PURPOSES. IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE QUANTITIES TO BE USED.

2. PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE WANTED, PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE CHANGES MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PLANTING.

3. NEW LAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY. FINE LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO
LAYING SOD.

4. SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS:  6" TOPSOIL (WITH 2" HUMUS MIXED
INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING) IN ALL NEW PLANTER AREAS AND 4" IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS.  PLANTER
BEDS TO BE EXCAVATED AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE NEW TOPSOIL AND/OR PLANTER BED
MULCH TO REACH FINISHED GRADE.

5. 4"X6" EXTRUDED CONCRETE MOW CURB TO BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL LAWN AND PLANTER AREAS PER PLAN.
ANY TREES LOCATED IN LAWN MUST HAVE A 4' CONCRETE TREE RING.  3' DIAMETER AROUND EVERY TREE WILL
BE KEPT CLEAR OF TURF AND ROCK MULCH.  WOOD OR BARK MULCH MAY BE USED IN USED IN THESE AREAS AS
INDICATED ON PLANS.

6. DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS EXCEPT UNDER ANNUAL
PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN.

7. ROCK MULCH TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 4" IN ALL TREE, SHRUB, AND PERENNIAL
PLANTER AREAS;  3' DIAMETER AROUND EVERY TREE WILL BE KEPT CLEAR OF TURF AND ROCK MULCH.  PULL
BARK MULCH MIN. 3" AWAY FROM BASE OF ALL PERENNIALS AND SHRUBS AND MIN. 6" AWAY FROM ALL TREES.

8. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE NEW AUTOMATIC UNDERGROUND IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL
LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL LAWN AREA TO RECEIVE 100% HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE WITH SPRAY AND ROTARY
SPRINKLER HEADS. ALL PLANTER AREAS NEED TO RECEIVE A FULL DRIP SYSTEM TO EACH TREE AND SHRUB ON
PROJECT.  SEE IRRIGATION PLAN.

LANDSCAPE NOTES

SHRUB LEGEND
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES

BT BERBERIS THUNBERGII CRIMSON PYGMY DWARF 6 5 GAL LOW
'CRIMSON PYGMY' JAPANESE BARBERRY

RN ROSA X 'NEARLY WILD' NEARLY WILD ROSE 8 2 GAL LOW

FI FORSYTHIA X INTERMEDIA SPRING GLORY 2 5 GAL LOW
'SPRING GLORY' FORSYTHIA

RA RHUS AROMATICA 'GROW-LOW GROW LOW SUMAC 6 2 GAL LOW

GRASSES LEGEND
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
FF CALAMAGROSTIS ACUTIFLORA FEATHER REED GRASS 6 1 GAL LOW

'KARL FOERSTER'

TREE LEGEND (TOTAL PLANT COUNT)
SYMBOL BOTANICAL NAME  COMMON NAME QTY. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES

GT GLEDITSIA TRIACANTHOS SKYLINE HONEYLOCUST 1 2" CAL LOW
INERMIS 'SKYCOLE'

MP MALUS X 'PRARIEFIRE' PRARIEFIRE 4 2" CAL LOW
CRABAPPLE

BP PICEA OMORIKA 'BRUNS' SERBIAN SPRUCE 3 6' TALL LOW

CH CERCIS OCCIDENTALIS COMMON HACKBERRY 4 2" CAL LOW

PF PINUS STROBUS 'FASTIGIATA' COLUMNAR EASTERN 4 6' TALL LOW
WHITE PINE

SITE MATERIALS
SYMBOL SITE MATERIAL QUANTITY SPECIAL NOTES

SITE MATERIALS (OPEN SPACE AND RIGHT OF WAY ALONG 145 NORTH)
SYMBOL SITE MATERIAL QUANTITY SPECIAL NOTES % OF TOTAL

1" SALT LAKE PEBBLES 7,485 SQ.FT. (91.5 CU YD)
(DEWITT 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

3"-4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL 3,170 SQ.FT. (39 CU.YD) LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

LAWN (SOD) AREA 16,000 SQ.FT. DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY  
*SEE NOTE BELOW

BROWN BARK MULCH 200 SQ.FT. (2.5 CU.YD) LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)
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NOTES:

1. PLANT SO THAT THE TOP OF THE ROOT BALL IS EVEN WITH THE FINISHED GRADE.

2. BACKFILL MIX: 1/2 SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL + 1/4 ORGANIC MULCH, & 1/4 NATIVE SOILS.

3. DO NOT DAMAGE MAIN ROOTS OR DESTROY ROOT BALL WHEN INSTALLING TREE STAKES.

4. WATER THOROUGHLY AFTER INSTALLATION.

5. STAKING IS REQUIRED: LOOSEN TREE STAKES AFTER FIRST GROWING SEASON AND
REMOVE TREE STAKES AFTER SECOND GROWING SEASON.

6. OVER EXCAVATE PITS TO 3' DEPTH AND INSTALL ADDITIONAL COMPACTED TOPSOIL
UNDER TREE.

7. PULL COBBLE ROCK AND LAWN A MINIMUM OF 3' AWAY FROM TRUNK OF TREE.

8. LEAVE PLANT I.D. TAGS ON THE TREES UNTIL ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. AFTER FINAL
ACCEPTANCE, REMOVE I.D. TAGS.

CINCH TIES 1" DIA.

2" DIA. ROUND FIR POSTS; 2 PER TREE

MAINTAIN TREE BASE AT OR SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN EXISTING
GRADE, TO ALLOW FOR SETTLEMENT

MULCH PER PLAN, CREATE WATER BASIN AROUND TREE

FINISHED GRADE

CUT AND REMOVE ALL BURLAP AND WIRE FROM B&B

ROOT BALL

BACKFILL MIX AS SPECIFIED

BELOW SCARIFY PIT BOTTOM (MIN. 6")

2 X BALL DIA.

DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL

TRUNK CALIPER SHALL MEET
ANSI Z60 CURRENT EDITION
FOR ROOT BALL SIZE.

ROUND-TOPPED SOIL BERM
4" HIGH X 8" WIDE ABOVE
ROOT BALL SURFACE SHALL
BE CENTERED ON THE
DOWNHILL SIDE OF THE ROOT
BALL FOR 240°.  BERM
SHALL BEGIN AT ROOT BALL
PERIPHERY.

BOTTOM OF ROOT BALL
RESTS ON EXISTING OR
RECOMPACTED SOIL.

ORIGINAL SLOPE SHOULD PASS
THROUGH THE POINT WHERE THE
TRUNK BASE MEETS
SUBSTRATE/SOIL.

4" LAYER OF MULCH. NO MORE
THAN 1" OF MULCH ON TOP OF
ROOT BALL. (SEE
SPECIFICATIONS FOR MULCH).
MIN. 3' DIAMETER AROUND
TREE TO BE FREE OF LAWN
AND ROCK.

MODIFIED SOIL. DEPTH
VARIES. (SEE SOIL
PREPARATION PLAN OR
SPECIFICATION).

ROOT BALL MODIFIED AS
REQUIRED.

PRIOR TO MULCHING, LIGHTLY TAMP
SOIL AROUND THE ROOT BALL IN 6"
LIFTS TO BRACE TREE. DO NOT OVER
COMPACT. WHEN THE PLANTING
HOLE HAS BEEN BACKFILLED, POUR
WATER AROUND THE ROOT BALL TO
SETTLE THE SOIL.

NOTES:
1- TREES SHALL BE OF QUALITY PRESCRIBED IN
CROWN OBSERVATIONS AND ROOT OBSERVATIONS
DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

2- SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR FURTHER
REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO THIS DETAIL.

TOP OF ROOT BALL SHALL BE
FLUSH WITH FINISHED GRADE

4" LAYER OF MULCH. NO MORE
THAN 1" OF MULCH ON TOP OF
ROOT BALL. (SEE SPECIFICATIONS
FOR MULCH). 3' DIAMETER
AROUND TREE TO BE FREE OF
LAWN AND ROCK.

TRUNK CALIPER SHALL
MEET ANSI Z60 CURRENT

EDITION FOR ROOT BALL SIZE.

CENTRAL LEADER.
(SEE CROWN OBSERVATION

DETAILS).

ROOT BALL MODIFIED
 AS REQUIRED.

ROUND-TOPPED SOIL BERM 4"
HIGH X 8" WIDE ABOVE ROOT

BALL SURFACE SHALL BE
CENTERED ON THE DOWNHILL
SIDE OF THE ROOT BALL FOR

240°.  BERM SHALL BEGIN AT
ROOT BALL PERIPHERY.

FINISHED GRADE.

MODIFIED SOIL. DEPTH
VARIES. (SEE SOIL

PREPARATION PLAN)

EXISTING SOIL.

PRIOR TO MULCHING, LIGHTLY
TAMP SOIL AROUND THE ROOT
BALL IN 6" LIFTS TO BRACE TREE.
DO NOT OVER COMPACT. WHEN
THE PLANTING HOLE HAS BEEN
BACKFILLED, POUR WATER
AROUND THE ROOT BALL TO
SETTLE THE SOIL.

BOTTOM OF ROOT BALL
REST ON EXISTING OR
RECOMPACTED SOIL.

TREE w/ BERM (EXISTING SOIL MODIFIED)

NOTES:
1- TREES SHALL BE OF QUALITY
 PRESCRIBED IN CROWN
 OBSERVATIONS AND ROOT
 OBSERVATIONS DETAILS
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

2- SEE SPECIFICATIONS FOR
FURTHER REQUIREMENTS
RELATED TO THIS DETAIL.

EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING DETAIL

NOTES:

1. PLANT SO THAT THE TOP OF THE ROOT BALL IS EVEN WITH
THE FINISHED GRADE.

2. BACKFILL MIX: 1/2 SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL + 1/4 ORGANIC
MULCH, & 1/4 NATIVE SOILS.

3. DO NOT DAMAGE MAIN ROOTS OR DESTROY ROOT BALL
WHEN INSTALLING TREE STAKES.

4. WATER THOROUGHLY AFTER INSTALLATION.

5. STAKING IS REQUIRED: LOOSEN TREE STAKES AFTER
FIRST GROWING SEASON AND REMOVE TREE STAKES
AFTER SECOND GROWING SEASON.

6. OVER EXCAVATE PITS TO 3' DEPTH AND INSTALL
ADDITIONAL COMPACTED TOPSOIL UNDER TREE.

7. PULL COBBLE ROCK AND LAWN A MINIMUM OF 3' AWAY
FROM TRUNK OF TREE.

8. LEAVE PLANT I.D. TAGS ON THE TREES UNTIL ACCEPTANCE
BY THE OWNER. AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE, REMOVE I.D.
TAGS.

2 X BALL DIA.

CINCH TIES 1" DIA.

BARK MULCH PER PLANS

FORM WATER BASIN

32"X4"X24" PRESS TREATED
STAKES - TOP OF STAKE

6" ABOVE GROUND

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIX
WATER & TAMP TO

REMOVE AIR POCKETS

3'-4' SPREAD

1 3
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NOTES:

1. IF PLANT IS BALL & BURLAP, CUT AND REMOVE TOP 1/3
OF BURLAP FROM ROOT BALL.

2. IF PLANT IS  CONTAINERIZED, SCARIFY ROOT BALL PRIOR
TO PLANTING.

3. BACKFILL MIX: 1/2 SANDY LOAM + 1/4 ORGANIC MULCH +
1/4 NATIVE SOILS IF NATIVE SOILS ARE SUITABLE.

4. DO NOT DAMAGE MAIN ROOTS OR DESTROY ROOT BALL
WHEN INSTALLING TREE STAKES.

5. WATER THOROUGHLY AFTER INSTALLATION.

8. LEAVE PLANT I.D. TAGS ON THE TREES UNTIL
ACCEPTANCE BY THE OWNER. AFTER FINAL
ACCEPTANCE, REMOVE I.D. TAGS.

COBBLE ROCK, PER PLANS.FORM WATER BASIN WITH 3"
CONTINUOUS RIM - REQ'D

SPECIFIED BACKFILL MIX.  WATER &
TAMP TO REMOVE AIR  POCKETS - REQ'D

2 X BALL DIA.

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL

PLANTING SOIL
MIXTURE

FINISHED GRADEMULCH

SEE PLANTING
SCHEDULE FOR

 ON CENTER SPACING

1' 
M

IN
.

EQ.EQ
.

PLAN

SECTION VIEW

6
" m

in
.

GROUNDCOVER PLANTS TO BE
TRIANGULARLY SPACED.

MULCH.

PAVEMENT.

EXISTING SOIL.

MODIFIED SOIL. DEPTH VARIES. (SEE
SPECIFICATIONS FOR SOIL MODIFICATION).

FINISHED GRADE.

2-3" THICK LAYER OF MULCH.

NOTES:
1- SEE PLANTING LEGEND FOR GROUNDCOVER SPECIES, SIZE, AND SPACING DIMENSION.
2- SMALL ROOTS (1 4" or less) THAT GROW AROUND, UP, OR DOWN THE ROOT BALL PERIPHERY
ARE CONSIDERED A NORMAL CONDITION IN CONTAINER PRODUCTION AND ARE ACCEPTABLE
HOWEVER THEY SHOULD BE ELIMINATED AT THE TIME OF PLANTING. ROOTS ON THE PERIPHERY
CAN BE  REMOVED AT THE TIME OF PLANTING.  (SEE ROOT BALL SHAVING CONTAINER DETAIL).
3- SETTLE SOIL AROUND ROOT BALL OF EACH GROUNDCOVER PRIOR TO MULCHING.

COBBLE ROCK OR MULCH PER PLANS
ROCK AND LAWN TO BE PULLED A MIN.
OF 3' FROM BASE OF TREES.

1
2" RADIUS, BOTH SIDES

NEW TURF PER PLAN

SCREENED & AMENDED TOPSOIL

COMPACTED AGGREGATE BASE UNDER CURBING

85% COMPACTED SOIL  UNDER AGGREGATE BASE

NOTE:

1. PROVIDE CONTROL JOINT IN CONCRETE EDGE AT 10'
INTERVALS, PROVIDE EXPANSION JOINTS EVERY 30'.

6"

4
"

1"-
2"

B
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPTREE ON SLOPE 5% (20:1) TO 50% (2:1) C
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP D
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

E
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP F
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP G
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP H
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

I
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP J
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP K
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

 PERENNIAL PLANTING                                                                           GROUNDCOVER

CONCRETE MOWCURB DETAIL

MULCH DETAIL

FINISH GRADE WHERE BOULDER RETAINS GRADE

BOULDER

FINISH GRADE

BOULDER

FINISH GRADE

NOTE:
PLACE ALL BOULDERS SUCH  THAT 1/4 OF THE TOTAL MASS
OF EACH BOULDER IS BELOW FINISH GRADE.

GROUP BOULDERS SO AS TO APPEAR NATURAL.

CUT FABRIC SO THAT BOULDER CAN REST ON TOP OF FABRIC.
DO NOT REMOVE FABRIC FROM UNDER THE BOULDERS.

BOULDER PLACEMENT DETAIL SOD LAYING DETAIL

NOTES: .

1. ENSURE FINISH GRADE IS 1"- 2" BELOW TOP OF
CURB, WALK, OR EDGING.

2. TURF IS THE MOST HEALTHY AND WATER EFFICIENT
WHEN MOWED AT A MIN. HEIGHT OF 2" - 2 12".

CONCRETE CURB, SIDEWALK OR
EDGING - SEE PLAN

SOD BASE OR ROOT AREA

4" DEPTH OF TOPSOIL UNDER SOD

CROSS RIP OR TILL SUBGRADE

AGGREGATE BASE

SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO 85%
RELATIVE DENSITY

3
/4

" S
O

D
 T

HI
CK

NE
S

S

4
"

2"
6

"

COBBLE ROCK AND WEED BARRIER DETAIL

FINISHED SURFACE OF ADJACENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK,
CURB, OR OTHER HARDSCAPE ELEMENT PER PLAN.

FINISH GRADE OF ROCK TO BE 1-1/2" BELOW TOP OF
ADJACENT CONCRETE SURFACE, SEE PLANS.

BOULDER - SEE DETAIL '10', THIS SHEET.

MULCH PER PLANS.

LANDSCAPE WEED BARRIER FABRIC.

UNDISTURBED SOIL

NOTES:

1. KEEP TOP OF COBBLE ROCK 112" BELOW ADJACENT WALKS AND CURBS. DO
NOT ALLOW COBBLE ROCK TO TOUCH THE TRUNK OF ANY PLANT.  INSTALL
COBBLE ROCK AFTER INSTALLATION OF WEED BARRIER FABRIC AND PLANT
MATERIAL.

2. CONTRACTOR TO ENSURE THAT TOP OF WEED BARRIER FABRIC IS FREE OF
SOILS AND DEBRIS PRIOR TO PLACING COBBLE ROCK.

3. SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR ROCK TYPE AND DEPTH.

4. COBBLE ROCK TO BE SCREENED AND WASHED PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

1-
1/

2"
 M

IN
. C

LE
A

R
A

NC
E

FINISHED SURFACE OF ADJACENT CONCRETE SIDEWALK,
CURB, OR OTHER HARDSCAPE ELEMENT PER PLAN

FINISH GRADE OF SHREDDED BARK MULCH TO BE 1"-112"
BELOW TOP OF ADJACENT CONCRETE SURFACE

4" DEPTH OF MULCH

DEWITT 5 OZ WEED BARRIER FABRIC

UNDISTURBED SOIL

1" 
M
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. C
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A
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PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
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IRRIGATION SPECIFICATIONS

PART I - GENERAL

1.1 SUMMARY

Work to be done includes all labor, materials, equipment and services required to complete the Project irrigation system
as indicated on the Construction Drawings, and as specified herein. Includes but is not limited to: Furnishing and installing
underground and above ground sprinkler system complete with any accessories necessary for proper function and
operation of the system. All plant material on the Project shall be irrigated. Removal and disposal of any existing sprinkler
system components are not to be saved, which are disturbed during the construction process. Restoration of any altered
or damaged existing landscape to original state and condition.

1.2 SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

A.Design of irrigation components: Locations of irrigation components on Construction Drawings may be approximate.
Piping, sleeving and/or other components shown on Construction drawings may be shown schematically for graphic
clarity and demonstration of component groupings and separations. All irrigation components shall be placed in
landscaped areas, with the exception of pope and wire in sleeving under hardscapes. Actual routing of pipe, wire or
other components may be altered due to site conditions not accounted for in the design process.

B. Construction requirements: Actual placement may vary as required to achieve a minimum of 100% coverage without
overspray onto hardscape, buildings or other features.

C. Layout of Irrigation Components: During layout and staking, consult with Owner Approved Representative (hereafter
referred to as OAR) to verify proper placement of irrigation components and to provide Contractor recommendations
for changes, where revisions may be advisable. Small or minor adjustments to system layout are permissible to avoid
existing field obstructions such as utility boxes or street light poles. Contractor shall place remote control valves in
groups as practical to economize on quantity of manifold isolation valves. Quick coupler valves shall be placed with
manifold groups and protected by manifold isolation valves. Quick coupler valves are shown on Construction
Documents in approximate locations.

1.3 DEFINITIONS

A. Water Supply: Secondary water piping and components, furnished and installed by others to provide irrigation water to
this Project, including but not limited to saddles, nipples, spools, shut off valves, corporation stop valves, water meters,
pressure regulation valves, and piping upstream of (or prior to) the Point of Connection.

B. Point of Connection: Location where the Contractor shall tie into the water supply. May require saddle, nipples, spools,
isolation valves or Stop and Waste valve for landscape irrigation needs and use.

C. Main Line Piping: Pressurized piping downstream of the Point of Connection to provide water to remote control valves
and quick couplers. Normally under constant pressure.

D.Lateral Line Piping: Circuit piping downstream of remote control valves to provide water to sprinkler heads, sprinkler
heads, drip systems or bubblers.

1.4 REFERENCES

A. The following standards will apply to the work of this Section:

a. ASTM-American Society for Testing and Materials

b. IA - The Irrigation Association: Main BMP Document, Landscape Irrigation Scheduling and Water Management
Document.

1.5 SUBMITTALS

A. At least thirty (30) days prior to ordering of any materials, the Contractor shall provide manufacturer catalog cut sheet
and current printed specifications for each element or component of the irrigation system. Submittals shall be in three
ring binders or other similar bound form. Provide five copies of submittals to OAR for distribution. Place cover or index
sheet indicating order in submittal document. No material shall be ordered, delivered or any work preceded in the field
until the required submittals have need reviewed in its entirety and stamped approved. Delivered material shall match
the approved samples.

B. Operation and Maintenance Manual:

a. At least thirty (30) days prior to final inspection, the Contractor shall provide Operation and Maintenance manual
to OAR, containing:

i. Manufacturer catalog cut sheet and current printed specifications for each element or component of the irrigation
system.

ii. Parts list for each operating element of the system

iii.Manufacturer printed literature on operation and maintenance of operating elements of the system.

iv.Section listing instructions for overall system operation and maintenance. Include directions for Spring Start-up
and Winterization.

b. Project Record Copy

i. Maintain at project site one copy of all project documents clearly marked “Project Record Copy”. Mark any
deviation in material installation on Construction drawings. Maintain and update drawing at least weekly. Project
Record Copy to be available to OAR on demand.

ii. Completed Project As-Built Drawings

1. Prior to final inspection, prepare and submit to OAR accurate as-built drawings

2. Show detail and dimension changes made during installation. Show significant details and dimensions that were not
shown in original Contract Documents.

3. Field dimension locations of sleeving, points of connection, main line piping, wiring runs not contained in main line pipe
trenches, valves and valve boxes, quick coupler valves.

4. Dimensions are to be taken from permanent constructed surfaces, features, or finished edges located at or above
finished grade.

5. Controller Map: upon completion of system, place in each controller a color coded copy of the area that controller
services: indicating zone number, type of plant material and location on project that zone services. Laminate map with
heat shrink clear plastic.

1.6 QUALITY ASSURANCE

A. Acceptance: Do not install work of this section prior to acceptance by OAR of area to receive such work.

B. Regulatory Requirements: All work and materials shall be according to any and all rules, regulations or codes, whether
they are State or Local laws and ordinances. Contract documents, drawings or specifications may not be construed or
interpreted to permit work or materials not conforming to the above codes.

C. Adequate Water Supply: Water supply to this Project exists, installed by others. Connections to these supply lines shall
be by this Contractor. Verify that proper connection is available to supply line and is of adequate size. Verify that
secondary connection components may be installed if necessary. Perform static pressure test prior to commencement
of work. Notify OAR in writing of problems encountered prior to proceeding.

D. Workmanship and Materials:

a. It is the intent of this specification that all material herein specified and shown on the construction documents
shall be of the highest quality available and meeting the requirements specified.

b. All work shall be performed in accordance with the best standards of practice relating to the trade.

E. Contractor Qualifications:

a. Contractor shall provide document or resume including at least the following items:

i. That Contractor has been installing sprinklers on commercial projects for five previous consecutive years.

ii. Contractor is licensed to perform Landscape and Irrigation construction in the State of this Project.

iii.Contractor is bondable for the work to be performed.

iv.References of five projects of similar size and scope completed within the last five years. Three of the projects
listed shall be local.

v. Listing of suppliers where materials will be obtained for use on this Project.

vi.Project site Foreman or Supervisor has at least five consecutive years of commercial irrigation installation
experience. This person shall be a current Certified Irrigation Contractor in good standing as set forth by the

Irrigation Association. This person shall be on Project site at least 75% of each working day.

vii. Evidence that Contractor currently employs workers in sufficient quantities to complete Project within time
limits that are established by the Contract.

viii. All General laborers or workers on the Project shall be previously trained and familiar with sprinkler installation
and have a minimum of one-year experience. Those workers performing tasks related to PVC pipe shall have
certificates designated below.

1.7 DELIVERY-STORAGE-HANDLING

A.During delivery, installation and storage of materials for Project, all materials shall be protected from contamination,
damage, vandalism, and prolonged exposure to sunlight. All material stored at Project site shall be neatly organized in a
compact arrangement and storage shall not disrupt Project Owner or other trades on Project site. All material to be
installed shall be handled by Contractor with care to avoid breakage or damage. Damaged materials attributed to
Contractor shall be replaced with new at Contractor's expense.

1.8 SEQUENCING

A.Perform site survey, research utility records, contact utility location services. The Contractor shall familiarize himself
with all hazards and utilities prior to work commencement. Install sleeving prior to installation of concrete, paving or
other permanent site elements. Irrigation system Point of Connection components, backflow prevention and pressure
regulation devices shall be installed and operational prior to all downstream components. All main lines shall be
thoroughly flushed of all debris prior to installation of any sprinkler heads.

1.9 WARRANTY

A.Contractor shall provide one year Warranty. Warranty shall cover all materials, workmanship and labor. Warranty shall
include filling and or repairing depressions or replacing turf or other plantings due to settlement of irrigation trenches
or irrigation system elements. Valve boxes, sprinklers or other components settles from original finish grade shall be
restored to proper grade. Irrigation system shall have been adjusted to provide proper, adequate coverage of irrigated
areas.

1.10 OWNER'S INSTRUCTION

A. After system is installed, inspected, and approved, instruct Owner's Representatives in complete operation and
maintenance procedures. Coordinate instruction with references to previously submitted Operation and Maintenance
Manual.

1.11 MAINTENANCE

A.Furnish the following items to Owner's Representative:

a. Two quick coupler keys with hose swivels.

b. One of each type or size of quick coupler valve and remote control valve. Five percent of total quantities used of
each sprinkler and sprinkler nozzle.

B. Provide the following services:

a. Winterize entire irrigation system installed under this contract. Winterize by 'blow-out' method using compressed
air. Compressor shall be capable of minimum of 175 CFM. This operation shall occur at the end of first growing
season after need for plant irrigation but prior to freezing. Compressor shall be capable of evacuation system of all
water pressure regulation device. Compressor shall be regulated to not more than 60 PSI. Start up system the
following spring after danger of freezing has passed. Contractor shall train Owner's Representative in proper
start-up and winterization procedure.

PART 2 - PRODUCTS

2

2.1 GENERAL NOTES

A.Contractor shall provide materials to be used on this Project. Contractor shall not remove any material purchased for
this Project from the Project Site, nor mix Project materials with other Contractor owned materials. Owner retains right
to purchase and provide project material.

2.2 POINT OF CONNECTION

A. The Contractor shall connect onto existing irrigation or water main line as needed for Point(s) of Connection.
Contractor shall install new main line as indicate.

2.3 CONNECTION ASSEMBLY

A.Culinary water shall be used on this Project until Secondary water is made available at a future date.

2.4 CONTROL SYSTEM

A.Power supply to the irrigation controller shall be provided for by this Contract.

B. Controller shall be as specified in the drawings. Controller shall be surge protected.

a. Installation of wall-mount controllers: Irrigation contractor shall be responsible for this task. Power configuration
for wall-mount controllers shall be 120 VAC unless otherwise noted.

b. Locate Controller(s) in general location shown on Construction drawings. Coordinate power supply and breaker
allocation with electrical contractor. Contractor shall be responsible for all power connections to Controllers,
whether they are wall mount or pedestal mount. Contractor shall coordinate with electrical or other Project trades
as needed to facilitate installation of power to controllers.

C. Wires connecting the remote control valves to the irrigation controller are single conductors, type PE. Wire
construction shall incorporate a solid copper conductor and polyethylene (PE) insulation with a minimum thickness of
0.045 inches. The wires shall be UL listed for direct burial in irrigation systems and be rated at a minimum of 30 VAC.
Paige Electric Co., LP specification number P7079D.

a. A minimum of 24” of additional wire shall be left at each valve, each splice box and at each controller.

b. Common wire shall be white in color, 12 gauge. Control wire shall be red in color, 14 gauge. Spare wire shall be
looped within each valve box of the grouping it is to service.

D.RCV wire splicing connectors shall be 3M brand DBY or DBR. Wire splicing between controller and valves shall be
avoided if at all possible. Any wire splices shall be contained within a valve box. Splices within a valve box that contains
no control valves shall be stamped 'WIRE SPLICE' or 'WS' on box lid.

2.5 SLEEVING

A.Contractor shall be responsible to protect existing underground utilities and components. Sleeving minimum size shall
be 2”. Sleeving 2” through 4” in size shall be S/40 PVC solvent weld. Sleeving 6” and larger shall be CL 200 PVC
gasketed. Sleeve diameter shall be at least two times the diameter of the pipe within the sleeve. Sleeves shall be
extended 6” minimum beyond walk or edge of pavement. Wire or cable shall not be installed in the same sleeve as
piping, but shall be installed in separate sleeves. Sleeve ends on sleeve sizes 4” and larger shall be capped with integral
corresponding sized PVC slip cap, pressure fit, until used, to prevent contamination. Sleeves shall be installed at
appropriate depths for main line pipe or lateral pipe.

2.6 MAIN LINE PIPE

A. All main line pipe 4” and larger shall be Class 200 gasketed bell end. All main line pipe 3” in size and smaller shall be
Schedule 40 PVC solvent weld bell end.

a. Maximum flows allowed through main line pipe shall be:

i. 22 GPM - 1 ¼” pipe

ii. 30 GPM - 1 ½” pipe

iii.50 GPM - 2” pipe

iv.75 GPM 2 ½” pipe

v. 100 GPM - 3” pipe

vi.200 GPM - 4” pipe

vii. 400 GPM - 6” pipe

b. Main line pipe shall be buried with 18” cover

2.7 MAIN LINE FITTINGS

A. All main line fittings 3” and larger shall be gasketed ductile iron material. All ductile iron fittings having change of
direction shall have proper concrete thrust block installed. All main line fittings smaller than 3” in size shall be Schedule
80 PVC.

2.8 ISOLATION VALVES

A.Isolation valves 3” and larger shall be Waterous brand model 2500 cast iron gate valve, resilient wedge, push on type,
with 2” square operating nut. Place sleeve of 6” or larger pipe over top of valve vertically and then extend to grade.
Place 10” round valve box over sleeve at grade.

B. Isolation valves 2-1/2” and smaller shall be Apollo brand 70 series brass ball valves, contained in a Carson Standard size
valve box. Valves shall be installed with S/80 PVC TOE Nipples on both sides of the valve. Valve shall be placed so that
the handle is vertical toward the top of the valve box in the 'off' position.

2.9 MANIFOLDS

A. Action Manifold fittings shall be used to create unions on both sides of each control valve, allowing the valve to be
removed from the box without cutting piping. Valves shall be located in boxes with ample space surrounding them to
allow access for maintenance and repair. Where practical, group remote control valves in close proximity, and protect
each grouping with a manifold isolation valve as shown in details. Manifold Main Line (or Sub-Main Line) and all
manifold components and isolation valves shall be at least as large as the largest diameter lateral served by the
respective manifold.

2.10 REMOTE CONTROL VALVES

A.Remote control valves shall be as specified on the drawings. Remote control valves shall be located separately and
individually in separate control boxes.

2.11 MANUAL CONTROL VALVES

A.Quick coupler valve shall be attached to the manifold sub-main line using a Lasco G17S212 swing joint assembly with
snap-lock outlet and brass stabilizer elbow. Quick coupler valve shall be placed within a Carson 10” round valve box.
Top of quick coupler valve cover shall allow for complete installation of valve box lid, but also allow for insertion and
operation of key. Base of quick coupler valve and top of quick coupler swing joint shall be encased in ¾” gravel.
Contractor shall not place quick coupler valves further than 200 feet apart, to allow for spot watering or supplemental
irrigation of new plant material. Quick coupler valve at POC shall not be eliminated or relocated.

2.12 LATERAL LINE PIPE

A. All lateral piping shall be Schedule 40 PVC, solvent weld, and bell end. Lateral pipe shall be buried with 12-18” of cover
typically. Lateral pipe shall be ¾”, 1”, 1 ¼”, 1 ½” or 2” in size as indicated on Construction Drawings.

2.13 LATERAL LINE FITTINGS

A. All lateral line fittings shall be S/40 PVC

2.14 Spray Sprinklers

A.Spray head sprinklers shall be as specified on the drawings. Nozzles shall be as specified on the drawings.

2.15 VALVE BOXES

A.Carson valve boxes shall be used on this project. Sizes are as directed in these Specifications, detail sheets or plan
sheets. Valve boxes shall be centered over the control valve or element they cover. Valve box shall be sized large
enough to allow ample room for services access, removal or replacement of valve or element. Valve box shall be set to
flush to finish grade of topsoil or barked areas. Contractor shall provide extensions or stack additional valve boxes as
necessary to bring valve box pit to proper grade.

2.16 IMPORT BACKFILL

A. All main line pipe, lateral line pipe and other irrigation elements shall be bedded and backfilled with clean soil, free of
rocks 1” and larger. Contractor shall furnish and install additional backfill material as necessary due to rocky conditions.
Trenches and other elements shall be compacted and/or water settled to eliminate settling. Debris from trenching
operations un-usable for fill shall be removed from project and disposed of properly by Contractor.

2.17 OTHER PRODUCTS

A.Substitution of equivalent products is subject to the OAR's approval and must be designated as accepted in writing.

a. The Contractor shall provide materials to make the system complete and operational.

PART 3 - EXECUTION

3

3.1 PREPARATION

A.Contractor shall repair or replace work damaged by irrigation system installation. If damaged work is new, replacement
or the original installer of that work shall perform repairs. The existing landscape of this Project shall remain in place.
Contractor shall protect and work around existing plant material. Coordination of trench and valve locations shall be
laid out the OAR prior to any excavation occurring. Plant material deemed damaged by the OAR shall be replaced with
new plant material at Contractor's expense. Contractor shall not cut existing tree roots larger than 2” to install this
Project. Route pipe, wire and irrigation elements around tree canopy drip line to minimize damage to tree roots.
Contractor shall have no part of existing system used by other portions of site landscape without water for without
water for more than 24 hours at a time.

3.2 TRENCHING AND BACKFILING

A.Pulling of pipe shall not be permitted on this project. Over excavate trenches both in width and depth. Ensure base of
trench is rock or debris free to protect pipe and wire. Grade trench base to ensure flat, even support of piping. Backfill
with clean soil or import material. Contractor shall backfill no less than 2” around entire pipe with clean, rock free fill.
Main line piping and fittings shall not be backfilled until OAR has inspected and pipe has passed pressure testing.
Perform balance of backfill operation to eliminate any settling.

3.3 SLEEVING

A.Sleeve all piping and wiring that pass under paving or hardscape features. Wiring shall be placed in separate sleeving
from piping. Sleeves shall be positioned relative to structures or obstructions to allow for pipe or wire within to be
removed if necessary.

3.4 GRADES AND DRAINAGE

A.Place irrigation pipe and other elements at uniform grades. Winterization shall be by evacuation with compressed air.
Automatic drains shall not be installed on this Project. Manual drains shall only be installed at POC where designated
on Construction Drawings.

3.5 PVC PIPE

A.Install pipe to allow for expansion and contraction as recommended by pipe manufacturer.

B. Install main line pipes with 18” of cover, lateral line pipes with 12” of cover.

C. Drawings show diagrammatic or conceptual location of piping - Contractor shall install piping to minimize change of
direction, avoid placement under large trees or large shrubs, avoid placement under hardscape features.

D.Plastic pipe shall be cut squarely. Burrs shall be removed. Spigot ends of pipes 3” and larger shall be beveled.

E. Pipe shall not be glued unless ambient temperature is at least 50 degress F. Pipe shall not be glued in rainy conditions
unless properly tented. All solvent weld joints shall be assembled using IPS 711 glue and P70 primer according to
manufacturer's specification, no exceptions. All workers performing glue operations shall provide evidence of
certification. Glued main line pipe shall cure a minimum of 24 hours prior to being energized. Lateral lines shall cure a
minimum of 2 hours prior to being energized and shall not remain under constant pressure unless cured for 24 hours.

F. Appropriate thrust blocking shall be performed on fittings 3” and larger. All threaded joints shall be wrapped with
Teflon tape or paste unless directed by product manufacturer or sealing by o-ring.

3.6 CONTROLLERS

A. All grounding for pedestal controllers shall be as directed by controller manufacturer and ASIC guidelines, not to
exceed a resistance reading of 5 OHMs.

B. Locate controllers in protected, inconspicuous places, when possible. Coordinate location of pedestal controllers with
Landscape Architect to minimize visibility.

C. Coordinate location of wall mount controllers with building or electrical Contractor to facilitate electrical service and
future maintenance needs. Wall mount shall be securely fastened to surface. If exterior mounted, wall mount
controllers shall have electrical service wire and field control wire in separate, appropriate sized weatherproof

electrical conduit, PVC pipe shall not be used.

D. Wire under hardscape surfaces shall be placed continuously in conduit. Contractor shall be responsible to coordinate
sleeving needs for conduit or sweeps elbows from exterior to interior of building.

E. Pedestal controllers shall be placed upon VIT-Strong Box Quick Pad as per manufacturer's recommendations.
Controllers shall be oriented such that Owner's Representative maintenance personnel may access easily and perform
field system tests efficiently.

F. Place Standard valve box at base of controller or nearby to allow for three to five feet of slack field control wire to be
placed at each controller. This Contractor shall provide conduit access if needed for Electrical Contractor. Electrical
supply and installation, as well as hook-up to controller shall be by this Contractor.

3.7 VALVES

A.Isolation valves, remote control valves, and quick coupler valves shall be installed according to manufacturer
recommendation and Contract Specifications and Details.

B. Valve boxes shall be set over valves so that all parts of the valve can be reached for service.

C. Valve box and lid shall be set to be flush with finished grade. Only o ne remote control valve may be installed in a
Carson 1419124 box. Place a minimum of 4” of ¾” washed gravel beneath valve box for drainage. Bottom of remote
control valve shall be a minimum of 2” above gravel.

3.8 SPRINKLER HEADS

A.No sprinkler shall be located closer than 6” to walls, fences, or buildings.

B. Heads adjacent to walks, curbs. Or paths shall be located at grade and 2” away from hardscape.

C. Control valves shall be opened and fully flush lateral line pipe and swing joints prior to installation of sprinklers.

D. Spray heads shall be installed and flushed again prior to installation of nozzles.

E. Contractor shall be responsible for adjustment if necessary due to grade changes during landscape construction.

3.9 FIELD QUALITY CONTROL

A.Main line pipes shall not be backfilled or accepted until the system has been tested for 2 hours at 100 psi.

B. Main line pressure test shall include all pipe and components from the point of connection to the upstream side of
remote control valves. Test shall include all manifold components under constant pressure. Piping may be tested in
sections that can be isolated.

C. Contractor shall provide pressurized water pump to increase or boost pressure where existing static pressure is less
than 100 psi.

D. Schedule testing with OAR 48 hours in advance for approval.

E. Leaks or defects shall promptly be repaired or rectified at the Contractors expense and retested until able to pass
testing.

F. Grounding resistance at pedestal controller shall also be tested and shall not exceed 5 OHMs.

3.10 ADJUSTMENT

A.Sprinkler heads shall be adjusted to proper height when installed. Changes in grade or adjustment of head height after
installation shall be considered a part of the original contract and at Contractor's expense.

B. Adjust all sprinkler heads for arc, radius, proper trim and distribution to cover all landscaped areas that are to be
irrigated.

C. Adjust sprinklers so they do not water buildings, structures, or other hardscape features.

D. Adjust run times of station to meet needs of plant material the station services.

3.11 CLEANING

A.Contractor shall be responsible for cleanliness of jobsite. Work areas shall be swept cleanly and picker up daily.

B. Open trenches or hazards shall be protected with yellow caution tape.

C. Contractor is responsible for removal and disposal offsite of trash and debris generated as a result of this Project.

D. OAR shall perform periodic as well as a final cleanliness inspection.

E. Contractor shall leave Project in at least a 'broom clean' condition.

END OF SECTION
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IRRIGATION LEGEND

MASTER VALVE
FLOW SENSOR

GPM
Q        T        H       TT     TQ       F
.10
.26
.39
.65
.92

.15

.35

.53

.87
1.23

.20

.52

.79
1.30
1.85

na
na
na

1.74
2.48

na
na
na

1.95
2.78

.40
1.05
1.58
2.60
3.70

5' 30
8' 30

10' 30
12' 30
15' 30

WATER CONSERVING: USE VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY

SEE DETAIL
10" RND. VALVE BOX. SEE DETAIL

SEE DETAIL
INSTALL FLUSH CAP. SEE DETAIL

SEE PIPE SIZING CHART
SEE DETAIL
SEE DETAIL

RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 10 U-SERIES
RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 8 U-SERIES
RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 5 SERIES

RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 12 U-SERIES
RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 15 U-SERIES

WALL MOUNT. COORDINATE WITH
OWNER FOR EXACT LOCATION

QUICK COUPLER: RAINBIRD 44LRC INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPEC.

CONTROLLER: RAINBIRD ESP-LXME CONTROLLER WITH REMOTE, WALL MOUNTED IN MAINTENANCE ROOM.
CONTRACTOR TO ADJUST LOCATION AND ORIENTATION WITH OWNER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

ISOLATION BALL VALVE - LINE SIZED INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPEC.
REMOTE CONTROL VALVE: RAINBIRD PESB-NP-PRS-D AUTOMATIC CONTROL VALVE (SIZE AS NOTED ON PLAN)
DRIP CONTROL ZONE KIT: RAINBIRD XCZ-(PER PLAN)-PRBR-COM MED FLOW (SIZE AS NOTED ON PLAN)

LATERAL LINE: SCHEDULE 40 PVC WITH SCH. 40 FITTINGS.  SEE PIPE SIZING CHART

CLASS 200 SLEEVE PER PLAN
WIRE CHASE, SIZE TO BE TWICE THE DIAMETER OF THE WIRE BUNDLE WITHIN. 1.1/4" DIAMETER MINIMUMNOT SHOWN

DRIP CONNECTION. PROVIDE  DRIP IRRIGATION TO ALL TREES, SHRUBS,AND PERENNIALS IN PLANTER AREAS

SEE DETAIL

QTY
--
--
--
--

--

SEE DETAIL

NOT SHOWN

Q,T,H,TT,TQ,F
Q,T,H,TT

Q,T,H,F
Q,T,H,F
Q,T,H,F

SEE DETAIL

'C' --

--

--
--
--
--
--

--
--
--
--
--

--
--RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 15 SST

RAINBIRD RD04-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY 15 EST
1.21
.61

30
30

15'
15'

SST
EST

DRIP LINE: RAINBIRD XFSP-09-18-100 OR EQUIVALENT

JUMBO BOX-PURPLE LID

MULTI STRAND CONTROL WIRE. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECS

R RAINBIRD WR2-RC WIRELESS RAIN SHUT OFF DEVICE SEE DETAIL--
SEE DETAIL

--

SEE DETAIL--

SEE DETAIL--

--

--

1.5" T SUPER AMIAD PLASTIC FILTER - INSTALL PER MANUFACTURE'S. RECOMMENDATIONS (130 MICRON)
POINT OF CONNECTION (SECONDARY WATER) SEE PLAN FOR SIZE

GPM

DRIP ZONE

18"18" 18-21 IN..9 GPHXFS-09-18XFSP DRIPLINE

TOTAL DRIP ZONE FLOW 10 GPM
MAXIMUM LATERAL LENGTH OF TUBING 350 FT
TOTAL LENGTH OF ZONE DRIPLINE
APPLICATION RATE .64 INCH PER HOUR

TIME TO APPLY 1/4" OF WATER 23
REQUIRED NUMBER OF STAKES 250
 NUMBER OF FLUSH POINTS
SUGGESTED HEADER AND FOOTER PIPE SIZE

1
CLASS 200 1/4"

1,000 FT (varies per plan)

MAINLINE SCHEDULE 40 PVC WITH SCHEDULE 80 FITTINGS, 1.5" DIAMETER 24" MIN. COVER SEE PIPE SIZING CHART
DRIP RWS-S-B-1401 (ROOT WATERING SYSTEM) PROVIDE 2 TO EACH TREE LOCATED IN THE LAWN AREAS.

RAINBIRD 5000 SERIES PRS MPR NOZZLES varies 30Q,T,H,F na navariesvariesvaries varies
--

SEE DETAIL
SEE DETAIL

SEE DETAIL

SEE DETAIL

*NUMBERS MAY CHANGE DUE TO SIZE OF DRIP ZONE PER PLAN

--

WATER CONSERVING: USE VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY
WATER CONSERVING: USE VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY
WATER CONSERVING: USE VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY
WATER CONSERVING: USE VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY
WATER CONSERVING NOZZLE
WATER CONSERVING NOZZLE
WATER CONSERVING NOZZLE

'C' R

181"
A3

35
321.5"

A2

35

101"
D1

35

121"
D2

35
301.5"

A4

35
171"

A5

35

321.5"
A8

30
321.5"

A7

30
171"

A6

30

301.5"
A1

35

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION
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1. ALL CONNECTIONS ARE SECONDARY WATER AND SHOULD BE NOTED AS SUCH.  THEREFORE ALL PARTS MUST MEET SECONDARY WATER STANDARDS.

2. PHYSICAL DISCONNECT NOTE.

3. ALL PIPE TO BE SCHEDULE 40 PVC PIPE.  NO POLY PIPE SHALL BE INCLUDED. FITTINGS UP TO 1.1/2" MUST BE SCHEDULE 40 OR BETTER. FITTINGS LARGER THAN
1.1/2" MUST BE SCHEDULE 80 OR BETTER.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE ALL UTILITIES BLUE STAKED PRIOR TO DIGGING. ANY DAMAGE TO THE UTILITIES SHALL BE REPAIRED AT THE EXPENSE OF THE
CONTRACTOR WITH NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE OWNER.

5. PLACE ALL IRRIGATION IN LANDSCAPE AREAS AND ON THE PROPERTY OF THE OWNER.

6. MODIFY LOCATION OF IRRIGATION COMPONENTS TO AVOID PLACING TREES, SHRUBS AND OTHER SITE ELEMENTS DIRECTLY OVER PIPE, PER PLANS. DO NOT
LOCATE VALVE BOXES IN LAWN AREAS UNLESS DIRECTED TO BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL A 1" THREADED TEE WITH 1" THREADED PLUG AT POINT OF CONNECTION IN ORDER TO BLOW OUT THE SYSTEM WITH AN AIR
COMPRESSOR EACH FALL.

8. LATERAL LINES SHALL BE NO SMALLER THAN 3/4". LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO ENSURE THE FOLLOWING PIPE SIZES DO NOT EXCEED THE SUGGESTED GPM
LISTED BELOW:

3/4"      8 GPM

1"       12 GPM

1-1/2" 30 GPM

2" 53 GPM

2-1/2" 75 GPM

3" 110 GPM

4" 180 GPM

9. CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY COMMERCIAL GRADE IRRIGATION PRODUCTS AND IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ENSURING ACCURATE COUNTS AND QUANTITIES OF ALL
IRRIGATION MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND INSTALLATION PURPOSES.

10. INSTALL DRIP IRRIGATION PER DETAILS. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE ADJUSTMENTS AS NECESSARY.

11. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND INSTALL SLEEVES FOR ALL PIPES AND WIRES UNDER PAVEMENT AND SIDEWALKS. SLEEVES SHALL  BE 2 SIZES LARGER THAN
PIPE INSIDE. ALL WIRE SHALL BE IN SEPARATE SLEEVES (NOT SHOWN).  ALL CONTROL WIRE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN CLASS 200 PIPE. PLACE JUNCTION BOXES
WHERE NECESSARY TO MINIMIZE LONG RUNS OR AT DIRECTIONAL CHANGES.

12. WATER LINES AND ELECTRICAL LINES MUST NOT SHARE CONDUITS.  ALL WIRE CONNECTIONS MUST BE CONTAINED IN VALVE BOX WITH 3' OF EXTRA WIRE.  WIRE
TO BE CONNECTED TO MAIN LINE PIPE WHERE POSSIBLE WITH TAPE AT 25' INTERVALS.  SLACK IN CONTROL WIRES REQUIRED AT EVERY CHANGE OF DIRECTION.
WIRES MUST HAVE SEPARATE COLORS FOR COMMON, CONTROL AND SPARE.  MINIMUM 1 SPARE WIRE FOR EVERY 5 VALVES.  ALL CONTROL WIRES TO BE
INSULATED 14 GAUGE COPPER. ALL SPARE WIRES MUST "HOME RUN" TO CONTROLLER AND SPARE WIRES AVAILABLE AT ALL VALVE MANIFOLDS AND CLUSTERS.

13. ALL SLEEVES INSTALLED SHALL BE DUCT TAPED TO PREVENT DIRT OR OTHER DEBRIS ENTERING PIPE. ALL SLEEVES SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY WOOD OR PVC
STAKES AND BE SPRAY PAINTED WITH MARKING PAINT. REMOVE STAKES ONCE IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS COMPLETE.

14. IRRIGATION SYSTEM MUST CONTAIN CHECK VALVES TO PREVENT LOW POINT DRAINAGE.

15. SPACE ALL SPRAY HEADS 2" AWAY FROM ANY HARDSCAPE.

16. CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH PRECIPITATION RATES AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE FOR ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS. OVERHEAD IRRIGATION MUST HAVE A MINIMUM DU
(DISTRIBUTION UNIFORMITY) OF 60%.

17. IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESSURE TEST MAINLINE FOR LEAKS PRIOR TO BACKFILLING.

18. MAIN LINES SHALL BE 18" DEEP MIN. AND LATERAL LINES 12" DEEP MIN. NO ROCK GREATER THAN 1/2" DIAMETER SHALL BE ALLOWED IN TRENCHES. TRENCHING
BACKFILL MATERIAL SHALL BE COMPACTED TO PROPER FINISHED GRADE.

19. ALL WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CITY AND/OR COUNTY CODES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL APPLY AND PAY FOR ALL NECESSARY PERMITS.

20. IRRIGATION INSTALLATION TO COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE CITY SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS.

21. ACTUAL INSTALLATION OF IRRIGATION SYSTEM MAY VARY SOMEWHAT FROM PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAKE ADJUSTMENTS AS NEEDED TO
ENSURE PROPER COVERAGE OF ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS.

22. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL IRRIGATION SYSTEM WITH HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE IN ALL TURF AREAS. USE VAN AND/OR U-SERIES NOZZLES AS NECESSARY TO
PROVIDE PROPER COVERAGE AND TO KEEP WATER OFF OF BUILDINGS AND HARDSCAPES.

23. POWER TO CONTROLLER TO BE PROVIDED BY OWNER. OWNER TO SPECIFY EXACT LOCATION OF CONTROLLER. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURERS INSTRUCTIONS.
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL A RAIN SENSOR WITH CONTROLLER UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY OWNER OR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

IRRIGATION NOTES

VALVE ID TAG

PSI AT LAST
HEAD IN ZONE

CONTROLLER NUMBER,
VALVE NUMBER

VALVE SIZE GALLONS PER MINUTE

NOTE:
1. VALVE ID TAGS ARE LOCATED NEAR VALVES IN THE ORDER

THE VALVES APPEAR ON THE DRAWING

181.0
A1

55
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1-1/2" GRAY PVC
CONDUIT FOR

IRRIGATION
CONTROLLER

WIRE

SAND BEDDING MATERIAL (.25 INCH SIEVE)
2 IN. THICK SURROUNDING THE PIPES REQ'D

PVC SCHEDULE 40 LATERAL LINE REQ'D

FINISH GRADE

COMPACTED BACKFILL

PVC SCHEDULE 40 MAINLINE REQ'D

12
"  

M
IN

.

E
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

TURF

SUBGRADE

2" PVC SCH. 40 SLEEVE NOTCHED TO FIT OVER VALVE

BALL VALE

GRAVEL SUMP - VOLUME SUFFICIENT TO HOLD RUN OFF
18" x 18" x 12" MIN.

3/4" MARLEX STREET ELBOWMAINLINE

NOTES:

1. ALL PVC NIPPLES AND ELBOWS TO BE SCH. 80 UNLESS OTHERWISE

NOTED.

2. PROVIDE VALVE KEY TO OWNER

MANUAL DRAIN ASSEMBLY

10" ROUND VALVE BOX

I
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

POP-UP ROTOR SPRINKLER - SEE LEGEND

FINISH GRADE

NOTE: ALL ROTOR HEADS TO BE PLACED 2" CLEAR OF ALL HARDSCAPE SURFACES

SCH. 80 THREADED NIPPLE

PVC SCH. 40 SxSxT TEE (OR ELL)

PVC LATERAL LINE, SIZE AS NOTED ON PLAN

SWING JOINT ARM INSTALLED AT ANGLE BETWEEN 30 AND 45 DRG. OF
LATERAL PIPE. USE MALE THREAD MODEL
DEPTH - SEE NOTES & TRENCH DETAIL
MARLEX STREET ELL'S (3)

1
2

3

4

5 6
9

7

8

9

POP UP ROTOR DETAIL

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

D
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPSTOP AND WASTE VALVE ASSEMBLY

GROUND COVER

SUBGRADE

PVC MAINLINE TO BACKFLOW PREVENTER

BRASS STOP AND WASTE VALVE

COPPER MAINLINE

NOTES:

1. ALL PVC NIPPLES AND ELBOWS TO BE SCH. 40 UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED.

2. PROVIDE VALVE KEY TO OWNER

PVC 90 DEG. ELBOW

THREADED BRASS NIPPLE (6" MIN.)BRASS COMPRESSION TEE TO MATCH MAINLINE SIZE

2" PVC SCH. 40 SLEEVE NOTCHED
TO FIT OVER STOP AND WASTE VALVE

 THREADED BRASS NIPPLE (6" MIN.)

PVC SNUG CAP

4
8

" M
IN

.

NOTES:

1. FLUSH ALL PIPING PRIOR TO INSTALLING VALVE.

2. WRAP ALL THREADS WITH TEFLON TAPE. 1 1/2 TO 2 WRAPS MAXIMUM.

3. COMPACT SOILS AROUND VALVE BOX TO 80% OF ORIGINAL DRY DENSITY.

4. INSTALL GEOFABRIC UNDER VALVE BOXES AND TAPE TO PIPE NIPPLES AND VALVE BOX.

5. BOX COLOR - GREEN IN TURF AND TAN IN PLANTER AREAS.

6. IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE BLOWN OUT WITH AIR COMPRESSOR THROUGH QUICK COUPLERS BEFORE FREEZING

TEMPERATURES OCCUR, TYP.

RAINBIRD VALVE BOX (SIZE AS REQUIRED)
WITH EXTENSIONS IF NECESSARY

INSTALL VALVE BOX 2"
ABOVE FINISH GRADE IN SHRUB AREAS

FINISH GRADE

HEAVY DUTY GALVANIZED FASTENERS (2 REQUIRED)

GALV. NIPPLES

3/4" MIN GRAVEL BASE

GALV. STREET ELL

MAINLINE WITH SCH. 80 TEE. SIZE AS REQUIRED.

GALV. ELL  AND STREET ELL

30" X 1" GALVANIZED ANGLE IRON STAKE

RAINBIRD V44LRC QUICK COUPLER VALVE

1    10" ROUND GREEN PLASTIC VALVE BOX
       W/ BOLT LOCK, CARSON - BROOKS

2    FINISH GRADE

3    6" PVC SCH. 40 PIPE SLEEVE,
      4" - 6" BELOW GRADE

4    2" SQUARE OPERATING NUT

5    FLANGE X FLANGE GATE VALVE
      SEE EQUIPMENT SCHEDULE

6    SCH. 80 FLANGE ADAPTER

7    MAIN WATER SUPPLY LINE

8    6" MIN. GRAVEL

9    SUBGRADE COMPACTED TO 95%

10  DEPTH: 18" - 30"

11 SHRUBS - 2": SOD-112"; SEED 1"

1

2
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

FLOW

24
"  

M
IN

. EXTEND ALL SLEEVING 18" MIN.
BEYOND EDGE OF PAVING

PAVING SURFACE

SURROUND ALL SLEEVING WITH
2 INCHES OF MATERIAL
PASSING A .25 IN. SIEVE

ALL SLEEVES SHALL
BE 2" LARGER THAN

PIPE TO BE SLEEVED

IN
S

TA
LL

 B
EL

O
W

G
R

A
NU

LA
R

B
O

R
R

O
W

18"18" PAVEMENT

H
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPTYPICAL SLEEVINGG
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPTRENCHING DETAIL

C
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPRAINBIRD QUICK COUPLER

F
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPGATE VALVE ASSEMBLY

IR-2.5
PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT

FOR CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT INFORMATION DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENTISSUE DATE

IRRIGATION DETAILS

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102
LEHI, UTAH 84043  (801) 960-2698

www.pkjdesigngroup.com 

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.

PM:

DRAWN:

CHECKED:

JTA

KBA

TM

PLAN INFORMATIONPROJECT NUMBER LICENSE STAMP

PLOT DATE:

Developer / Property Owner:

Client / Engineer:

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER, INC

1-800-662-4111
www.bluestakes.org

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER

B

NOTES:

1. MOUNT CONTROLLER PER MANUFACTURER'S WRITTEN INSTRUCTIONS AND IN

ACCORDANCE WITH ALL LOCAL CODES. EXACT LOCATION TO BE APPROVED BY

OWNER.  GROUND CONTROLLER PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATION

AND SPECIFICATIONS. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL GROUND

CONTROLLER AND PROVIDE SLEEVING FROM ADJACENT LAWN AREA TO

CONTROLLER LOCATION.

2. CONNECT CONTROLLER TO POWER AND VALVES.

3. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR

TO ENSURE PROPER GROUNDING OF CONTROLLER TO BUILDING GROUNDING

GRID.

PEDESTAL MOUNTED ESP-LXME RAINBIRD CONTROLLER.

CONDUIT, FITTINGS AND
SWEEP ELL TO POWER SUPPLY.

CONDUIT, FITTINGS AND
SWEEP ELL OUT TO ADJACENT

LAWN AREA FOR VALVE CONNECTIONS.

RAINBIRD CONTROLLER DETAIL A
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUP

BSPT
PA

2"

AMIAD
R

NOT TO SCALE
PKJ DESIGN GROUP2" PLASTIC FILTER DETAIL

UNION, TYP.

LOCKABLE LIFT OFF ENCLOSURE TO
FIT OVER BACKFLOW PREVENTER.
INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATIONS

QUARTER TURN BALL VALVE

AMIAD 2" T
PLASTIC FILTER

FINISHED GRADE

FLOW FLOW

MAIN WATER SUPPLY LINE

CARSON-BROOKS 1419-12  STANDARD OR 1220-12 JUMBO  VALVE
BOX WITH STAINLESS STEEL  BOLTS (BOLT DOWN LID).

INSTALL AT GRADE

30" MAX. DEPTH

10"-14"

PVC SCH. 80 ELBOW

PVC SCH. 80 NIPPLE; LENGTH AS REQUIRED (TYP.)

PVC SCH. 80 ELL SAME SIZE AS VALVE

SCH. 80 NIPPLE. SIZE AS NECESSARY

MILWAUKEE BRAND OR APPROVED AMERICAN-MADE BRASS GATE
VALVE W/ NON RISING  STEM (LINE SIZE)

ELECTRIC CONTROL VALVE - SEE EQUIPMENT SCHEDULE

PVC SCH. 80 UNION

WATER TIGHT CONNECTORS (3M DBY ONLY)

PROVIDE 36" EXPANSION LOOP AT EACH WIRE CONNECTOR IN BOX

SCH. 80 ELBOW WITH SCH. 80 NIPPLE INTO SxT BUSHING TO LATERAL

LATERAL LINE

CONTROL WIRES

6" MINIMUM DEPTH OF WASHED 3/4" GRAVEL

PVC SCH. 80 TEE SxSxS WITH SCH.  80 SxT  BUSHING
OR DOUBLE STRAP SADDLE.
ID TAG: RAINBIRD VID SERIES OR APPROVED EQUAL

NOTES:

1. ONE REMOTE CONTROL VALVE PER BOX .

2. ALL FITTINGS AND PIPE IN MANIFOLD SHALL BE THREADED
SCH. 80 PVC USING TEFLON TAPE AND #5 RECTOR SEAL.

J
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPCONTROL VALVE ASSEMBLYI
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPSPRAY HEAD DETAIL

NOTES:

1. INSTALL SPRAY AND ROTARY HEADS PER THIS DETAIL.

2. INSTALL 2" AWAY FROM HARDSCAPES.

POP-UP BODY

1
2" BARBED MAE ELBOW REQ'D

PVC LATERAL

1
2" BARBED MAE ELBOW REQ'D

FLEXIBLE POLY PIPE
(24" MAX. LENGTH)

FINISH GRADE

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

1900 EAST 145 NORTH
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH

WILLOW GLEN SUBDIVISIONUT16055 JARED HAYNIE

12 West 100 North, SUITE # 201 
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH 84003  (801) 756-4504

DAVID W. PETERSON, P.E.

HMH Rentals LLC.
905 N. 1220 W.

Pleasant Grove UT 84062
Phone: (801) 836-0131

NO. REVISION DATE
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11-03-16

 

 

 

 

 

 

CITY COMMENTS

12-14-2016

11/14/2016
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IR-2.6
PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT

FOR CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT INFORMATION DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENTISSUE DATE

IRRIGATION DETAILS

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102
LEHI, UTAH 84043  (801) 960-2698

www.pkjdesigngroup.com 

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.

PM:

DRAWN:

CHECKED:

JTA

KBA

TM

PLAN INFORMATIONPROJECT NUMBER LICENSE STAMP

PLOT DATE:

Developer / Property Owner:

Client / Engineer:

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER, INC

1-800-662-4111
www.bluestakes.org

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER

P
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPMASTER VALVE & FLOW SENSOR

FLOW

FINISH GRADE

GREEN VALVE BOX AND COVER

CONTROL WIRES WITH 12" MIN. SERVICE COIL AND WATERPROOF WIRE SPLICE
CONNECTORS -

FLOW SENSOR PER IRRIGATION LEGEND

RAIN BIRD PESB SERIES MASTER VALVE

STRAIGHT PIPE REQUIRED: MINIMUM 10x PIPE DIAMETER UPSTREAM &
MINIMUM 5x PIPE DIAMETER DOWNSTREAM

UNIONS

PVC MAINLINE - LENGTH AS REQUIRED

6" DEPTH OF WASHED 3 4" GRAVEL

CONTINUOUS BRICK SUPPORTS

VALVE BOX EXTENSIONS REQUIRED

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

6 6

10
10 11

11

9

9

8

8

7

5

4

3 3

2 21 1

M
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPDRIP IRRIGATION - IN LINE EMITTERSL
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPDRIP CONTROL VALVE ASSEMBLY

NOTES:
1. LAYOUT DRIPLINE SO EMITTERS ARE IN 

TRIANGULAR PATTERN AS SHOWN

2. APPROXIMATELY 16.2 GPH PER TREE

8' RADIUS

16' RADIUS

RAIN BIRD XFS-09-18-100 OR
EQUIVALENT

TREE (DECIDUOUS OR EVERGREEN)

RAIN BIRD XT-700 TUBING OR
EQUIVALENT AS APPROVED BY
ARCHITECT

LATERAL LINE

4-WAY BARBED TEE

BARBED TEE

12" RADIUS

RAIN BIRD XFS-09-18-100 OR EQUIVALENT

SHRUB

RAIN BIRD XT-700 TUBING OR EQUIVALENT
AS APPROVED BY ARCHITECT

LATERAL LINE

BARBED TEE

NOTE:
1. APPROXIMATELY 5.4 GPH PER SHRUB

SHRUB

TREE

FINISH GRADE

STANDARD VALVE BOX WITH COVER:

  RAIN BIRD VB-STD

WATERPROOF CONNECTION:

  RAIN BIRD DB SERIES

VALVE ID TAG

30-INCH LINEAR LENGTH OF WIRE, COILED

PRESSURE REGULATING FILTER:

RAIN BIRD PRF-100-RBY (INCLUDED IN XCZ-100-PRF KIT)

PVC SCH 40 FEMALE ADAPTOR

LATERAL PIPE

REMOTE CONTROL VALVE:

  RAIN BIRD 100-DV (INCLUDED IN XCZ-100-PRF KIT)

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL TO MANIFOLD

3-INCH MINIMUM DEPTH OF 3/4-INCH WASHED GRAVEL

1
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7

8

9

10

11

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 89
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11
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6
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1
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34

5
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N
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPFLUSH CAP BOX

24" EXTRA LENGTH OF XBS DRIP
TUBING LINE COILED IN VALVE BOX

NOTE:
1. INSTALL AT END OF DRIP LINE RUNS FOR WINTERIZATION IN THE FALL.

NOTES:
1. SECURE ALL BARB FITTINGS WITH A STAINLESS STEEL PINCH CLAMP.

2. INSTALL A AIR/VACUUM RELIEF VALVE AT HIGH POINTS WITHIN DRIP ZONE.

3. INSTALL FILTER FABRIC AROUND EXTERIOR OF VALVE BOX. USE DUCT TAPE TO
SECURE FABRIC TO PIPE AND VALVE BOX.

10" ROUND VALVE BOX

RAINBIRD XBV-075
1 CUBIC FOOT PEA GRAVEL SUMP

FINISH GRADE

O
NOT TO SCALE

PKJ DESIGN GROUPDRIP AIR/VACUUM RELIEF VALVE ASSEMBLY

INLINE DRIP OR BLANK TUBING

3" MINIMUM DEPTH OF WASHED
PEA GRAVEL

BRICK SUPPORTS (THREE)

INLINE DRIP TUBING 180 2-WAY
ADAPTER TEE

FILTER FABRIC

3/4"M X 1/2"F REDUCTION BUSHING

AIR / VACUUM RELIEF VALVE

VALVE BOX WITH COVER

FINISH GRADE/TOP OF MULCH1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

99

6

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER, INC

1-800-662-4111
www.bluestakes.org 1900 EAST 145 NORTH

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH

WILLOW GLEN SUBDIVISIONUT16055 JARED HAYNIE

12 West 100 North, SUITE # 201 
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH 84003  (801) 756-4504

DAVID W. PETERSON, P.E.

HMH Rentals LLC.
905 N. 1220 W.

Pleasant Grove UT 84062
Phone: (801) 836-0131

NO. REVISION DATE
1

2

3

4

5

6

7
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11-03-16

 

 

 

 

 

 

CITY COMMENTS

12-14-2016

11/14/2016
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APPLICATION REVIEW CHECKLIST 

Application Information 

Date Received: December 19, 2016 
Date of Review: December 21, 2016 
Project Name: Willow Glen 
Project Request / Type: Preliminary Plat 
Meeting Type: Planning Commission / City Council 
Applicant: HMH Rentals LLC. (Jared Haynie) 
Owner (if different): Verna Peterson Family Trust (Vealynn Jarvis) 
Location: ~ 1900 East and 145 North 
Major Street Access: 145 North 
Parcel Number(s) and size: 13:031:0035 – 7.0 acres 
General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential 
Zone: R-3
Adjacent Zoning: R-3, A, Lehi City
Current Use: Vacant/Agriculture
Adjacent Uses: Vacant/Agriculture
Previous Meetings: 9/1/15 Petition for annexation accepted

12/1/15 CC – CC Rezone
Land Use Authority: City Council for preliminary plats
Type of Action: Legislative
Future Routing: PC and CC Meetings
Planner: Jeff Attermann, Planner I

Section 19.13 – Application Submittal 

• Application Complete: yes
• Rezone Required: no

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

o Designated LDR
• Additional Related Application(s) required: Final Plat application

Section 19.13.04 – Process 

• DRC: 10/24/16: Connection to the north is acceptable. The drainage easement must be shown if not
already present in plans.

• UDC: dates/comments
• Neighborhood Meeting: if required dates/comments

Exhibit 5: Planning review checklist
15



• PC: dates/comments/action 
• CC: dates/comments/action 

  General Review  
 
Building Department 

• Setback detail 
• Lot numbering – per phase (i.e. Phase 1: 100, 101, 102. Phase 2: 200, 201, 202, etc.) 
• True buildable space on lots (provide footprint layout for odd shaped lots) 
• Lot slope and need for cuts and fills 
• Comments 

 
Fire Department 

• Width adequate for engine, minimum of 26 feet 
• Turnarounds on cul-de-sacs and dead-ends more than 150’ in length 
• Fire hydrant locations, maximum separation of 500 feet for residential development and 300 feet for 

commercial development 
• Cul-de-sac diameter, 96’ drivable surface – use current Engineering detail 
• Third party review required for sprinkler systems 
• Dimension street and cul-de-sac widths on plat 

 
GIS / Addressing 

• comments 
 
Urban Design Committee – 19.14.04 

• Mechanical Equipment 
• Windows 
• Building Lighting 
• Trash Enclosures, Storage Areas, and External Structures 
• Exterior Materials 
• Landscape Requirements 
• Parking Lot and Street Lighting 
• Design Standards 
• Comments 

 
Additional Recommendations: 

• 
 
  Code Review  

 
• 19.04, Land Use Zones 

o Zone: R-3 
o Use: Single family residential lots 

16



o Density: The Willow Glen subdivision has 19 lots within 7.0 acres; 2.71 units per acre 
o Setbacks: Complies. 

 Front setback required: 25’ – plans show 25’ 
 Rear setback required: 25’ – plans show 25’ 
 Side setback required: 8’/20’ minimum/combined – plans show 8’/20’ 
 Corner side setback required: 20’ – plans show 20’ 

o Lot width: Complies. All lots are 70’ wide or greater at the front setback. 
o Lot size: Complies. 

 Minimum lot size is 10,000 square feet. A reduction in lot size was requested and granted 
with the concept plan and rezone because the developer is providing an extra wide trail 
ROW on the south end of the property. 

o Lot coverage: to be reviewed with building permits 
o Dwelling/Building size: to be reviewed with building permits 
o Height: to be reviewed with building permits 
o Open Space: Does not comply. 

 Of the 304,735 square foot project area, 15% (45,710.25 square feet) of the total project 
area shall be dedicated to open space. According to submitted plans, 22,271 square feet 
(7.3%) of the total project area is dedicated to open space. Payment-in-lieu of open 
space will be used to comply with open space requirements. 

 The approximate payment, pending appraisal, is estimated at $131,862.70 plus water 
fees of$11,557.68 totaling $143,420.38. 

o Sensitive Lands: Complies. No sensitive lands exist on the property per note on Sheet C3 of plans. 
o Trash: to be reviewed with building permits 

 
• 19.05, Supplemental Regulations 

o Flood Plain: A small portion of the SW corner of the parcel is within the 500 year flood plain. 
o Water & sewage: Will connect to City infrastructure. 
o Transportation Master Plan: Complies. The proposed plat will not interfere with future transportation 

plans. 
o Minimum height of dwellings: to be reviewed with building permits 
o Property access: Complies. All proposed lots will have sufficient access to a public or private road. 

 
• 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing 

o General Provisions: Complies.  
o Landscaping Plan: Complies. All required information is included in the plans. 
o Completion – Assurances: All landscaping shall be completed before the issuance of a Certificate of 

Occupancy. Landscaping improvements shall be guaranteed for 1 year after final acceptance by 
warranty bond and warranty bond agreement. Will comply; will be handled through the building 
permit process. 

o Planting Standards: 
 Required plant size: 

• Deciduous Trees: 2” minimum caliper required – all deciduous trees are 2” in 
caliber per the landscape plan 
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• Evergreen Trees: 6’ minimum height required – all evergreen trees are 6’ in 
height per the landscape plan 

• Tree Base Clearance:  Complies. Notes are included within the plans that the 3’ 
tree base clearance requirement will be met. 

 Shrub size: 
• At least 25% of required shrubs shall be at least 5 gallons in size, the remaining 

must be at least 1 gallon in size. Complies. 8 out of the 30 total shrubs (26%) are 
5 gallons in size. The remaining shrubs are 2 gallons in size per the landscape 
plan. 

 Turf: 
• No landscaping plan shall be composed of more than 70% turf. Complies. The 

landscape plan states that the amount of turf in the City required landscaping is 
under 70%  

 Drought tolerant plants: 
• At least 50% of all trees and shrubs shall be drought tolerant. Complies. All trees 

and shrubs are identified as drought tolerant per the landscape plan. 
 Rock: Complies. Proposed rock is of two separate sizes and two separate colors. 
 Planting and shrub beds: Complies. The 8,802 square feet of planter beds in the required 

landscaping compose less than the maximum limit of 75% of the total landscaping. 
Weed barriers and concrete barriers to be used with each planter area per the plan. Drip 
lines are planned for shrubs and trees in planter areas. 

 Artificial turf: Complies. No artificial turf is proposed. 
 Evergreens: Complies. Evergreens are incorporated into the landscape. 
 Softening of walls and fences: Complies. No long sections of fencing exist that are not 

softened by vegetation. 
o Amount of Required Landscaping: Complies. For the proposed 22,271 square feet of landscaping, the 

following is required: 
 10 Deciduous trees, minimum – 10 proposed 
 8 Evergreen trees, minimum – 8 proposed 
 28 Shrubs, minimum – 28 proposed 
 25% Turf, minimum (5,567 ft²) – 13,469 ft² proposed 
 75% Shrub beds (23,489 ft²), maximum – 8,802 ft² proposed 

o Fencing & Screening: Complies. 
 Fencing is provided along subdivision boundaries and along trail. 
 Fencing may be private or semi-private and 6’ or 3’ in height at the discretion of the 

property owner or HOA. 
o Screening at Boundaries of Residential Zones: Complies. A solid fence is planned for sections of the 

property abutting agricultural uses. 
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o Clear Sight Triangle: Complies. Clear sight triangles area specified and clear of fencing or plants 
above 3’ in height per the landscape plan. 

 
• 19.09, Off Street Parking: To be reviewed with building permit application. 

 
• 19.11, Lighting 

o General Standards: Complies. Light poles and assemblies are standard as recommended by Saratoga 
Springs City. Color temperature is compliant. Details included within plans. 

o Residential Lighting: Complies. Light poles, fixtures and assemblies are all metal and black in color. 
Standard City lights will be used. 

o Lighting Plan: Complies. Required details are included within the plans. 
 
• 19.12, Subdivisions 

o General 
o Procedure / submittal requirements 
o Preliminary / Final / Condo / Minor / property line adjustments / plat amendment 
o General Subdivision Improvement Requirements 

 Subdivision Layout: 
• The subdivision should be consistent with the General Plan. Complies. The 

subdivision is consistent with the low-density residential designation of this area. 
• The maximum block length is 1,000 feet; pedestrian walkway required if over 

800 feet. Complies. The block length is under 800 feet. 
• The use of connecting streets is required. Complies. The subdivision will include 

a stub street to the north. No other neighborhoods currently exist in adjacent 
properties. 

• Private roads. Complies. None of the roads in this subdivision are indicated as 
private. 

• Roads intersecting an arterial. Complies. Driveway access will not be provided 
within 100’ of the future Arterial to the south. 

• Access. Two separate means of access are required when more than 50 lots are 
planned. Complies. 19 lots are proposed in this subdivision; one access road is 
sufficient. 

• Driveways. To be reviewed with building permit application. 
 Lot Design: 

• All created lots must be buildable. Complies. All lots are buildable. 
• Street frontage. Complies. All lots are provided access to a planned street that 

will meet City standards. 
• Flag lots. Complies. No flag lots are proposed. 
• Side property lines at approximate right angles. Complies. Side property lines 

are at approximately right angles to the street line or radial to the street line. 
• Corner lot size. Complies. All corner lots are at least 10% larger than the 

required 10,000 square foot lot size in the R-3 zone. 

19



• Boundary lines. Complies. No lots are created or divided by City or County 
boundary lines. 

• Remnant lots. Complies. No remnant lots are created that do not conform to City 
requirements. 

• Double access. Complies. No double access lots will be provided as indicated in 
plans. 

• Driveways on major arterials. Complies. No driveways will be constructed 
providing access onto the future arterial of 145 North as specified on the site 
plan. 

• Adopted street cross-section. Complies. Streets proposed comply with standard 
City cross-section. 

 Phasing: Complies. No phasing is proposed. 
 
• Section 19.13, Development Review Process 

o General Considerations: 
 General Plan. Low density residential. Complies. 
 Natural Features. Complies. No natural features exist on the site. 
 Community & Public Facilities. Does not comply. Open space requirements from 

Section 19.04 are not met. Payment-in-lieu of open space will be used to comply with 
open space requirements. 19.13.10. 

 The approximate payment, pending appraisal, is estimated at $131,862.70 plus water 
fees of $11,557.68 totaling $143,420.38. 

o Land Use Authority. The City Council is the land use authority for preliminary plats. 
o Payment in Lieu of Open Space: 

o According to Saratoga Springs City Code, a Payment in Lieu of open space may be utilized for 
developments in the R-3 zone. The percentage of open space that may be satisfied with a 
Payment in Lieu of Open Space shall be determined by the City Council taking into account the 
following: 
 The proximity of regional parks; 
 The size of the development; 
 The need of the residents of the proposed subdivision for open space amenities; 
 The density of the project; 
 Whether the Payment in Lieu furthers the intent of the General Plan; and 
 Whether the Payment in Lieu will result in providing open space and parks in more 

desirable areas. 
o Excluded open space. landscaping strips, regional trail segments, landscaping buffers, sensitive 

lands, landscaping in parking areas, or other types of open space that may be specifically required 
by City ordinances and standards do not qualify for this program. 

o Developments that desire to participate in the Payment in Lieu of Open Space program will be 
presented to the Planning Commission and City Council as part of the review process. 

o This program is completely voluntary and developers who participate in it shall do so on a 
voluntary basis only. Written development agreements shall contain a description of the terms of 
this program. 

o This program is also voluntary for the City and approval of all payments in lieu of open space are 
made at the sole discretion of the City Council. No entitlements are granted by virtue of this 
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Chapter and all proposals to participate in this program are subject to the total and complete 
review and discretion of the City Council. 

• 19.27, Addressing: No comment from GIS review. 
 
• Fiscal Impact 

o Per the site plat map, all open space and trail improvements will be installed by the owner and 
maintained by a homeowners association unless otherwise noted on each improvement; and no such 
notes of City maintenance are included. 

o No cost to the City is anticipated. 
o No city maintenance is noted on submitted plans. 
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Planning Commission Meeting Minutes January 12, 2017 1 of 6 

City of Saratoga Springs Planning Commission Meeting 
January 12, 2017 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Minutes 

Present: 
Commission Members: Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, David Funk, Ken Kilgore, Troy 
Cunningham 
Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director; Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner; Kara Knighton, Planner 1; Jeff 
Attermann, Planner 1; Kevin Thurman, City Attorney; Gordon Miner, City Engineer; Nicolette Fike, 
Deputy Recorder; Andrew Burton, Police Chief 
Others: Fred Cox, Johnny Anderson, Stan Steele, Jared Hanie, Tanya Parker, Ryan Poduska, Doug Towler 

Call to Order - 6:30 p.m. by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

1. Pledge of Allegiance - led by Doug Towler

2. Roll Call – A quorum was present

3. Business Item: Swearing in of New Planning Commission Member: Ken Kilgore.
Ken Kilgore was sworn in by Deputy Recorder Nicolette Fike.

4. Business Item: Election of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair for 2017.
Commissioner Steele nominated Kirk Wilkins for Chair. Commissioner Cunningham seconded. All
Commissioners voted in favor or the nomination: Kirk Wilkins was elected as Chairman.
Commissioner Steele nominated David Funk for Vice Chair. Seconded by Commissioner Cunningham.
All Commissioners voted in favor of the nomination: David Funk was elected as Vice-Chair.

5. Public Input
Public Input Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins

No public input was given.
Public Input Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins

Item 6 was moved to later in the meeting. 

7. Public Hearing: Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit for ABC Great Beginnings located at the NW
corner of Aspen Hills Blvd. and Redwood Road. Johnny Anderson, applicant
Planner 1 Kara Knighton presented the item. The City Council previously approved the Rezone from
Agriculture to Mixed Use with the condition that no residential be permitted. The proposal consists of 2
one-story buildings on the north for office space and deli-style businesses, and 2 two-story buildings on
the south for a child care center and retail/office space. They are requesting a reduction in parking.

Fred Cox, architect, was present for applicant. He mentioned the City has strict requirements for Water
detention. They have come up with a design they believe will solve the problems.

Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins
No public comments were given.

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins

Commissioner Williamson joined the meeting at this time.

Exhibit 6: PC PH draft 
minutes (01/12/2017) 22
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Commissioner Kilgore asked for the context of City Council not allowing residential in the area. Planner 1 
Kara Knighton responded that the Council decided that based on public input, only for this project. 
Commissioner Kilgore wanted to make sure that the conditions that “Can Comply” items would be 
complied with. He commented on the items. Fred Cox said they updated their base to meet the additional 
redlines from staff. The drawings are being updated. He said they will solve the issues and meet the 
requirements.  
 
Commissioner Cunningham commented his main concern was that there didn’t seem to be enough parking 
on the north end of the lot. It didn’t seem to have a good flow. He was concerned with the Daycare near 
Aspen Hills Blvd. a busy road. Fred Cox noted that the fence would not be the type kids would climb, it 
was not screened but was a nicer style (wrought iron was proposed). It creates an opportunity for kids to 
play and allows people driving by to see the playground equipment and realize it is a child care facility. 
The building is designed so it fronts all the way around. The doors on the south go into a fenced area. 
Commissioner Cunningham liked that the buildings faced the street and that the garbage can was in a place 
that was easily accessible.  
 
Commissioner Funk asked how long they knew it would be coming before the Planning Commission. He 
was concerned that there were several “Can Comply” items and perhaps they were not prepared to come to 
Planning Commission quite yet.  
Fred Cox responded they have been working on it several months it has taken a little longer to follow 
some of staff’s recommendations. They have corrected several items already and he believes items 
remaining are minor and staff doesn’t see a reason why they can’t complete them. They are down to just a 
few items. He said they were just told a few weeks ago that they needed to redo the detention pond. The 
water retention requirements are more strict and different than any state or city he has seen. It costs more 
in time and money to change those types of things.  
 
Commissioner Steele noted she agreed with Commissioner Funk. She is concerned about the play area 
near the traffic with traffic pollution. A wrought iron fence may not be enough protection for the children. 
She thinks there may not be two deli businesses that would go in next to each other. Fred Cox replied that 
Deli-style covered a larger variety of businesses that would go next to each other well (It could be a juice 
bar and a sandwich shop). People are not there long which is why a large number of parking spaces were 
not required.  
Commissioner Steele was concerned with the request for reduction in parking. She commented that if they 
changed the use for the space they couldn’t have an office that required more parking like a medical office. 
Fred Cox responded that the request for reduction was based on a Traffic Study that was done on Mixed 
Use, also on Aspen Hills and Harvest Hills. The mixes of businesses don’t all have the same Peak Load. It 
was also based on previous feedback and suggestions from City Council. Johnny Anderson commented 
they were aware of the inability to change the use based on the parking.  
Commissioner Steele did not like the layout because of the children’s play area; it’s too open. She does not 
believe they comply with the General Plan because mixed use requires a portion be residential. She hoped 
they would have come back with a request for Neighborhood Commercial. She understands they are being 
requested to do with residential. Fred Cox commented that when they originally came in and brought in 
the residential to meet the Mixed Use, but City Council requested that they reduce the sq. ft. and remove 
the additional residential units. It had to do with the amount of apartments in the city as a whole. They are 
following the master plan which is mixed use. Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak commented they are 
not required to have a residential component. It is consistent with the General Plan because it states it is a 
goal not a requirement. City Attorney Kevin Thurman said it is a condition in the development agreement 
that residential is not allowed. It’s a situation they would try to avoid, but we are past that point and are 
seeing if it meets the standards of the code. With Administrative decisions the ambiguities have to be 
resolved in favor of the property owner. Commissioner Steele has a problem that when we do this it’s not 
clean. We have to say it complies with development code and she can’t say that it does. She said she felt 
she needed to see the traffic report to make a better decision. She doesn’t like the layout as shown, doesn’t 
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thing the parking is optimal. She does feel we need the Childcare Center and is glad they are bringing that 
in, but this might not be the best configuration.  
Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak suggested that they could recommend that Council see the traffic 
study. City Attorney Kevin Thurman asked them to reference Code 19.09.05 and 19.09.10 for shared 
parking standards.  
 
Commissioner Wilkins thanked the applicants for their time tonight. With the Layout, he doesn’t see any 
code justification to provide a negative recommendation. As for delis he feels that’s the businesses 
decision. As for the play yard and fencing he doesn’t think we have code to change that. Fred Cox said 
they had better protection there but engineering told them they couldn’t have a retention wall. 
Commissioner Wilkins would be willing to support reduction in parking as is or with a condition. Fred 
Cox thanked them for their patience. It has been difficult to get everything to work and some time to do it. 
He noted when engineering said they couldn’t have the retention wall it had to change the fence. 
Commissioner Wilkins recommended that they look at that in the City Standards where this cost so much 
to make this change. City Attorney Kevin Thurman noted we do have problem soils in the city and the 
requirements are required if feasible, significant residents have spent thousands of dollars fixing settling in 
their homes. It’s important for developers to know there are unique things in the city that other areas may 
not have, it may cost money to put it in but the consequences of another way could be severe. 
Commissioner Wilkins noted that on the parking reduction he would be willing to accept the application as 
presented with or without a condition. 
 
Commissioner Steele said there are special conditions for preschools and day care. It must provide off 
street parking and pickup and delivery area. She believes they don’t have that. Johnny Anderson said by 
law there has to be a check in process by State Code. (Kids can’t just go out to the cars.) Fred Cox noted if 
another retail came in it still had enough parking. Commissioner Steele asked if the shared parking would 
affect that. Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak said it would not affect it. We have to treat them like a 
commercial business. Commissioner Steele said there was a list of standards covering conditional uses. 
Johnny Anderson mentioned he has looked at it and had to sign a document saying he would meet the 
requirements. Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak summarized those standards.  
  
Motion made by Commissioner Williamson to forward a positive recommendation to the City 
Council for the ABC Great Beginnings site plan and Conditional Use Permit, located on parcel 
58:023:0168 and as shown in exhibit 2, with the findings and conditions in the staff report dated 
January 12, 2017. With the additional condition that staff provide Council with the applicant’s 
traffic study as part of their packet.  Seconded by Commissioner Kilgore.  
 

Commissioner Funk commented he would vote against because of the number of “can complies” and 
he is putting as much weight against the City as the Applicant for that. 

 
Aye: Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore. 
Nay Sandra Steele, Dave Funk.  
Motion passed 4-2. 

 
6.   Work Session: Code Enforcement Process. 

Police Chief Andrew Burton gave an overview of the Code Enforcement Process. 
Police Chief Andrew Burton shared with the Commissioners a little about that office. They average 2.5 
officers per hour a day. They also have two officers designated as Animal Control and Code Enforcement. 
They have that coverage Monday to Saturday during the daytime. They handle complaints and they have 
some time spent looking for violations, they are not criminal violations, they are administrative. Their 
main objective is to maintain compliance in the easiest manner possible. When they receive a call or 
observe a violation they first start with a verbal contact. If they feel the need is there they can issue a 
notice to comply with no penalty. If they don’t comply in that time they can get a second notice, a notice 
of violation and refer them to ACE Court. If they don’t comply then a fine of 25$ per day starts. In 
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addition to the notice they do a report to document the violation. Some of the challenges they have are 
signs. They attack it pretty strongly but it may not look at it because these companies  replace them so 
quickly. They call the companies and try to go through the violation process. They collect a lot of signs. 
Often the police officers also pick up the signs. They are trying to keep on top of it. Yard completion is a 
challenge. The newer extension process has been helpful as there are a variety of reasons things aren’t 
complied with like illness. Another area they try to focus on is parking. The two code officers are very 
hard workers who also try to be very compassionate. They created a new unit separately, special services, 
animal control code enforcement and are in that unit along with commercial vehicle inspector.   
 
Commissioner Kilgore asked how code changes get communicated to the officers. Police Chief Andrew 
Burton replied the City Attorney and Planning Director advise of changes and typically once a year they 
get an update as well.  
 
Commissioner Steele asked about cars parked in the snow. They had a situation the last weekend where 
someone parked in front of their house, they weren’t plowed and the drainage didn’t work. Police Chief 
Andrew Burton said they are doing ticketing on that and have impounded some of the cars. A citizen can 
call and advise of a problem, they can request to be anonymous but it’s helpful for the officer to have a 
name and number for questions.  
 
Commissioner Funk commented that we support you and appreciate the work he and the officers do.  

 
A 10 min. break was taken at this time. 
Commissioner Steele was excused at this time.  
 
8.   Public Hearing: Master Development Agreement Amendment, Rezone, and General Plan 
Amendment for Fox Hollow, located approximately 3100 S Redwood Road. Doug Towler/Ed Bailey, 
applicant 

Senior Planner Sarah Carroll presented the item. This is an amendment to modify uses and zoning in 
several neighborhoods within the Fox Hollow Development. The request is to transfer 2.5 ac. of Regional 
Commercial zoning and 9.78 ac. of Neighborhood Commercial zoning to Neighborhoods 12 and 13 which 
are adjacent to Foothill Blvd. The remainder of those zones will be along Redwood Road. All other 
property will be zone R-3 PUD. The proposed General Plan Amendment would result in designating 
specific Regional Commercial and Neighborhood Commercial land use areas. They are proposing to 
reduce units and density in N4 and lower unit counts in N12-14. They would like to transfer some open 
space obligation to N14.  
 
Doug Towler and Matt Scott were present as Applicants. Doug thanked Staff for their hours worked on the 
project. He mentioned the problem was the property lines split the neighborhood in half so they are 
working jointly through the process together. The basis behind this is to get the property developed as 
soon as possible. The previous amount of units was very dense and they felt it was better for the 
neighborhood to adjust that.  
 
Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  

Ryan Poduska, represented the HOA, they have no problem with this change and support it with a 
positive recommendation. 

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  
 
Commissioner Kilgore asked for clarification on why the Master Development Agreement and Zoning 
map don’t agree.  
Senior Planner Sarah Carroll did not know the background of why it happened but it also says in the 
vicinity of neighborhood 4, which is vague. City Attorney Kevin Thurman said in the past the old property 
owners didn’t have the time and money to do the exhibits so they used the old exhibits and put in the 
request. Now they want to move that area to a place that didn’t exist, it helps clear it up at this point where 
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they don’t have to rezone property later. Commissioner Kilgore commented that there doesn’t seem to be 
any issues with this change and our code.  
 
Commissioner Cunningham is supportive of this and thinks it’s great to reduce the amount of housing and 
likes the way they have done the commercial along Redwood Road and moved some over by Foothill 
Blvd. He has noted comments from citizens that there is nothing in this part of the city for a resident to 
grab a quick gallon of milk or similar type. 
 
Commissioner Williamson also liked more commercial in this part of the city. He thought the new 
proposed Community Commercial zone would be a good use here.  
 
Commissioner Funk thanked them for providing all the information they provided and for making sure the 
citizens in the area were approving.  
 
Commissioner Wilkins asked staff to show which areas were developed. Senior Planner Sarah Carroll 
noted which areas were developed and not. Commissioner Wilkins asked if there would be a stoplight. He 
wondered if it would conflict with Mountain View Corridor. City Engineer Gordon Miner noted that MAG 
is studying this corridor from Crossroads to Redwood Road in the south of the city. We are not sure of the 
cross section at this time it will be an outcome of this study as well as signal locations. Senior Planner 
Sarah Carroll noted they will have frontage on Village Pkwy also. Doug Towler commented they 
envisioned an entrance off of Foothill Blvd. but access off of Village Pkwy.  
 
Motion made by Commissioner Funk  to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for 
the Rezone and General Plan Amendment for Fox Hollow Neighborhoods 4, 12, and 13 as described 
in Section C of the Staff Report and as depicted in the attached exhibits, with the findings and 
conditions in the Staff Report. Seconded by Commissioner Williamson. Aye: David Funk, Kirk 
Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore. Motion passed 5 - 0. 
 

9.   Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Willow Glen, located approximately 1900 E 145 N (NW of      
Loch Lomand). Jared Haynie, Applicant. 

Planner 1 Jeff Attermann presented the item. They are requesting preliminary plat approval for a single 
family subdivision of 19 lots. Landscaping will be going into part of the right-of-way. Two parcels are 
used for open space. Part of it will be for Road expansion trail and detention.  
 
Jared Hanie and David Peterson were present as applicants.  
 
Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  

No public comments were given.  
Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  
 
Commissioner Funk assumed that an HOA would only be maintaining the small open spaces here, they 
wouldn’t be combining with another. Jared Hanie responded that was correct.  
 
Commissioner Cunningham asked about the fee in lieu and how it would benefit the residents. Jared Hanie 
responded that the City Council recommended they do the fee in lieu rather than an HOA and it would 
most likely go to whatever park would benefit the area. Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak noted that 
right now the fee in lieu went into the park fund as a whole. The Council felt it was reasonable for them to 
have less open space here because they were larger lots and they were providing some landscape 
improvements. 
 
Commissioner Wilkins asked what the current zoning was in the area. Planning Director Kimber 
Gabryszak noted that just to the south are privately owned properties, there are some wetland issues.  The 
big parcels to the west are owned by Forestry Fire and State Lands. Trails are being developed that will 
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benefit the area. To the north was a church and school in Lehi. City Engineer Gordon Miner informed 
them that the nearest park may be the Sports Complex.  
 
Commissioner Kilgore recalled some road alignment needed in this parcel. Planning Director Kimber 
Gabryszak replied that was resolved with this alignment. 
 
Commissioner Wilkins asked if they would comply with all the conditions. Jared Hanie responded that 
they were all general and they were just waiting on approval of the appraisal for the fee in lieu. 
 
Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak suggested they strike the second sentence in condition 2 because it’s 
a rough estimate and they don’t want to tie it to a specific number. 
City Engineer Gordon Miner noted with respect to condition 1 this seems to be more of a boiler-plate item. 
 
Motion made by Commissioner Williamson to forward a positive recommendation of the Willow 
Glen Preliminary Plat with the Findings and Condition in the Staff Report dated January 12, 2017. 
With the exception of striking the second sentence in Condition 2 and Striking Conditions 3 and 4 as 
they have been met. Seconded by Commissioner Funk. Aye: David Funk, Kirk Wilkins, Hayden 
Williamson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore. Motion passed 5 - 0. 
 

10. Approval of Minutes: 
a. December 8, 2016 

 
Motion made by Commissioner Williamson to approve the minutes of  December 8, 2016. Seconded 
by Commissioner Funk. Aye: David Funk, Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Troy Cunningham. 
Abstain: Ken Kilgore –(due to absence from that meeting.) 
 

11. Reports of Action. – No Reports of Action 
 
12. Commission Comments. 

Commissioner Williamson asked about mixed waterfront property. Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak 
said there is only one property that is currently zoned Mixed Waterfront. In the north area there are areas 
identified to be Mixed Waterfront north of the lake. 
  

13. Director’s Report: 
a. Council Actions – approved park sales tax revenue bond, bicycle and pedestrian plan, and park trails 

and signage code amendments. 
b. Applications and Approval – There should be a list included in the next packet 
c. Upcoming Agendas - Maverik 
d. Other – There was some discussion on the Sales Tax Bond to answer questions from Commissioners. 

Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak reported briefly on the Community meeting held last night. 
There will be one next Thursday at the Library.  

 
14. Motion to enter into closed session. – No Closed Session was held. 
 
15. Meeting Adjourned at 8:57 p.m. by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 
 
 

____________________________      ________________________ 
Date of Approval          Planning Commission Chair  
              Kirk Wilkins  

 
___________________________ 
City Recorder 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:   Mark T. Edwards, Capital Facilities Manager  
Subject:    2017 Road Maintenance Project 
Date:  February 7, 2017 
Type of Item:  Award of Contracts 
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the award of bids of Schedules A thru E for the 2017 Road Maintenance Project 
 
B. Background:  
 
Road maintenance locations were selected based upon two City wide road commissioned by the 
City in 2015. The first was done by Utah Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Staff using 
Transportation Asset Management Software (TAMS) and the other was a visual survey conducted 
by Gerhart Cole Geotechnical Engineers. Gerhart Cole was asked to provide a more detailed 
review of the road conditions which in most cases validated the TAMS report.   
 
There were five Schedules included into this bid, three of which are asphalt surface seal 
treatment projects while the remaining two are more comprehensive rehabilitations on 
Grandview Boulevard and 400 South. Work on Grandview Boulevard between Redwood Road 
and Parkside Drive will include a variety of storm drain, concrete and asphalt repairs including 
the removal and replacement of the asphalt on the north bound lane of Parkside Drive south of 
Grandview Boulevard. The work on Grandview Blvd. and Parkside Drive will take place during the 
months school is out of session.  
 
An asphalt evaluation along 4th South was performed to determine unusual asphalt wear patterns 
which concluded an old overlay had delaminated from the lower asphalt layer. The surface cracks 
are not showing up in the lower lift which means the subsurface materials are solid and the lower 
lift is in good shape. Our intent is to mill off the delaminated top lift and overlay the road from 
Saratoga Road to Redwood Road. This overlay will tie into the new asphalt installed by DR Horton 
with the construction of the Legacy Farms Project. When completed, new striping will be installed 
providing a continuous center turn lane on the entire roadway as well as a bike lane on the south 
side. 
 
C. Fiscal Analysis:  
 
Some of the work on 400 South related to the widening will be paid for from fund 33-400-741 
which has been appropriated $212,000 by the Council in this Fiscal Year for the widening of 400 
South including reimbursements to developers while the remainder of the project will be paid 



for out of fund 35-4000-744 which has a current remaining balance of $809,516.80 and is for city 
wide roadway maintenance and includes B and C Road funds which are the City’s share of the 
State Gas Tax. 
 
D. Analysis:   
 
The 2017 Road Maintenance Project’s five schedules were formatted so contractors could bid on 
one or more of the five schedules. Each Schedule had at least 2 bidders and all of the low bids 
were under the Engineer’s Estimates. Staff feels as though the City has received very competitive 
bids from qualified contractors.  
 
Recommendation:   
 
Staff recommends the City Council award the following Schedules A thru E to the lowest qualified 
bidders as follows; 
 

Sch. A- Grandview Blvd. Staker Parsons $142,130.70 
Sch. B- Mastic Seal Morgan Pavement $272,267.12 
Sch. C-Slurry Seal Morgan Pavement $48,036.36 
Sch. D-Chip Seal w/ Micro-surface Morgan Pavement $145,378.77 
Sch. E- 400 South - mill and Overlay Granite Construction $115.917 
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Mark Edwards January 27, 2017
1307 North Commerce Dr. Ste. 200         
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Subject: 2017 Road Maintenance Project Award Recommendation

Dear Mark:

We have received the bids for the 2017 Road Maintenance Project.  Upon review of the bids 
submitted by eight contractors the list below shows our recommendations for the contract
award.

Grandview Boulevard reconstruction be awarded to Staker Parson with a bid of 
$142,130.70
Mastic Seal be awarded to Morgan Pavement with a bid of $272,267.12
Slurry Seal be awarded to Morgan Pavement with a bid of $48,036.36
Chip Seal w/Microsurface be awarded to Morgan Pavement with a bid of $145,378.77
400 South Mill and Overlay be awarded to Granite Construction with a bid of 
$115,917.00

We have prepared and attached an official bid tabulation.  Please let me know if you need any 
additional information.  I can be reached at (801) 763-5177 or at jasonj@horrocks.com

Sincerely,
HORROCKS ENGINEERS

Jason Judd, P.E.

Attachments: 1

cc:  File

Tel:  801.763.5100
Salt Lake line: 801.532.1545

Fax:  801.763.5101
In state toll free:  800.662.1644

2162 West Grove Parkway Ste 400
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062
www.horrocks.com





Saratoga Springs City 2017 Road Maintenance Project
Place:

PM: Jason Judd Date:
PE: Kevin Croshaw Time:

GRANDVIEW BLVD. UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT

1 Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS $8,742.80 $8,742.80 $30,250.00 $30,250.00 $13,650.00 $13,650.00 $31,000.00 $31,000.00 24,966.67 24,966.67
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $4,255.68 $4,255.68 $16,040.00 $16,040.00 $17,500.00 $17,500.00 $13,250.00 $13,250.00 15,596.67 15,596.67
3 Profile Grind 22,500 SF $0.29 $6,525.00 $0.23 $5,175.00 $0.19 $4,275.00 $0.20 $4,500.00 0.21 4,650.00
4 Remove Asphalt 14,490 SF $2.20 $31,878.00 $0.90 $13,041.00 $1.00 $14,490.00 $0.92 $13,330.80 0.94 13,620.60
5 Remove Curb and Gutter 250 LF $2.20 $550.00 $12.65 $3,162.50 $10.80 $2,700.00 $6.91 $1,727.50 10.12 2,530.00
6 Cross Walk Stripping 4 EA $275.00 $1,100.00 $275.00 $1,100.00 $295.00 $1,180.00 $310.00 $1,240.00 293.33 1,173.33
7 Concrete Curb and Gutter 185 LF $45.10 $8,343.50 $29.50 $5,457.50 $19.50 $3,607.50 $40.15 $7,427.75 29.72 5,497.58
8 Reconstruct Valve Collars 8 EA $495.00 $3,960.00 $520.00 $4,160.00 $470.00 $3,760.00 $620.00 $4,960.00 536.67 4,293.33
9 Reconstruct Manhole Collars 7 EA $550.00 $3,850.00 $675.00 $4,725.00 $690.00 $4,830.00 $840.00 $5,880.00 735.00 5,145.00

10 3” Superpave Asphalt 5,020 SF $2.20 $11,044.00 $1.75 $8,785.00 $1.36 $6,827.20 $1.53 $7,680.60 1.55 7,764.27
11 6” Superpave Asphlat 9,470 SF $4.40 $41,668.00 $3.95 $37,406.50 $2.95 $27,936.50 $3.35 $31,724.50 3.42 32,355.83
12 Roadway Seperation Geotextile Fabric 550 SY $6.60 $3,630.00 $2.92 $1,606.00 $1.00 $550.00 $2.55 $1,402.50 2.16 1,186.17
13 Storm Drain Manhole Ring and Cover 1 EA $1,650.00 $1,650.00 $2,790.00 $2,790.00 $260.00 $260.00 $300.00 $300.00 1,116.67 1,116.67
14 6” Curb Wall 20 LF $38.50 $770.00 $32.00 $640.00 $26.50 $530.00 $40.00 $800.00 32.83 656.67
15 Storm Drain Inlet, Piping and Coring 1 EA $6,820.00 $6,820.00 $4,318.00 $4,318.00 $5,930.00 $5,930.00 $6,500.00 $6,500.00 5,582.67 5,582.67
16 Detectable Warning Surface 7 EA $440.00 $3,080.00 $840.00 $5,880.00 $215.00 $1,505.00 $420.00 $2,940.00 491.67 3,441.67
17 Microsurface 15,000 SF $0.39 $5,850.00 $0.53 $7,950.00 $0.96 $14,400.00 $0.60 $9,000.00 0.70 10,450.00
18 Pavement Markings 1 LS $330.00 $330.00 $500.00 $500.00 $525.00 $525.00 $600.00 $600.00 541.67 541.67
19 Remove and Replace Sidewalk and Ped. Ramp 730 SF $8.25 $6,022.50 $16.85 $12,300.50 $10.65 $7,774.50 $13.15 $9,599.50 13.55 9,891.50
20 Remove and Replace Untreated Base Course 100 CY $49.50 $4,950.00 $86.94 $8,694.00 $99.00 $9,900.00 $69.00 $6,900.00 84.98 8,498.00

TOTAL $155,019.48 $173,981.00 $142,130.70 $160,763.15 $158,958.28

APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

1-148 Mastic Seal 1,564,752 SF $0.186 $291,152.40 $0.17 $272,267.12 $0.23 $359,893.30 $0.20 $316,080.21

APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

200-209 Slurry Seal 258,260 SF $0.335 $86,517.59 $0.19 $48,036.36 $0.37 $95,556.20 $0.32 $82,642.88 $0.20 $50,360.72 $0.27 $69,149.04

APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL APPROX. TOTAL
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

201-203 Chip Seal w/Microsurface 247,664 SF $0.627 $155,237.50 $0.59 $145,378.77 $0.68 $168,411.52 $0.86 $212,991.04 $0.71 $175,593.78

400 SOUTH UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT

1 Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS $8,847.61 $8,847.61 $9,500.00 $9,500.00 $4,400.00 $4,400.00 $3,990.00 $3,990.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $650.00 $650.00 $5,308.00 $5,308.00
2 Traffic Control 1 LS $4,318.56 $4,318.56 $5,970.00 $5,970.00 $4,300.00 $4,300.00 $7,110.00 $7,110.00 $8,300.00 $8,300.00 $1,653.60 $1,653.60 $5,466.72 $5,466.72
3 Rotomilling 89,500 SF $0.25 $22,375.00 $0.15 $13,425.00 $0.10 $8,950.00 $0.14 $12,530.00 $0.18 $16,110.00 $0.12 $10,740.00 $0.14 $12,351.00
4 Asphalt 89,500 SF $1.06 $94,870.00 $0.88 $78,760.00 $0.90 $80,550.00 $0.89 $79,655.00 $0.92 $82,340.00 $0.98 $88,068.00 $0.91 $81,874.60
5 Reconstruct Valve Collar 6 EA $495.00 $2,970.00 $520.00 $3,120.00 $475.00 $2,850.00 $470.00 $2,820.00 $620.00 $3,720.00 $333.50 $2,001.00 $483.70 $2,902.20
6 Reconstruct Manhole Collar 15 EA $550.00 $8,250.00 $675.00 $10,125.00 $680.00 $10,200.00 $690.00 $10,350.00 $840.00 $12,600.00 $448.50 $6,727.50 $666.70 $10,000.50
7 Striping 1 LS $2,887.50 $2,887.50 $3,985.00 $3,985.00 $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $4,360.00 $4,360.00 $4,600.00 $4,600.00 $8,968.08 $8,968.08 $5,182.62 $5,182.62
8 Pavement Arrows 11 EA $25.00 $275.00 $23.00 $253.00 $23.00 $253.00 $24.90 $273.90 $26.25 $288.75 $0.00 $0.00 $24.29 $267.16
9 Bicycle Symbols 18 EA $25.00 $450.00 $23.00 $414.00 $23.00 $414.00 $24.90 $448.20 $26.25 $472.50 $0.00 $0.00 $24.29 $437.18

TOTAL $145,243.67 $125,552.00 $115,917.00 $121,537.10 $136,431.25 $118,808.18 $123,789.97

Average Bid

Bid Tabulation

Saratoga Springs City Office
January 26, 2017
2:00:00 PM

Engineers Estimate Bidder 1 Bidder 2 Bidder 3 Bidder 4 Bidder 5 Bidder 6 Bidder 7 Bidder 8

BID ITEM

Kilgore Granite Construction Staker Parson Ridge Rock Intermountain Slurry Seal M&M Asphalt

BID ITEM

Morgan Pavement Geneva Rock

BID ITEM

BID ITEM

BID ITEM





RESOLUTION NO. R17-15 (2-7-17) 
 

A RESOLUTION AWARDING A BID TO THE 
LOWEST QUALIFIED BIDDERS FOR BID 
SCHEDULES A THRU E OF THE 2017 ROAD 
MAINTENANCE PROJECT 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs has found it in the public’s 

interest to obtain services from qualified contractors to provide services in accordance to Schedules 
A,B,C,D and E  the Bid Documents Titled 2017 Road Maintenance Project.  

 
WHEREAS, the City advertised a Bid Document on BIDSYNC and in a public newspaper 

for the 2017 Road Maintenance Project dated January 6, 2017 in order to acquire services from 
qualified contractors; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City’s Engineering Consultant, Horrocks Engineering provided an 
analysis of all bids to determine the lowest qualified bidders; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that awarding the following Bid Schedules 

A thru E to the lowest qualified bidders is in the best interest of the public, will further the public 
health, safety, and welfare, and will assist in the efficient administration of City government and 
public services.   

 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY 
OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT: 

 
The City of Saratoga Springs does hereby award the following Schedules of the 2017 
Road Maintenance Project to; 

• Schedule A - Staker Parson  - $142,130.70 
• Schedule B - Morgan Pavement - $272,267.12 
• Schedule C. - Morgan Pavement - $48,036.36 
• Schedule D. – Morgan Pavement -  $145,378.77 
• Schedule E. – Granite Construction - $115,917.00 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
 
Passed on the 7th day of February, 2017. 
 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
_________________________________ 
Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________    
              Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 



RESOLUTION NO. R17-16 (2-7-17) 
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING A MAYOR 
PRO TEMPORE FOR THE CITY OF 
SARATOGA SPRINGS AND ESTABLISHING 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Saratoga Springs Municipal Code Section 2.02.010(3) 
states that at the first City Council meeting in February of each year the Council shall 
elect from among its members a Mayor Pro Tempore; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to elect a Mayor Pro Tempore at its first 

meeting in February. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF 

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT: 
 
1. Chris Porter be appointed as the Mayor Pro Tempore. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon 
passage. 
 
 
Passed and effective this 7th day of February, 2017.  
 
 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
 
Signed:       
   Jim Miller, Mayor  
 
 
 
Attest:            
             Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder  
 
 



   
 

   

RESOLUTION NO. R17-17 (2-7-17) 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS APPOINTING 
MAYOR JIM MILLER TO THE NORTH POINTE 
SOLID WASTE 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 solid waste management services 
within Utah County known as the North Pointe Solid Waste 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 the Mayor of the City of Saratoga Springs 
as representative to that board. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATIVE BODY OF 
THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. Mayor Jim Miller is hereby appointed to represent the City of Saratoga Springs 
on the North Pointe Solid Waste Special Service District. 

 
 2. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage and remain in effect 

until repealed by another resolution appointing a different representative to the 
North Pointe Solid Waste Special Service District. 

 
ADOPTED by the legislative body of the City of Saratoga Springs this 7th day of February, 
2017. 
 
 
  By:  
 
  
  _____________________________ 
        Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
 Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 



City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer 
Subject: 30-inch waterline upsize reimbursement with Patterson Homes 
Date: February 7, 2017 
Type of Item: Amended Reimbursement Agreement 
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:    This item is for approval to amend the reimbursement agreement with 

Patterson Homes for upsizing a secondary waterline along Kern Ave in Sierra Estates Plat 
F from 6 inches to 30 inches. 

 
B. Background:   On January 3rd, the City Council approved a reimbursement agreement 

with Patterson homes for the installation of a 30-inch zone 1 waterline to distribute 
water from the ULDC pump station (and future zone 1 reservoir) to zone 1 service areas.  
 

C. Analysis:  The reimbursement agreement approved by the City Council on January 3rd 
was based upon estimated construction and materials and was for a total amount of 
$320,550. Since that time, there have been both changes in the anticipated cost of 
materials as well as additional valves and bends that were not originally anticipated. The 
amended reimbursement amount is now $397,550 and is based upon approved material 
submittals. This amount has been verified and approved by Patterson homes as covering 
their direct costs for the installation of the 3-inch line and the appurtenant structures. 
 

D. Fiscal Impact:  The reimbursement to Patterson in the amount of $397,550 is within the 
City’s existing budget for this project which is $1,308,950 under GL # 56-4000-806.  

 
E. Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council approved the attached 

resolution approving amending the reimbursement agreement with Patterson Homes. 
 

















 
 

 
RESOLUTION NO. R17-18 (2-7-17) 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH 

APPROVING REIMBURSEMENT TO PATTERSON HOMES FOR THE  
UPSIZE OF THE SECONDARY WATERLINE IN SIERRA ESTATES PLAT F  

FOR THE CITY’S NORTH ZONE 1 WATERLINE  
 

 
WHEREAS, The City is building a secondary water pump station (Project) on the shoreline of the 
marina; and 
 
WHEREAS, A Zone 1 waterline is needed to distribute water from this pump station (and a future 
zone 1 reservoir) to zone 1 service areas in the northern part of the City; and 
 
WHEREAS, The City has evaluated several options for the alignment of this waterline and has 
identified a preferred alignment for the western-most portion running through Sierra Estates Plat F 
to get from the ULDC pump station to the church property north of Sierra Estates; and 
 
WHEREAS, Patterson Homes has agreed to upsize the secondary waterline in Sierra Estates Plat 
F in Kern Avenue contingent upon the City’s agreement to reimburse them for the increase cost; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, The City has also solicited bids for this portion of waterline from other contractors 
and found the cost provided by Patterson Homes to be competitive and reasonable; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, 
Utah that the proposed Reimbursement Agreement 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 7th day of February, 2016 
 

     City of Saratoga Springs 
 

 
____________________________________ 

                                                                                     Mayor Jim Miller 

ATTEST: 

___________________________________ 
Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 



City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer 
Subject: Award of Construction Contract for Redwood Road Culinary 
Transmission Line 
Date: February 7, 2017 
Type of Item: Bid Award 
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:    This item is for the award of the Base Bid and Additive Alternate for the 

Redwood Road Culinary Transmission Line 
 
B. Background:   The City’s adopted Culinary Water Capital Facility Plan identifies a 

bottleneck in the City’s culinary water distribution system on Redwood Road between 
Commerce Drive and Harvest Hills Boulevard. This was identified as project 3 with an 
estimated construction cost of $653,000.  

 
 
Analysis:  The City hired Hansen, Allen and Luce to design this project under the Phase 1 
2014 Culinary and Secondary Water contract. This project will not only provide 
additional capacity in the City’s Zone 1 culinary distribution system, it will also convert a 
portion of the existing waterline to an irrigation pipeline thereby expanding the Zone 1 
Irrigation distribution system.  
 
The bid opening for this project was held on February 1st, at 2 pm. The City received 11 
bids ranging of a high of $750,867.00 to a low of $587,690.00. The low bid was received 
from Condie Construction. 
 

C. Fiscal Impact:  An appropriation of $750,000 for this project was included in Fund 56-
4000-832with the adoption of the fiscal year 2016-17 budget. Engineering and 
permitting costs for this project are approximately $35,000 leaving $715,000 remaining 
in the budget for the construction of the project.  

 
D. Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council approved the attached 

resolution awarding the project to the lowest qualified bidder, Condie Construction, in 
the amount of $587,690. 

 





CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

REDWOOD ROAD TRANSMISSION LINE

BID TABULATION - FEBRUARY 1, 2017

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
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
1 Mobilization/Demobilization 1 L.S. 64,000$           $          64,000.00 26,855.64$      $          26,855.64 54,206.69$      $          54,206.69 16,400.00$      $          16,400.00 41,275.00$      $          41,275.00 35,000.00$      $          35,000.00 25,000.00$      $          25,000.00 50,000.00$      $          50,000.00 36,250.00$      $          36,250.00 57,410.71$      $          57,410.71 13,795.00$      $          13,795.00 115,000.00$    $        115,000.00 

2 Construction Surveying 1 L.S. 3,200$             $            3,200.00 3,218.37$        $            3,218.37 8,510.08$        $            8,510.08 3,500.00$        $            3,500.00 3,000.00$        $            3,000.00 2,000.00$        $            2,000.00 4,500.00$        $            4,500.00 2,000.00$        $            2,000.00 3,200.00$        $            3,200.00 2,525.25$        $            2,525.25 1,835.00$        $            1,835.00 5,000.00$        $            5,000.00 

3 Traffic Control 1 L.S. 20,000$           $          20,000.00 14,288.47$      $          14,288.47 28,310.07$      $          28,310.07 36,900.00$      $          36,900.00 27,675.00$      $          27,675.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 18,000.00$      $          18,000.00 16,500.00$      $          16,500.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 28,282.83$      $          28,282.83 26,205.00$      $          26,205.00 25,000.00$      $          25,000.00 

4
Development and Implementation of 

SWPPP
1 L.S. 5,000$             $            5,000.00 4,867.18$        $            4,867.18 3,011.71$        $            3,011.71 12,500.00$      $          12,500.00 3,220.00$        $            3,220.00 11,000.00$      $          11,000.00 1,700.00$        $            1,700.00 11,500.00$      $          11,500.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 1,274.46$        $            1,274.46 5,290.00$        $            5,290.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 

5 Potholing Major Utilities 13 Each 1,000$             $          13,000.00 124.41$           $            1,617.33 397.14$           $            5,162.82 830.00$           $          10,790.00 500.00$           $            6,500.00 250.00$           $            3,250.00 550.00$           $            7,150.00 175.00$           $            2,275.00 500.00$           $            6,500.00 1,274.46$        $          16,567.98 185.00$           $            2,405.00 250.00$           $            3,250.00 

6 14" DIP Waterline (PC 350) 950 L.F. 85$                  $          80,750.00 68.59$             $          65,160.50 92.13$             $          87,523.50 87.50$             $          83,125.00 68.00$             $          64,600.00 72.00$             $          68,400.00 82.00$             $          77,900.00 90.00$             $          85,500.00 75.00$             $          71,250.00 88.39$             $          83,970.50 91.75$             $          87,162.50 75.00$             $          71,250.00 

7 18" DIP Waterline (PC 350) 2373 L.F. 100$                $        237,300.00 85.60$             $        203,128.80 91.30$             $        216,654.90 99.50$             $        236,113.50 82.50$             $        195,772.50 92.00$             $        218,316.00 108.50$           $        257,470.50 107.00$           $        253,911.00 90.00$             $        213,570.00 92.80$             $        220,214.40 101.70$           $        241,334.10 95.00$             $        225,435.00 

8
Additional Cost for 14” Joint Restraint 

Piping
378 L.F. 25$                  $            9,450.00 18.10$             $            6,841.80 17.40$             $            6,577.20 22.00$             $            8,316.00 16.00$             $            6,048.00 20.00$             $            7,560.00 18.00$             $            6,804.00 30.00$             $          11,340.00 22.50$             $            8,505.00 23.48$             $            8,875.44 19.00$             $            7,182.00 18.00$             $            6,804.00 

9
Additional Cost for 18” Joint Restraint 

Piping
391 L.F. 30$                  $          11,730.00 25.05$             $            9,794.55 24.82$             $            9,704.62 30.00$             $          11,730.00 23.00$             $            8,993.00 25.00$             $            9,775.00 25.00$             $            9,775.00 40.00$             $          15,640.00 29.50$             $          11,534.50 31.15$             $          12,179.65 26.50$             $          10,361.50 25.00$             $            9,775.00 

10

8” HDD Crossing at Sergeant Ct                   

(Includes Removal of Existing 

Waterlines)

1 L.S.  $          30,000  $          30,000.00  $     15,057.03  $          15,057.03  $     26,823.84  $          26,823.84  $     15,500.00  $          15,500.00  $     34,990.00  $          34,990.00  $     17,250.00  $          17,250.00  $     29,000.00  $          29,000.00  $     20,000.00  $          20,000.00  $     30,000.00  $          30,000.00  $     26,882.51  $          26,882.51  $     42,975.00  $          42,975.00  $     18,000.00  $          18,000.00 

11

8” HDD Crossing at Aspen Hills                 

(Includes Removal of Existing 

Waterlines)

1 L.S. 35,000$           $          35,000.00 16,996.78$      $          16,996.78 26,667.45$      $          26,667.45 25,000.00$      $          25,000.00 34,900.00$      $          34,900.00 12,000.00$      $          12,000.00 30,000.00$      $          30,000.00 23,000.00$      $          23,000.00 31,500.00$      $          31,500.00 26,651.66$      $          26,651.66 39,765.00$      $          39,765.00 18,000.00$      $          18,000.00 

12
Additional Cost for Saratoga Canal 

Crossing
1 L.S. 16,000$           $          16,000.00 5,787.57$        $            5,787.57 16,816.87$      $          16,816.87 17,300.00$      $          17,300.00 20,364.00$      $          20,364.00 19,000.00$      $          19,000.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 6,250.00$        $            6,250.00 15,952.10$      $          15,952.10 15,205.00$      $          15,205.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 

13
Additional Cost for ULDC Canal 

Crossing
1 L.S. 50,000$           $          50,000.00 9,313.68$        $            9,313.68 29,223.94$      $          29,223.94 21,700.00$      $          21,700.00 24,210.00$      $          24,210.00 25,000.00$      $          25,000.00 18,000.00$      $          18,000.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 11,850.00$      $          11,850.00 31,232.05$      $          31,232.05 19,275.00$      $          19,275.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 

14 Sta. 1+00 Connection (Detail C) 1 L.S. 40,000$           $          40,000.00 24,858.07$      $          24,858.07 35,451.46$      $          35,451.46 26,500.00$      $          26,500.00 30,610.00$      $          30,610.00 28,250.00$      $          28,250.00 31,000.00$      $          31,000.00 24,000.00$      $          24,000.00 35,000.00$      $          35,000.00 28,044.23$      $          28,044.23 36,060.00$      $          36,060.00 25,000.00$      $          25,000.00 

15 Sta. 3+00 Connection (Detail D) 1 L.S. 8,000$             $            8,000.00 5,699.27$        $            5,699.27 7,813.76$        $            7,813.76 6,500.00$        $            6,500.00 12,872.00$      $          12,872.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 9,000.00$        $            9,000.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 13,250.00$      $          13,250.00 9,159.47$        $            9,159.47 12,500.00$      $          12,500.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 

16 Sta. 6+90 Connection (Detail E) 1 L.S. 13,000$           $          13,000.00 12,186.82$      $          12,186.82 15,931.70$      $          15,931.70 13,100.00$      $          13,100.00 18,895.00$      $          18,895.00 19,250.00$      $          19,250.00 16,000.00$      $          16,000.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 19,950.00$      $          19,950.00 17,156.28$      $          17,156.28 19,090.00$      $          19,090.00 12,500.00$      $          12,500.00 

17 Sta. 17+85 Connection (Detail D) 1 L.S. 8,000$             $            8,000.00 5,685.11$        $            5,685.11 7,813.76$        $            7,813.76 6,050.00$        $            6,050.00 8,856.00$        $            8,856.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 9,000.00$        $            9,000.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 13,250.00$      $          13,250.00 7,234.86$        $            7,234.86 12,500.00$      $          12,500.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 

18 Sta. 25+02 Connection (Detail F) 1 L.S. 15,000$           $          15,000.00 15,257.79$      $          15,257.79 18,238.12$      $          18,238.12 16,000.00$      $          16,000.00 20,915.00$      $          20,915.00 26,250.00$      $          26,250.00 18,000.00$      $          18,000.00 17,000.00$      $          17,000.00 21,500.00$      $          21,500.00 14,714.10$      $          14,714.10 23,455.00$      $          23,455.00 15,000.00$      $          15,000.00 

19 Sta. 34+67 Connection 1 L.S. 6,000$             $            6,000.00 17,007.92$      $          17,007.92 16,751.57$      $          16,751.57 18,500.00$      $          18,500.00 19,560.00$      $          19,560.00 19,250.00$      $          19,250.00 20,000.00$      $          20,000.00 20,000.00$      $          20,000.00 27,500.00$      $          27,500.00 18,343.19$      $          18,343.19 18,255.00$      $          18,255.00 16,500.00$      $          16,500.00 

20 14” MJ 45-deg Fitting 2 Each 1,500$             $            3,000.00 918.83$           $            1,837.66 1,133.08$        $            2,266.16 1,500.00$        $            3,000.00 1,600.00$        $            3,200.00 1,250.00$        $            2,500.00 1,335.00$        $            2,670.00 1,300.00$        $            2,600.00 1,320.00$        $            2,640.00 1,325.50$        $            2,651.00 1,705.00$        $            3,410.00 2,100.00$        $            4,200.00 

21 14” MJ 22.5-deg Fitting 2 Each 1,500$             $            3,000.00 924.63$           $            1,849.26 1,181.88$        $            2,363.76 1,500.00$        $            3,000.00 1,600.00$        $            3,200.00 1,450.00$        $            2,900.00 1,335.00$        $            2,670.00 1,300.00$        $            2,600.00 1,325.00$        $            2,650.00 1,329.82$        $            2,659.64 1,710.00$        $            3,420.00 2,100.00$        $            4,200.00 

22 18” MJ 45-deg Fitting 2 Each 2,000$             $            4,000.00 1,497.20$        $            2,994.40 2,100.64$        $            4,201.28 2,075.00$        $            4,150.00 2,300.00$        $            4,600.00 2,250.00$        $            4,500.00 1,950.00$        $            3,900.00 1,900.00$        $            3,800.00 1,980.00$        $            3,960.00 2,169.49$        $            4,338.98 2,615.00$        $            5,230.00 3,000.00$        $            6,000.00 

23 18” MJ 11.25-deg Fitting 2 Each 2,000$             $            4,000.00 1,529.08$        $            3,058.16 2,136.66$        $            4,273.32 2,150.00$        $            4,300.00 2,300.00$        $            4,600.00 2,450.00$        $            4,900.00 1,950.00$        $            3,900.00 1,900.00$        $            3,800.00 1,880.00$        $            3,760.00 2,198.62$        $            4,397.24 2,650.00$        $            5,300.00 3,000.00$        $            6,000.00 

24 18” MJ Butterfly Valve 1 Each 4,000$             $            4,000.00 3,796.23$        $            3,796.23 4,448.76$        $            4,448.76 4,600.00$        $            4,600.00 4,500.00$        $            4,500.00 4,650.00$        $            4,650.00 4,200.00$        $            4,200.00 3,700.00$        $            3,700.00 4,120.00$        $            4,120.00 4,867.59$        $            4,867.59 4,085.00$        $            4,085.00 3,500.00$        $            3,500.00 

25 Loop Existing 12” Secondary Line 1 Each 6,000$             $            6,000.00 6,789.16$        $            6,789.16 7,543.15$        $            7,543.15 7,800.00$        $            7,800.00 7,900.00$        $            7,900.00 10,000.00$      $          10,000.00 6,500.00$        $            6,500.00 6,900.00$        $            6,900.00 7,500.00$        $            7,500.00 9,984.08$        $            9,984.08 10,885.00$      $          10,885.00 4,500.00$        $            4,500.00 

26
1” Secondary Service Across Redwood 

at Sta. 3+40
1 L.S. 10,000$           $          10,000.00 5,388.55$        $            5,388.55 1,576.91$        $            1,576.91 8,000.00$        $            8,000.00 7,950.00$        $            7,950.00 6,000.00$        $            6,000.00 6,500.00$        $            6,500.00 6,500.00$        $            6,500.00 5,000.00$        $            5,000.00 8,674.14$        $            8,674.14 5,620.00$        $            5,620.00 4,000.00$        $            4,000.00 

27
1” Air-Vac on Secondary Line at Sta. 

25+00
1 L.S. 4,000$             $            4,000.00 4,277.78$        $            4,277.78 1,275.62$        $            1,275.62 3,800.00$        $            3,800.00 2,950.00$        $            2,950.00 3,250.00$        $            3,250.00 5,000.00$        $            5,000.00 2,900.00$        $            2,900.00 4,000.00$        $            4,000.00 3,881.99$        $            3,881.99 3,225.00$        $            3,225.00 1,500.00$        $            1,500.00 

28 Asphalt Patch Restoration 135 Tons 140$                $          18,900.00 141.89$           $          19,155.15 122.54$           $          16,542.90 95.00$             $          12,825.00 135.00$           $          18,225.00 125.00$           $          16,875.00 173.00$           $          23,355.00 110.00$           $          14,850.00 185.00$           $          24,975.00 106.06$           $          14,318.10 104.30$           $          14,080.50 130.00$           $          17,550.00 

29 2”-Thick Mill & Overlay 575 S.Y. 20$                  $          11,500.00 28.25$             $          16,243.75 20.88$             $          12,006.00 23.00$             $          13,225.00 38.00$             $          21,850.00 21.00$             $          12,075.00 22.00$             $          12,650.00 26.00$             $          14,950.00 20.00$             $          11,500.00 27.47$             $          15,795.25 23.98$             $          13,788.50 34.00$             $          19,550.00 

TOTAL BASE BID SCHEDULE  $     733,830.00  $     529,012.78  $     677,691.92  $     650,224.50  $     662,230.50  $     634,201.00  $     667,144.50  $     670,266.00  $     653,464.50  $     698,239.68  $     703,694.10  $     685,014.00 

ADDITIVE ALTERNATE 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
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT
UNIT COST

TOTAL 

AMOUNT

Alt-1 (4) 1 ¼” HDPE Conduits in Trench 3,405 L.F. 8$                    $          27,240.00 15.66$             $          53,322.30 13.57$             $          46,205.85 28.50$             $          97,042.50 5$                    $          17,025.00 20.00$             $          68,100.00 21.00$             $          71,505.00 5.00$               $          17,025.00 12.50$             $          42,562.50 7.77$               $          26,456.85 8.80$               $          29,964.00 15.00$             $          51,075.00 

Alt-2 Termination Box for Conduits 2 Each 1,500$             $            3,000.00 2,677.46$        $            5,354.92 1,755.00$        $            3,510.00 1,800.00$        $            3,600.00 500$                $            1,000.00 1,200.00$        $            2,400.00 950.00$           $            1,900.00 1,700.00$        $            3,400.00 1,700.00$        $            3,400.00 3,725.55$        $            7,451.10 280.00$           $               560.00 2,500.00$        $            5,000.00 

 $       30,240.00  $       58,677.22  $       49,715.85  $     100,642.50  $       18,025.00  $       70,500.00  $       73,405.00  $       20,425.00  $       45,962.50  $       33,907.95  $       30,524.00  $       56,075.00 

TOTAL ALL SCHEDULES  $     764,070.00  $     587,690.00  $     727,407.77  $     750,867.00  $     680,255.50  $     704,701.00  $     740,549.50  $     690,691.00  $     699,427.00  $     732,147.63  $     734,218.10  $     741,089.00 

Vancon Cody Ekker Knife River RDJ KK&L Dennis LierdEngineers Estimate Condie Stapp Geneva Rock Silver Spur Beck
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City of Saratoga Springs       February 1, 2017 
Mayor and City Council 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84005 
 
 
Re:  Redwood Road Transmission Line 
 Recommendation for Award 
 
 
Dear Mayor and City Council Members: 
 
We have reviewed the bids for the referenced project and recommend that the project be 
awarded to Condie Construction Company. Their total bid cost is $587,690.00.   
 
Condie Construction possesses the required Utah Contractors License to perform this work. 
They also have the appropriate previous experience to complete a job of this complexity.  We 
have worked with Condie on various projects throughout the past years and find them to be 
very professional and competent. 
 
The City received a total of 11 bids.  For your reference we have attached a copy of the Bid 
Summary. 
 
Please call if we can answer any questions or be of further assistance. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
HANSEN, ALLEN & LUCE, INC. 
 
 
 
     
Tavis Timothy, P.E. 
Principal 
 
 
 

 



RESOLUTION NO. R17-19 (2-7-17) 
 

A RESOLUTION AWARDING A BID TO THE 
LOWEST QUALIFIED BIDDERS FOR THE 
REDWOOD ROAD TRANSMISSION LINE 
PROJECT 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs has found it in the public’s 

interest to obtain services from qualified contractors to provide services in accordance with the 
Redwood Road Transmission Line Project plans and specifications; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City advertised a Bid Document on BIDSYNC and in a public newspaper 

for the Redwood Road Transmission Line Project in order to acquire services from qualified 
contractors; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City’s Engineering Consultant, Hansen Allen and Luce Engineering 
provided an analysis of all bids to determine the lowest qualified bidders; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that awarding the project to the lowest 

qualified bidders is in the best interest of the public, will further the public health, safety, and 
welfare, and will assist in the efficient administration of City government and public services.   

 
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY 
OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT: 

 
The City of Saratoga Springs does hereby award the Redwood Road Transmission Line 
Project to Condie Construction in the amount of $587,690.00. 
 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
 
Passed on the February 7, 2017. 
 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
        
_________________________________ 
Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________    
              Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder   
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CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 1 
CITY COUNCIL RETREAT MINUTES 2 

Friday, January 13, 2017 3 
Utah Local Government Trust 4 

55 South Highway 89, North Salt Lake, Utah 84054 5 
 6 

 7 
City Council Retreat 8 
 9 
Roll Call: 10 
Present  Council Members Chris Porter, Stephen Willden, Michael McOmber, Bud Poduska, and 11 

Shellie Baertsch. 12 
  13 
Staff Present   City Manager Mark Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Assistant City Manager 14 

Spencer Kyle, Public Works Director Jeremy Lapin. 15 
 16 

1. Welcome and Agenda Review. Mayor Miller thanked everyone for attending and welcomed 17 
  them to the retreat.    18 
   19 
2. Boards, Assignments, Committee Review     20 

a. Mayor Pro Tempore. Mayor Miller advised that Council Member Willden has been the 21 
Mayor Pro Tempore for the last year. Council Member Porter agreed to be Mayor Pro 22 
Tempore for the 2017 year.  23 

Mayor Miller thinks that everyone has been doing well at attending the committees and 24 
meetings they currently are assigned to. No changes were made for the year. 25 

       26 
3. Planning Update. Planning Director Gabryszak discussed developments in the City and their 27 
          status. They also discussed potential future building and possible sites in the City.  28 
 29 

Planning Director Gabryszak advised the Council that she has gotten a lot of positive 30 
feedback on the code amendments they have been working on.  31 

       32 
4. Capital Projects Review.  Public Works Director Lapin reviewed bids that have been done on    33 

capital projects in the City. He also discussed capital projects that are currently being worked 34 
on including water and sewer infrastructure.  35 
 36 
The Council and Staff then discussed parks and trails in the City.  37 
   38 

5. Snow Removal Policy. Assistant Manager Kyle advised the Council about issues the City is 39 
having with removing snow on the City streets. The City does have the option to not allow 40 
parking on the street overnight in the winter at all. There was not a decision made on this 41 
issue. 42 
              43 

6. Budget Overview. City Manager Christensen asked the Council to give him specific 44 
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questions in regards to the budget that they can address later. He first gave a history of 45 
different budget aspects in the City. He then reviewed a general overview of the budget to get 46 
an idea of what priorities are, based on what the community is asking for.  47 
   48 

7. Discussion – Elections Vote by Mail. City Manager Christensen advised the Council that a 49 
  lot of Cities in the state have gone to vote by mail. He asked for the Council’s input on how 50 
  they would like the City to move forward for the next election. 51 
     52 
8. Year in Review. a. Strategic Plan Review. The Council and Staff discussed successes and 53 
  drawbacks the City has had over the last year.         54 
    55 
9. Outstanding Projects, Goals, or Opportunities for Improvement. The Council then gave 56 
  staff ideas on their goals for the next year. The Council agreed that they wanted to see current 57 
  projects finished rather than adding more.  58 

 59 
   Council Member McOmber encouraged everyone to participate in 20 year celebration events. 60 

  61 
10. Additional Capital or Operational Issue Review. Assistant City Manager Kyle discussed a 62 
  storm drain rate update. They have been working with Zion’s Bank to do this.   63 
   64 
11. Goal Review and Modification. Mayor Miller advised that they would like to have a passport 65 

office be one of the goals for the coming year.        66 

12. Closed Session. 67 

Motion by Council Member McOmber to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, 68 
discussion regarding deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems; pending or reasonably imminent 69 
litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual, was seconded by 70 
Council Member Baertsch. 71 
All Council Members were In Favor 72 
Motion carried unanimously. 73 
 74 
The meeting moved to closed session at 6:16 pm. 75 
 76 
Present:  Mayor Miller, Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Baertsch, Poduska, and City Manager Mark 77 
Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Public Works Director Jeremy Lapin, Assistant City Manager 78 
Spencer Kyle. 79 
 80 
Closed Session Adjourned at 7:01 p.m. 81 
 82 
There being no further business, Mayor Miller adjourned the meeting at 7:01 p.m. 83 
 84 
            ____________________________________ 85 
                     Jim Miller, Mayor 86 
Attest:  87 
            88 
___________________________________ 89 
Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 90 
 91 
Approved:   92 
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 CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 1 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 2 

Tuesday, January 17, 2017 3 
City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 4 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 5 
 6 

 7 
City Council Policy Meeting 8 
 9 
Call to Order: Mayor Pro-Tem Willden called the Policy Session to order at 7:00 p.m.   10 
 11 
Roll Call: 12 
Present  Council Members Chris Porter, Stephen Willden, Michael McOmber, Bud Poduska, and 13 

Shellie Baertsch. 14 
  15 
Staff Present   City Manager Mark Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Assistant City Manager 16 

Spencer Kyle, Public Relations and Economic Development Manager Owen Jackson, Police 17 
Chief Andrew Burton, Fire Chief Jess Campbell, Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak, City 18 
Engineer Gordon Miner,  Public Works Director Jeremy Lapin, Deputy City Recorder Kayla 19 
Moss. 20 

 21 
Invocation by Council Member Porter. 22 
Pledge of Allegiance led by Council Member McOmber. 23 
 24 
Mayor Miller arrived at 7:03 p.m. 25 
 26 
Presentation:  27 
 28 
Recognition of the Fire Crew. Mark Sanderson, Emergency Room Director at Mountain Point Medical Center, 29 
presented an Excellence in Care Award to Saratoga Springs Fire and Rescue. He shared a story about a two year 30 
old that had a serious injury that the Saratoga Springs Paramedics and Fire Crew responded to, because of their 31 
quick response and care she survived the accident. It only took 37 minutes from the time of the injury to get treated 32 
at the hospital and on a helicopter flying to Primary Children’s Hospital. 33 
 34 
Public Input:   35 
 36 
Mayor Miller invited public input. There were no comments and the public input was closed. 37 
 38 
Reports:  39 
 40 
Council Member Poduska advised that it is worth the trip to see the new dispatch offices in Spanish Fork. 41 
 42 
Public Relations Manager Jackson advised that in light of the 20 year anniversary they are looking at adding a 20 43 
year element to the city logo. Council Member McOmber is going to be involved in helping with that design. 44 
 45 
Mayor Miller thanked all of the staff that worked on the Council Retreat. He appreciates that it has become a more 46 
streamlined process. 47 
 48 
PUBLIC HEARING: 49 
 50 
1. Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP), Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and Enactment; 51 

Ordinance 17-4 (1-17-17). 52 
 53 
 54 
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City Manager Christensen advised the Council that the City Staff received some comments earlier in the day that 55 
they would like to address. He asked that they not formally adopt this tonight and staff will bring it back when 56 
they get it right.  57 
 58 
City Engineer Miner advised that they chose to incorporate the capital facilities plan and the impact fee facilities 59 
plan in one document. The capital facilities plan is all of the buildings and facilities the City plans to build. The 60 
impact facilities plan takes part of those and determines which ones are impact fee eligible. Estimated costs are 61 
assigned to the projects.  62 
 63 
Public Hearing was opened at 7:18 p.m.  64 
 65 
Deann Huish, 1443 West 800 North, Orem, UT 84057. She wondered what the final fee is going to be for the 66 
Impact Fee Analysis. She also wondered if there would be a breakout at this meeting. She saw the analysis and 67 
the IFFP online. At the end of it there were rules and regulations. She also wondered when the effective date of 68 
these fees would be.  69 
 70 
City Manager Christensen advised that some of the changes they received today could possibly change the final 71 
fee for the impact fee analysis.  72 
 73 
City Attorney Thurman advised that once the ordinance is passed a summary has to be published in the paper. 74 
After the impact fee is enacted it doesn’t go into effect for 90 days per state law.  75 
 76 
The Public Hearing was closed at 7:22 p.m. 77 
 78 
Motion by Council Member Porter to continue this public hearing item to a future council meeting, was seconded 79 
by Council Member McOmber.   80 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Poduska, and Baertsch – Aye 81 
Motion carried unanimously. 82 
 83 
 84 
BUSINESS ITEMS: 85 
 86 
1. Bid Award: Foothill Water Pipeline Project; Resolution R17-11 (1-17-17). 87 
 88 
City Manager Christensen advised that they took the foothill alignment to bid. This takes water line from 89 
Grandview Boulevard to Fox Hollow.  90 
 91 
Jeremy Lapin advised schedule A is the North Schedule B is the South and Schedule C had some extra items for 92 
Rock excavation and other things primarily in the South. Landmark Excavating was the lowest bidder at 93 
$1,920,182.45.  94 
 95 
Motion by Council Member Baertsch to award the bid to Landmark Excavating for the Foothill Water Pipeline 96 
Project in the amount of $1,920,182.45 Resolution R17-11 (1-17-17), was seconded by Council Member Poduska.   97 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Poduska, and Baertsch – Aye 98 
Motion carried unanimously. 99 
 100 
2. Planning Commission Appointment; Resolution R17-12 (1-17-17).  101 
 102 
Mayor Miller advised that there were 8 great candidates that interviewed for the vacant Planning Commission 103 
seat. Of those they selected Bryan Chapman.  104 
 105 
Bryan Chapman advised that he looks forward to looking working with the Planning Commission with the 106 
Council’s consent. He looks forward to helping the Planning Commission to make the City unique and hopefully 107 
make the City Council’s job easier.  108 
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 109 
Council Member Willden added that there were a lot of great candidates but Bryan Chapman did interview the 110 
best and had great answers to all of the questions asked. 111 
 112 
Motion by Council Member McOmber to appoint Bryan Chapman to the Planning Commission, Resolution R17-113 
12 (1-17-17), was seconded by Council Member Willden.  114 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members McOmber, Poduska, Willden, and Porter – Aye  115 
Motion carried unanimously. 116 
 117 
Council Member Baertsch briefly stepped out of the meeting during this vote. 118 
 119 
3. Real Estate Purchase Agreement with Brigham and Jennifer Morgan; Resolution R17-13 (1-17-17). 120 
 121 
 City Attorney Thurman advised that this allows the City to purchase a one acre piece of property in Lehi that 122 
the City currently has a well on. The City only has a license for this property currently. Purchasing the property 123 
is in the City’s best interest. The cost of this is $120,000. 124 
 125 
Motion by Council Member Porter to approve the Real Estate Purchase Agreement with Brigham and Jennifer 126 
Morgan, Resolution R17-13 (1-17-17), was seconded by Council Member Poduska.   127 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Poduska, Willden, McOmber, and Porter – Aye  128 
Motion carried unanimously. 129 
 130 
Council Member Baertsch briefly stepped out of the meeting during this vote. 131 
 132 
4.  Assignment and Bill of Sale and Agreement for Irrigation Water between the City, Suburban Land 133 
Reserve Inc. (SLR), Corporation of the Presiding Bishop of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 134 
(CPB), and D.R. Horton, Inc.; Resolution R17-14 (1-17-17). 135 
 136 
City Attorney Thurman advised that in the process of developing the DR Horton development at Legacy Farms it 137 
was determined that the City was getting an insufficient amount of water for water requirements. Each share to 138 
water companies represents the rights to use a certain amount of water. D.R. Horton and SLR are willing to work 139 
with the City. If the state engineer makes any changes this also allows the City to adjust accordingly. This is 140 
necessary because it amends an agreement that the City previously had.  141 
 142 
Amended Motion by Council Member Poduska to approve the Assignment and Bill of Sale and Agreement for 143 
Irrigation Water between the City, Suburban Land Reserve Inc. (SLR), Corporation of the Presiding Bishop of 144 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (CPB), and D.R. Horton, Inc., along with the added redlines on 145 
the contract Resolution R17-14 (1-17-17), was seconded by Council Member McOmber.   146 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members McOmber, Poduska, Baertsch, Porter, and Willden – Aye 147 
Motion carried unanimously. 148 
 149 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 150 
 151 
January 3, 2017.   152 
 153 
Council Member McOmber asked if a typo such as an extra letter after the word could be fixed without having to 154 
approve the minutes again. 155 
 156 
City Attorney Thurman advised that it would not be a substantive change so it can be corrected without approval. 157 
 158 
Motion by Council Member Willden to approve the minutes of January 3, 2017, with changes submitted by email 159 
and posted, was seconded by Council Member Porter. 160 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Poduska, Porter, and Baertsch - Aye 161 
Motion carried unanimously. 162 
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 163 
CLOSED SESSION: 164 
 165 
Motion by Council Member McOmber to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, 166 
discussion regarding deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems; pending or reasonably imminent 167 
litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual, was seconded by 168 
Council Member Porter 169 
All Council Members were In Favor 170 
Motion carried unanimously. 171 
 172 
The meeting moved to closed session at 7:38 pm. 173 
 174 
Present:  Mayor Miller, Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Baertsch, Poduska, and City Manager Mark 175 
Christensen. 176 
 177 
Closed Session Adjourned at 8:12 p.m. 178 
 179 
ADJOURNMENT: 180 
 181 
There being no further business, Mayor Miller adjourned the meeting at 8:12 p.m. 182 
 183 
 184 
 185 
            ____________________________________ 186 
            Jim Miller, Mayor 187 
 188 
Attest:  189 
 190 
             191 
___________________________________ 192 
Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 193 
 194 
Approved:   195 
 196 
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