
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. 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, June 12, 2014 

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

 
 

AGENDA 

Regular Session commencing at 6:30 P.M. 

 
Regular Meeting  
 
1. Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
2. Roll Call.  

 
3. Public Input – Time has been set aside for any person to express ideas, concerns, comments, questions or issues that are not 

listed on the agenda.  Comments are limited to three minutes. 
 

4. Continued Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Hillcrest Condominiums Phase 3 located at 1900 North Crest Road, Nate Hutchinson, 
Flagship Homes, applicant. Presented by Sarah Carroll.  CONTINUED TO JUNE 26, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING. 
 

5. Continued Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Lake Cove located at 3168 South Spinnaker Drive, Ron Johnston, applicant. 
Presented by Scott Langford.  

 
6. Continued Public Hearing: Site Plan and Conditional Use for Platinum Car Wash located at 1413 N West Commerce Drive, Gary 

Hadfield, applicant. Presented by Sarah Carroll.  
 

7. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Talus Ridge located at 550 North 800 West, Edge Homes, applicant. Presented by Sarah 
Carroll. 
 

8. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Sierra Estates located at 600 West 400 North, Patterson Homes, applicant. Presented by Sarah 
Carroll. 
 

9. Concept Plan for Vista Heights located at 612 West Pony Express Parkway, Evans and Associate Architects, applicant. Presented by 
Sarah Carroll. 
  

10. Public Hearings: Legacy Farm Community Plan and the Village Plan located at 400 South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant. 
Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 

  
11. Approval of Reports of Action. 

 
12. Approval of Minutes: 
 

1. April 10, 2014. 
2. April 24, 2014 
3. May 22, 2014. 

  
13. Commission Comments. 

 
14. Director’s Report. 
 
16. Adjourn. 
 
*Public comments are limited to three minutes.  Please limit repetitive comments. 



Scott Langford, AICP, Senior Planner 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
slangford@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x116  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 

Lake Cove 

Preliminary Plat 

June 12, 2014 

Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    June 5, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Ron Johnston / Desert Peak Management Group, LLC 

Location:   3618 South Spinnaker Drive 

Major Street Access:  Harbor Park Way 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 452280148, -149, -150, -151, -170; 6.424 acres 

Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential 
Adjacent Zoning: R-3 

Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 

Adjacent Uses: R-3, Low Density Residential (north, south and west); R-3, Low 
Density Residential (east) Utah Lake 

Previous Meetings:  Concept Plan PC – 3/13/14; CC – 4/01/14 
Previous Approvals:  04/10/2007 Rezone, 09/25/2007 MDA Amendment (expired) 

Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council 

Author:    Scott Langford, Senior Planner 

 

 

 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for review of a Preliminary Plat for a proposed single-family residential 
development located at approximately 3618 South Spinnaker Drive.  The site is comprised of a 5 

existing parcels totaling 6.424 acres and is zoned R-3, Low Density Residential.  The R-3 zone 

permits up to 3 units per acre.  The Preliminary Plat proposes 14 single-family lots for an overall 
density of 2.18 units per acre.   

 
Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public, take public 

comment and discuss the proposed Preliminary Plat, and choose from the options in 
Section “H” of this report. Options include forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 

Council as recommended by staff, forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council with 
additional conditions, or a motion to continue this item to allow the applicant time to provide 

additional material. 
 

B. Background:  

The subject property was rezoned from AG to R-3 on April 10, 2007.  The property was also part 
of the amended Harbor Bay Master Development Agreement, which was approved in September 

2007.  This agreement is now expired. 

mailto:slangford@saratogaspringscity.com
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Both the Planning Commission (3/13/2014) and City Council (4/01/2014) reviewed the Concept 

Plan for the proposed subdivision.  The Planning Commission and City Council had positive 
feedback for the larger lots and the continuation of the lakeshore trail. The Planning Commission 

and City Council also supported the option of allowing the applicant to pursue payment in lieu of 
open space in order to meet the minimum 15% open space requirement for the R-3 zone. 

 

C. Specific Request:  
The Preliminary Plat has 14 single family residential lots ranging in size from 10,722 square feet 

up to 19,414 square feet.  The Preliminary Plat also includes 0.83 acres of open space; however 
approximately 0.5 acres of this open space is within the 100 year flood plain and therefore 

designated as sensitive land.  
 

D. Process:  

Per section 19.12.03 of the City Code, all subdivisions must receive a Preliminary Plat approval. 
An application for a Preliminary Plat shall follow the approved City format. Subdivisions are 

subject to the provisions of Chapter 19.13, Development Review Processes. 
 

The development review process for subdivision approval involves a formal review of the 

Preliminary Plat by the Planning Commission in a public hearing, with a formal recommendation 
forwarded to the City Council.  The City Council reviews the Preliminary Plat in a public meeting 

and formally approves the Preliminary Plat.  Final Plats are reviewed and approved by the City 
Council in a public meeting. 

 
E. Community Review:  

Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in The Daily Herald, and each 

residential property within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at least ten calendar 
days prior to this meeting.  As of the completion of this report, the City has not received any 

public comment regarding this application. 
 

F. General Plan:   

The General Plan designates this area for Low Density Residential development. The Land Use 
Element of the General Plan defines Low Density Residential as development that has one to four 

units per acre. The proposed subdivision consists of 2.8 units per acre; therefore it is in 
compliance with the density envisioned for this area.  

 

G. Code Criteria:  
Section 19.12.03 of the City Code states, “All subdivisions are subject to the provisions of Chapter 
19.13, Development Review Process”. The following criteria are pertinent requirements for 
Preliminary Plats listed in Sections 19.12 (Subdivision Requirements) and 19.04.13 (R-3 

Requirements) of the City Code. 
 

Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted 

and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  The Concept Plan shows residential building lots 
which are supported as a permitted use in the R-3 zone.  

 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size for residential lots 

is 10,000 square feet.  The smallest lot shown on the Concept Plan is 10,722 square feet. 

 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. Section 19.04.13(5) outlines the setbacks 

required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
 

Front: Not less than twenty-five feet. 
 

Sides: 8/20 feet (minimum/combined) 
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Rear: Not less than twenty-five feet  

 
Corner: Front 25 feet; Side abutting street 20 feet 

 
The typical setback and P.U.E. details shown on the plat show compliance with all of these 

minimum setback requirements. 

 
Parking, vehicle and pedestrian circulation: complies. Section 19.09.11 requires single-

family homes to have a minimum 2 parking stalls within an enclosed garage.  Driveways leading 
to the required garages must be a minimum 25 feet in length.  Even though this requirement will 

be reviewed by the building department with each individual building permit application, staff 
believes that the proposed lots are of sufficient size to support this requirement. 

 

Access to the proposed lots comes from Spinnaker Bay Drive, which is currently a 2,786 foot long 
dead-end street. The City Code has recently been amended to allow no more than 50 single 

family lots off of a single access.  However, regardless of this code change, the proposed project 
cannot be held to these new standards because the applicant submitted a complete Preliminary 

Plat application prior to the adoption of these code changes (November 18, 2013). 

 
Fencing: complies.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 

space, parks, trails, and easement corridors.  The Code also states that in an effort to promote 
safety for citizens using these trail corridors and security for home owners, fences shall be semi-

private. A 6-foot tall wrought iron style fence was constructed along the Lake Shore trail as part 
of the Harbor Bay development.  The Preliminary Plat includes a fencing detail that states the 

semi-private fencing (wrought iron style with brick columns) will be continued between the 

private lots and open space.   
 

Open Space: can comply. The City Code requires a minimum 15% open space; therefore this 
development is required to have 0.964 acres of open space.  The Preliminary Plat indicates that 

there is 0.78 acres of open space; however, 0.505 acres of this open space is within the 100 year 

flood plain and therefore designated as sensitive land. 
 

Sensitive Lands are defined in Section 19.02.02 as,  
“land and natural features including canyons and slopes in excess of 30%, ridge lines, 
natural drainage channels, streams or other natural water features, wetlands, flood 
plains, landslide prone areas, detention or retention areas, debris basins, and geologically 
sensitive areas.” 

 
Credit toward meeting the open space requirement may be given for sensitive lands per the 

following code criteria: 
 

“a. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when calculating the number 

of ERUs permitted in any development and no development credit shall be given for 
sensitive lands. 

b. All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space. 
c. Sensitive lands may be used for credit towards meeting the minimum open space 

requirements. However, no more than fifty percent of the required open space area 

shall be comprised of sensitive lands.” 
 

The total amount of open space required for this project is 0.964 acres; therefore per the code, 
no more than 0.964 ÷ 2 = 0.482 acres of sensitive land can be counted toward meeting the open 

space requirement for this subdivision. Since only 0.482 acres of the total 0.505 acres of sensitive 
land can be used toward meeting the open space requirement, the overall total open space 

provided for the project is 0.482 + 0.275 = 0.757 acres or 11.78%.  The applicant has the option 
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of requesting a payment in lieu of open space to make up the difference.  This option was met 

favorably by the Planning Commission and City Council when the Concept Plan was reviewed.  
The applicant has indicated that they plan on pursuing this option when they submit their Final 

Plat application.    
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  

After evaluating the required standards for Preliminary Plats located in an R-3 zone, staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and choose one of the 

following motions:  
 

Recommended Motion: 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the Planning Commission 

forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the Lake Cove Preliminary 

Subdivision Plat on property generally located at 3618 South Spinnaker Drive as identified in 
Exhibit 2, with the findings and conditions below: 

 
Findings: 

1. As stated in Section G of this report, the proposed subdivision plat is consistent with the 

General Plan and Land Development Code. All findings in Section G of this report are 
incorporated into these findings by this reference. 

 
  Conditions: 

1. That per Section 19.12.02(5) of the City Code, the Preliminary Subdivision Plat shall remain 
valid for twenty-four months from the date of City Council approval.  The City Council may 

grant extensions of time when such extensions will promote the public health, safety, and 

general welfare. Said extensions must be requested within twenty-four months of site 
plan/Subdivision approval and shall not exceed twelve months.” 

2. At the time of Final Plat approval (required during the review of the first phase) the applicant 
shall submit a proposal to the City Council for approval of a payment in lieu of open space 

program, as outlined in Section 19.13.090.   

3. All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met, including but not limited to those in the 
attached report.  

4. All requirements of the Fire Chief shall be met, including but not limited to those in the 
attached report.  

5. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission: 

 

 
 

Alternative Motions: 
 

Alternative Motion A 
“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 follows:  

 

 
 
 

 
Alternative Motion B 

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to deny 

the Lake Cove Preliminary Subdivision Plat on property generally located at 3618 South Spinnaker 
Drive as identified in Exhibit 2. Specifically I find that the following standards and/or code 

requirements have not been met:” 
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List Specific Code Standards and Requirements: 
 

 
 

 

 

 
I. Exhibits: 

1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 

3. Aerial Photo 

4. Preliminary Plat Exhibits 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Lake Cove           
Date: June 12, 2014 
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:  Ron Johnston / Desert Peak Management Group, LLC 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  3618 South Spinnaker Drive 
Acreage:  6.424 acres - 14 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 City’s 

standards and specifications and receive approval from the City Engineer on those 
drawings prior to commencing construction.    

   
B. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate 

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

applicable locations. Temporary turn-around’s shall be provided consistent with 
the international fire-code on any dead end roads in excess of 150’. 

 
D. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all roads and lots and shall 

stabilize and reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
E. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within 

pedestrian corridors. 
 
F. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements as well as all Land Development 

Code requirements in the preparation of the final plat and construction drawings.  



All application fees are to be paid according to current fee schedules. 
 
G. 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. 

 
H. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located 

in the public right-of-way 
 
I. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all 

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

 
J. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 
 
K. Public utilities and easements, except for laterals, located outside of the ROW shall 

not be contained within any residential lots. Prepare and record easements to the 
City for all public utilities not located in a public right-of-way and provide paved 
access to all manholes. 

 
L. The geotechnical report identified the presence of moisture sensitive soils on-site. 

This should be noted on the plat and any sensitive soils within the ROW and under 
foundations shall be removed and replaced with structural fill as per the 
engineer’s recommendations. 

 
M. Developer shall improve all open spaces and dedicate them to the HOA for 

ownership and maintenance. 
 
N. Developer shall ensure that no sensitive lands are contained in any portion of any 

lot.  Any improvements outside of lot boundaries, including the detention basin, 
shall not disturb wetland unless accompanied with a 404 permit. 

 
O. The underground detention system shall comply with all detention basin 

requirements including but not limited to; low flows bypassing the main detention 
areas, emergency overflow system, and paved access roads to all manholes to 
storm water cleaning structures. The plat shall note that the Detention system, all 
open spaces,  and oil/water separator shall be maintained in perpetuity by the 
HOA. 

P. No storm water shall be detained in the public ROW nor shall any portion of the 
detention system be in the public ROW or in a private lot. A minimum of 10’ shall 
be provided between the detention system and the property line to facility 
maintenance without encroaching upon a private lot. 

 



Q. Developer shall complete the Lake Shore Trail along entire length of the property 
line as per the City’s adopted trails master plan. 
 

R. Retaining walls over 30” require complete designs, structural calculations, and a 
building permit. 

S. Developer shall connect to and extend master planned size waterlines through the 
project including a 14-inch culinary waterline and a 12-inch secondary waterline. 
 

T. A minimum horizontal separation of 10’ shall be provided between all sewer lines 
and culinary waterlines. 
 

U. A maximum slope of 4:1 horizontal to vertical shall be provided within any lot. 
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Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x 106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Site Plan and Conditional Use 
Platinum Car Wash 
June 12, 2014 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    June 5, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Gary Hadfield / Platinum Car Wash, LLC 
Location:   1413 North West Commerce Drive 
Major Street Access:  Commerce Drive 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 66:242:0003, portion of 66:242:0002, ~1.64 acres 
Parcel Zoning: RC, Regional Commercial  
Adjacent Zoning: RC  
Current Use of Parcel: Undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses:   Dollar Tree, Chase Bank, IHC Clinic 
Previous Meetings:  Concept Plan Review with PC (3/13/14)  
Previous Approvals:  Walmart Final Plat was approved 6/12/07 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for review of a Site Plan for a “Car Wash (full service)” within the RC zone, to be 
located at 1431 North West Commerce Drive. The site plan indicates the proposed layout for the 
car wash, including employee parking, service bays, office and waiting area, landscape areas, 
and self-serve vacuums to be located in the southeast corner of the site.   

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take 
public comment and discuss the proposed Site Plan, and choose from the options in 
Section “H” of this report. Options include forwarding a positive recommendation with 
conditions to the City Council, continuing the application, or recommending denial to the City 
Council.  
 

B. Background:  
The building lots were created with the “Saratoga Wal-mart Subdivision” plat that was recorded 
in 2007 (attached). The property is zoned RC and the site is comprised of Lots 2 and 3 in the 
southwest corner of this plat.  The applicant is proposing to use 1.64 acres of the 2.12 acre site. 
This request will require a lot line adjustment application, approval and recordation prior to 
approval of the construction drawings. Lot line adjustments may be processed at a staff level.  
 



The Concept Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 13, 2014, minutes from 
the Planning Commission meeting are attached. The City Council reviewed this request on June 
3, 2014 and supported the requested front yard landscape reduction and recommended some 
articulation along the west elevation.  
 
The west elevation includes four building materials including rough face block, smooth face block, 
stucco headers, and stone wainscot. There are also five trees along the west property line which 
will help screen the west elevation of the building. If they add additional relief to this elevation 
they will not be able to meet other requirements, such as required landscape areas and buffers. 
The applicant is proposing a trellis with plants growing on it along this elevation to address this 
concern.  

 
C. Specific Request:  

The proposed Site Plan has a single commercial building that will provide a drive-through car 
wash, storage areas, detail service bays, and a waiting room. The building is a total of 10,696 
square feet. The office and waiting room and associated storage room will be approximately 
1,232 square feet.  29 parking stalls are proposed. 38.60 percent of the site is proposed to be 
landscaped and the applicant is requesting reduced landscaping within the front setback area 
adjacent to West Commerce Drive. 
 

D. Process:  
Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Site Plans require City Council approval after the 
Planning Commission holds a public hearing and forwards a recommendation. The City Code also 
requires that an applicant hold a neighborhood meeting for any non-residential development 
proposal adjacent to developed property in a residential zone. This project is not adjacent to a 
residential zone.  
 

E. Community Review:  
Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in The Daily Herald, and each property 
owner within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at least ten calendar days prior to 
this meeting.  As of the completion of this report, the owner of Autosspa has expressed 
frustration that car washes are now allowed in the Gateway area.  When Autosspa was proposed 
they were not allowed in the Gateway. In July of 2013 the Code was amended to allow full-
service car washes in the Gateway area. However, self-service car washes are still not permitted 
in the Gateway area. 
 

F. General Plan:   
The Land Use Map of the General Plan designates this property for Regional Commercial uses. 
The Land Use Element of the General Plan states “Regional Commercial areas shall be 
characterized by a variety of retail users including big box retail configured in developments that 
provide excellent vehicular access to and from major transportation facilities.  Developments 
located in Regional Commercial areas shall be designed so as to create efficient, functional 
conglomerations of commercial activities.” 
 
Staff Conclusion: consistent. The site and nearby properties are currently zoned RC. Nearby 
uses include Chase Bank, Dollar Tree, IHC Clinic, etc. The proposed access lines up with the 
access for Chase Bank and Dollar Tree and is an adequate distance from the intersection of SR73 
and West Commerce Drive. The City does not yet have a full-service car wash within the 
boundaries of the City; thus, this business will offer a service that is not currently offered. The 
proposed business location and proposed access location will contribute to functional 
conglomerations of commercial activities by providing a full-service car wash within the regional 
commercial zone.  
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G. Code Criteria:  
The requirements for the RC zone are outlined in Section 19.04.22. The parking requirements are 
in Chapter 19.09, the Site Plan requirements are in Chapter 19.14, and the Conditional Use 
standards are in Chapter 19.15. Pertinent sections of these Chapters and sections are reviewed 
below.   

  
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.22 lists all of the permitted and 
conditional uses allowed in the RC zone.  “Car wash (full-service)” is a conditional use in the RC 
zone. Chapter 19.02 states: “Car wash (full service)” means a car wash with facilities for the 
washing or waxing of automobiles, light trucks and vans, which may include drying equipment, 
vacuums, and other incidental uses. Full service car washes shall not include open self-service 
bays.” In conjunction with the site plan application, the applicant is seeking conditional use 
approval. A review of the conditional use standards is found later in this report.  

 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. The minimum lot size in the RC zone is 20,000 square feet. 
The proposed project is 71,396 square feet. A lot line adjustment application is required to adjust 
the lot lines between Lots 2 and 3. It is recommended that this be processed prior to approval of 
the construction drawings. The remaining parcel will be over 20,000 square feet.  

 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: up for discussion. Section 19.04.22 outlines the 
setbacks required by the RC zone. The front of the building is facing West Commerce Drive. The 
setback requirements are reviewed below.  
 

Front:  can comply. Not less than twenty feet is required. The plans indicate 
approximately 35 feet for the front building setback. However, the applicant is 
requesting a reduced landscape area in the front as outlined under “development 
standards” later in this report.  

   
Sides:  can comply. Twenty feet is required when adjacent to RC zones. The proposed 

building is setback more than 20 feet from the future property lines. They will be 
able to comply once the property lines have been officially amended.  

 
Rear:  complies. The RC zone requires a 20 foot rear setback. The rear property line is 

the west property line. The building is setback approximately 25 feet from this 
property line.  

 
Other General Requirements: complies. In addition to the specific setback 
requirements noted above, no building shall be closer than five feet from any private 
road, driveway, or parking space. The intent of this requirement is to provide for building 
foundation landscaping and to provide protection to the building. Exceptions may be 
made for any part of the building that may contain an approved drive-up window. The 
applicant has added a five foot landscape buffer on the east and west sides of the 
building to comply with this requirement.  
 

The proposed building is in compliance with the required setbacks; however, an exception to the 
requirement for 20 feet of landscaping within the front setback is being requested and is 
reviewed under the “landscaping requirements” section of this report.  
 
Structure Height: Reviewed with Site Plan application. No structure in this zone shall be 
taller than 50 feet. Building elevations are attached and the building complies with this 
requirement.  
 
Maximum Lot Coverage: complies. The maximum lot coverage in this zone is fifty percent. 
The proposed site is 71,396 square feet. The proposed building is a total of is 10,696 square feet, 
which is 15% of the site.  
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Minimum Building Size: complies. Individual structures within this zone shall be a minimum 
of 1,000 square feet above grade. The proposed building is 10,696 square feet.  
 
Development Standards: variation requested. Section 19.04.22(9)(b)(i) states “required 
front yard areas, and other yard areas facing a public street, shall have a landscaped area of not 
less than twenty feet (or as reduced in subsection 5.b. above) as approved through the Site Plan 
review process.” Subsection 5.b. contains no criteria for reducing the 20 ft. landscaping 
requirement. However, the old criteria (prior to July 2013) in 5.b. stated that the Council may 
reduce setbacks (front and rear) to ten feet if “the reduction provides a more attractive and 
efficient use of the property.” Therefore, staff has determined that this is the proper standard to 
use for reducing the front landscaping requirement. Following are possible reasons to grant or 
deny the reduction:   
 

For: The proposed drive-aisle cannot be located where it is shown and the site will have 
to be redesigned.  
 
Against: 20 feet of landscaping in front of the building adds aesthetic appeal to the site.  

 
The concept plan indicated 6.86 feet within the front setback area. The plans have been updated 
and now have 10 feet (rather than 20 feet) of landscaping within the front setback area.  
 

Proposed Finding: a reduction from 20 feet to 10 feet of landscaping within the front 
setback area provides a more attractive and efficient use of the property by allowing the 
drive isles that serve the business to surround the building as necessary.  

 
Uses Within Buildings: City Council approval required. This section requires all uses to be 
conducted entirely within an enclosed building except for those deemed by the City Council to be 
customarily and appropriately conducted outside such as automobile refueling stations and gas 
pumps. The proposed business will include personnel who hand-dry vehicles and this will be 
conducted outside. The proposed business will also offer self-service vacuums, which are to be 
operated outside.  
 

Proposed Finding: The proposed outdoor uses such as drying and vacuuming vehicles 
are deemed to be customarily and appropriately conducted outside for a full-service car 
wash.  
 

Trash storage: can comply. Section 19.14.04 requires trash storage areas to be comparable 
with the proposed building and surrounding structures. The applicant is aware of this 
requirement and this has been added as a condition of approval.  
 
Buffering/Screening Requirements: complies. This section requires fencing or landscaping 
to buffer uses in the RC zone that abut Agricultural or residential uses. There are not any 
abutting agricultural or residential uses. This section also requires a minimum number of both 
deciduous and evergreen trees. Landscape requirements are reviewed later in this report.   
 
Landscaping Requirements: complies. Twenty percent of the total project area is required to 
be landscaped and all sensitive lands shall be protected. The plans indicate 38.6% of the site will 
be landscaped and there are not any sensitive lands within the project area.  
 
For 27,585 sq. ft. of landscaping requires: 11 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 10 evergreen trees 
at 6’, 35 shrubs and 50% turf.  
 
The plans indicate 11 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 10 evergreen trees at 6’, 145 shrubs and 
89% turf. The applicant is also proposing a trellis on the west elevation with plants growing on it; 
this has been added as a condition of approval.  
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Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when 
calculating the number of ERUs permitted in any development. Sensitive lands shall be included 
in protected landscaping. This site does not have any sensitive lands other than the detention 
basin needed to serve this property. The detention basin will be located within the landscape 
areas. The RC zone does not stipulate a permitted number of ERU’s per acre.  
 
Parking: complies. Section 19.09.11 (as approved by the City Council on June 3, 2014) 
requires “3 stacking stalls per bay including stall inside bay, plus 1 parking stall per bay, plus 1 
stall per person employed on highest employee shift” The applicant has indicated that they will 
have 12-13 employees on the highest shift and an estimated total of 20 employees. A standard 
employee schedule is attached. The proposed plans include 29 parking stalls (including the stalls 
for the vacuums) along with three stacking stalls for each bay; thus, the proposed plans comply 
with the parking requirement. 
 
Landscaping in Parking Areas: complies. Section 19.09.08 requires a 10 foot berm between 
parking areas and the public street, a landscape island every 10 stalls, and landscape boundary 
strips of eight feet. The landscape area between the parking area for self-vacuuming and the 
West Commerce Drive right of way is a minimum depth of 11.42 feet; landscape islands are 
proposed as required; and, the landscape boundary strip on the west side of the property is 8 
feet wide, complying with the requirements for landscaping in parking areas.  

 
Parking Lot Lighting: can comply. Section 19.14.04(7) requires “All streetlights and interior 
parking lot lights shall meet the City’s adopted design standards for lighting.” The applicant is 
proposing a parking lot light that is similar to the City’s adopted design standard. The proposed 
light has some similarities to the City standard in that there is a bell shade. The pole and base 
vary from the City standard. The Planning Commission and City Council may choose to discuss 
this further. Condition #8 recommends that proposed bell shade be approved as proposed, but 
that the pole and base be more closely matched to the City standard.   

 
Signage Review: can comply, third wall sign requires City Council approval. The 
applicant is requesting three wall signs and a monument sign. The request is reviewed below.  
 
Monument sign: complies. The proposed monument sign is 7’-6” tall, with a 2 foot base 
constructed of materials that match the building, with a sign face of 36 square feet.  
 
Wall signs: can comply. Wall signs are being requested on the south, east and southeast 
elevations of the building. The sizes comply, but the third wall sign requires Council approval. 
Section 19.18.08 states that for wall signs, “The total number of wall signs shall not exceed two 
unless otherwise approved through the site plan process for new projects.” 
 
The proposed signs are each 29.5 square feet in size and comply with Section 19.18.08 which 
allows a maximum letter/log height of three feet and allows one square foot of signage per lineal 
foot of building frontage.  
 
The building frontage for the east elevation is 46’-2” wide and the proposed sign is 29.5 square 
feet.  The building frontage for the southeast elevation is 56’-4” wide and the proposed sign is 
29.5 square feet. The building frontage for the south elevation is 30 feet wide and the proposed 
sign is 29.5 square feet.  
 
For third and fourth wall signs, these signs must be located on elevations which face a public or 
private street or a non-residential parking lot. These signs are not allowed on elevations which 
face undeveloped property, service alleys or driveways, or separate residential areas not included 
with a planned area. All three signs are proposed to face the drive isles or parking areas within 
the site. The development across the street from the proposed signs is a commercial 
development.  
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Conditional Use Review:  
 
19.15.04. Determination. 
1. The Planning Commission may only permit a Conditional Use to be located within zone where 

the particular Conditional Use is listed as a Conditional Use by the use regulations of this 
Title. 

2. A conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be 
imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in 
accordance with the standards contained in this Chapter. 

3. If the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use cannot be 
substantially mitigated by the proposal or the imposition of reasonable conditions to achieve 
compliance with the standards contained in this Chapter, the conditional use may be denied. 

 
Finding: complies. “Car Wash (full service)” is listed as a conditional use within the RC zone. 
The proposed car wash is located in a Commercial zone. Mitigation measures are reviewed under 
“General standards and Considerations Governing Conditional uses” below. The reasonably 
detrimental effects of the proposed conditional use are minimal and can be mitigated by meeting 
the site requirements for developments in the RC zone.   
 
19.15.05. General Standards and Considerations Governing Conditional Uses. 
In reviewing an application for a Conditional Use permit, the Planning Department shall apply the 
following considerations and standards: 
1. The siting of the structure or use, and in particular: 

a. the adequacy of the site to accommodate the proposed use or building and all 
related activities; 

b. the location and possible screening of all outdoor activities; 
c. the relation of the proposed building or use to any adjoining building with particular 

attention to protection of views, light, air, and peace and quiet; 
d. the location and character of any display of goods and services; and 
e. the size, nature, and lighting of any signs. 

 
Staff finding: complies. The site is located in an RC zone where commercial uses are 
anticipated. Existing development consists of the IHC Clinic to the west which is separated 
from this particular building by a large detention basin, and Chase Bank and Dollar tree to 
the east which are separated from this site by a public road. The proposed location will allow 
full service car washing services in a Commercial area. The proposed outdoor activities are 
drying and vacuuming the cars. The proposed landscaping and required landscape berms will 
aid in screening these activities. The proposed building is facing West Commerce Drive, 
development that occurs to the north in the future will be separated from the subject use by 
a parking lot. The existing and future separations will aid in protecting surrounding 
businesses from the sounds generated by the car wash. Signs have been reviewed earlier in 
this report and comply with commercial signage requirements. The request for a third 
wall sign requires City Council approval through the site plan process.  
 

2. Traffic circulation and parking, and in particular: 
a. the type of street serving the proposed use in relation to the amount of traffic 

expected to be generated; 
b. the adequacy, convenience, and safety of provisions for vehicular access and 

parking, including the location of driveway entrance and exits; and 
c. the amount, timing, and nature of traffic generated by the proposed conditional use. 

 
Staff finding: complies. The City Engineer has reviewed the site and the circulation. The 
existing street that will serve the proposed use is a local street that was constructed in 
anticipation of serving commercial traffic in this area. During the Concept Plan review it was 
recommended that the site be shifted to the north to allow the main access to line up with 
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the order window. This has taken place and this change eliminates the turning movement 
that would have been needed with the concept plan site design. The site includes the parking 
required by pending ordinance as reviewed earlier in this report. The stacking areas are in 
compliance with the pending ordinance requirements and contribute to the adequacy, 
convenience, and safety of vehicular movement through the site. The amount of traffic 
generated by the site varies throughout the day and throughout the seasons. The proposed 
site is laid out in a configuration that will accommodate the anticipated traffic.   

 
3. The compatibility of the proposed conditional use with its environment, and in particular: 

a. the number of customers or users and the suitability of the resulting activity level to 
the surrounding uses; 

b. hours of operation; 
c. adequacy of provisions for the control of any off-site effects such as noise, dust, 

odors, light, or glare, etc.; 
d. adequacy of provisions for protection of the public against any special hazards arising 

from the intended use; 
e. the expected duration of the proposed building, whether temporary or permanent, 

and the setting of time limits when appropriate; and the degree to which the location 
of the particular use in the particular location can be considered a matter of public 
convenience and necessity. 

 
Staff finding: complies. The proposed full-service car wash is a compatible use in the RC 
zone. The proposed car wash is being proposed on an undeveloped lot/site and the resulting 
activity level will be comparable if not less than that of the surrounding uses. There are three 
sites in Salt Lake County and the operating hours are Mon-Fri 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Sat 
8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Sun 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (weather permitting). The anticipated 
hours are expected to be the same or similar. These hours are within the operating hours of 
the surrounding uses. Landscaping, berming, and building setbacks aid in control of off-site 
effects such as noise and outdoor activities such as drying and vacuuming. No special 
hazards will arise from the proposed use. The building is expected to be permanent and the 
hours of operation are reasonable for a commercial business in the RC zone.  

 
4. The Conditional Use shall meet the following standards: 

a. the use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the 
health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or 
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity; 

b. the use will be consistent with the intent of the land use ordinance and comply with 
the regulations and conditions specified in the land use ordinance for such use; 

c. the use will be consistent with the character and purposes stated for the land use 
zone involved and with the adopted Land Use Element of the General Plan; 

d. the use will not result in a situation which is cost ineffective, administratively 
infeasible, or unduly difficult to provide essential services by the City, including roads 
and access for emergency vehicles and residents, fire protection, police protection, 
schools and busing, water, sewer, storm drainage, and garbage removal; and 

e. the proposed use will conform to the intent of the City of Saratoga Springs General 
Plan. 

 
Staff finding: complies. The proposed full service car wash will not be detrimental to the 
health, safety, or general welfare of persons in the area but will offer a service that is not yet 
available in the City. The proposed site can comply with the land use ordinance requirements 
and regulations as reviewed earlier in this report. The proposed use will not result in a 
situation that is cost ineffective to the City. The proposed use will contribute to sales tax 
revenue for the City. The proposed use conforms to the intent of the General plan as outlined 
in Section R of this report.  
 

 - 7 -



5. When necessary, the City Council may attach conditions to ensure compatibility with the 
surrounding area and to mitigate harmful effects. Such conditions may include the following: 

a. additional parking; 
b. water, sewer, and garbage facilities; 
c. landscape screening to protect neighboring properties; 
d. requirements for the management and maintenance of the facilities; 
e. changes in layout or location of uses on the lot; and 
f. any other condition the City Council finds necessary to reasonably ensure that the 

proposed Conditional Use will comply with the standards noted above. 
 
Staff finding: additional mitigation is not necessary. The site plan indicates adequate 
parking for the proposed use, a dumpster location, landscaping and berming as required by 
code which will buffer the outdoor activities. The hours of operation are compatible with the 
surrounding businesses and will not need additional management or maintenance. The 
business faces West Commerce drive. Changes to the layout or location are not 
recommended.  
 

6. The City Council shall make its decision based upon the facts presented for the record; 
expressions of support or protest alone shall not constitute the basis of approval or denial. 

 
H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  

After evaluating the required standards for developments in the RC zone and the conditional use 
criteria, staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and make the 
following motion:  
 
Recommended Motion: 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the Planning Commission 
forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for approval of the Platinum Car Wash Site 
Plan and Conditional Use Permit on property located at 1413 North West Commerce Drive, with 
the findings and conditions below: 
 
Findings: 
1. The proposed site plan and conditional use are 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 site plan and conditional use meets or can conditionally meet all 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.  

3. The proposed wall signs face the drive isles or parking areas within the site. The 
development across the street from the proposed signs is a commercial development. 

 
  Conditions: 

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief be met.  
3. A lot line adjustment application is required to be submitted, reviewed, approved and 

recorded prior to approval of the construction drawings.  
4. The third wall sign is approved as proposed. 
5. Provide dumpster enclosure details have not yet been included on in the plans and shall 

comply with Section 19.14.04.  
6. The west elevation shall include a trellis with plants growing on it to provide aesthetic relief 

to this elevation.  
7. The proposed photometric plan and lighting coverage are subject to approval by the City 

Engineer.  
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8. For parking lot lighting, the proposed bell shade shall be approved as proposed. The 
proposed pole and base shall be updated to more closely match the City standard.  

9. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission:  
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Alternative Motions: 

 
Alternative Motion A 
“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 follows:  
 
 
 
 

 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to deny 
the Platinum Car Wash site plan and conditional use on property located at 1413 North West 
Commerce Drive. Specifically I find that the following standards and/or code requirements have 
not been met:” 

 
List Specific Code Standards and Requirements: 

 
 
 
 

 
 
I. Exhibits: 

 
1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. 3/13/14 Planning Commission Minutes 
4. Weekly Staff Schedule at Cottonwood Heights 
5. Proposed Elevations 
6. Site Plan 
7. Landscape Plans 
8. Proposed Signage 
9. Proposed Lighting Plan 
 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Platinum Car Wash                 
Date: June 12, 2014 
Type of Item:   Site Plan Approval 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Gary Hadfield / Platinum Car Wash, LLC 
Request:  Site Plan Approval 
Location:  1413 North Commerce Drive 
Acreage:  1.64 acres 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of Site Plan  subject to the following 

conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   

 
A. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements in the construction of the 

project.  Review and inspection fees must be paid and a bond posted as per the 
City’s Development Code prior to any construction being performed on the 
project. Impact and water fees are due when pulling the building permit. 

 
B. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be 

complied with and implemented with the approved construction drawings. 
 
C. Developer must secure water rights as required by the City Engineer, City 

Attorney, and development code. 
 
D. Submit easements for all public utilities not located in the public right-of-way. 
 
E. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent 

properties due to the grading practices employed during construction of these 
plats.   

 
F. Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 

developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction requirements. 



 
 

G. Final plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, UPDES 
and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. 

 
H. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical 

Specifications, most recent edition. 
 
I. Developer may be required by the Saratoga Springs Fire Chief to perform fire flow 

tests prior to final plat approval and prior to the commencement of the warranty 
period.  

 
J. Submittal of a Mylar and electronic version of the as-built drawings in AutoCAD 

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

 
K. Developer shall complete a Lot line adjustment to ensure the new lot matches the 

approved site plan limits prior to scheduling a preconstruction meeting, beginning 
construction or receiving a building permit. 

 
L. Developer shall be required to implement a water recycling system to ensure 

gallons per vehicle do not exceed what is approved and paid for with the impact 
fees and water fees rights. Developer shall ensure that the site plumbing is built 
without the ability to bypass the reclamation system. 

 
M. Lighting fixtures and lighting intensities shall meet the lighting requirements 

found in the Land Development Code and Engineering Standards and 
Specifications, most recent editions. Fixtures shall be City standard unless 
otherwise approved by the City Council. All parking stalls shall have a minimum 
illumination of 0.5 ft-candles and spillover at the property line shall not exceed 
1.0 ft-candles. 

 
N. A cross access easement shall be provided for the adjacent lot to the north. 

 
O. Hydrant spacing shall meet minimum spacing requirements of 300’. 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, March 13, 2014 

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

DRAFT MINUTES 
 
Work Session 6:32 P.M. 
 
Present: 
Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Sandra Steele, Kara North, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, Eric Reese, Hayden 
Williamson 
Absent Members:  
Staff: Lori Yates, Chantelle Rosson, Kimber Gabryszak, Sarah Carroll, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, Scott Langford 
Others: Gary Hadfield, Brett Gardner, Susan Hadfield, Vance Twitchell, Cari Krejci, Bob Krejci, Stan Nau, Jimme 
Smeath, Stellin Jacobs, Jeremy Weller, Marilyn Sanford, Lee Jones, Richard Sanford, Susan Palmer, Ronald Johnston, 
Camilla Simonsen, Adam Naxler, Chris Carn, Troy Jenkins, Dalton Klinger, Debra Jenkins, Bruce Baird, Aaron Nielsen, 
Kolton Nielsen, James Jones, Halceyn Klinger 
 
 
5. Concept Plan for Platinum Car Wash located at approximately 1413 North West Commerce Drive, 
Gary Hadfield, applicant.  
 
Sarah Carroll presented the Concept Plan for Platinum Car Wash which included building elevations along with 
condition recommendations.  She touched on the landscaping plan which the applicant is requesting a reduction to 
the width of the requirement.  
 
Gary Hadfield, applicant indicated that cars are moving through the carwash every 30 seconds. The lot is small but 
we have accommodated the carwash to the size of the lot. Gary feels that the amount of parking stalls required by 
the code don’t fit the purpose or need of the business.  
 
Jarred Henline asked what zoning is north of this property.  
Sarah Carroll stated that it’s the same zoning of this property which is regional commercial. 
Jarred Henline would recommend the plan be flipped which would reduce the concerns of egress and ingress. He 
feels that a berm is necessary. The required 55 parking stalls are unnecessary for this type of business. 
 
Kara North asked staff if there is an island to the north on the plan. 
Sarah Carroll indicated that there is one.  
Kara North asked what the purpose of the island is. 
Gary Hadfield indicted that the island will be shifted to the north allowing car stacking. He then briefly touched on the 
proposed plan 
Kara North asked that there is plenty of space is allotted for stacking.   
Gary Hadfield stated that a revised concept plan will show those changes. 
Kara North has no problem with the proposed parking and is fine with the request setback. 
 
Kirk Wilkins the required parking for this type of business doesn’t make sense. Do we have the ability to change this 
Code requirement? 
Sarah Carroll in order to change those requirements, revisions to the Code would need to be made. 
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Kirk Wilkin would support maintaining the setback on the south end of the property and decreasing the setback on 
the east side. The ingress and egress look larger then appears and is fine with what is being proposed.  
 
Eric Reese has no issues with the proposed parking. He is fine with the requested setback reduction. He would like to 
see the building be an attractive one. 
 
Hayden Williamson suggested allowing for 20 parking stalls. Due to the shape of the lot and size the requested 
setback would be more effective. He asked if it would be possible to widen the east driveway. 
Gary Hadfield stated that there would be two lanes and landscaping could be expanded to 12 feet.  
 
Sandra Steele asked how many employees would the carwash staff. 
Gary Hadfield there would be approximately 20 employees per day.  
Sandra Steele the current parking standards work for this particular plan and feels that more stalls might be needed. 
When cars are being detailed additional stalls will be used, this may cause parking to occur on Commerce Drive 
which causes some concern.  The landscaping should remain at 20 feet and there should be a landscape buffer along 
the building which isn’t shown on the current concept plan. Landscaping along Commerce Drive will also be 
necessary. Sandra isn’t pleased with the proposed plan and feels that there is plenty of work that needs to be done 
with this project.  
 
Jeff Cochran the parking isn’t a concern; there is no need for 55 parking stalls for this type of business. This business 
is a great addition to the city but feels this lot might be rather tight and encouraged the developer to comply with all 
Code standards.  
 
 



   Weekly Schedule

        Cottonwood

Week of Sunday 5/18/14

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

CASHIER

Susan 8-6 8-6 8-6

Jill 10-3 8-6 8-6 8-6

MGR

Brett 10-3 10-6 8-6 8-3 8-6

Jimmie 8-3 8-6 10-6 8-6 8-6

ATTENDANTS

Abrea 10-3 9-6 11-6 11-6

Ben 3-6 3-6 3-6

Crystal 10-3 9-6 9-6 9-6

Dan 10-3 8-3 8-3 8-1

Heather 10-3 4-8 8-3 10-6

Heidi 8-4 8-3 8-3 8-3

James 9-6 9-6 9-6 9-6

Jason 12-6 12-6 12-6 9-6

Jenn B. 10-3 12-6 3-8 1-6

Kaylie 4-8 4-8 3-8 9-2

Kimberly 8-4 8-3 8-3 8-3

Kristal 8-4 8-1

Kristi 10-3 11-6 3-8

Kyle 10-3 12-6 3-6 8-4

Mindy 8-4 8-3 8-3 8-3

Montana 3-6 3-6 11-6 1-6 8-4

Nicole 8-3 8-3 8-3 10-6

Rachele 3-6 11-6 9-2

Robbie 8-4 8-4

Samantha 10-3 3-6 3-6 10-6

Tamina 10-3 3-6 3-6 3-6 2-6

Tina 12-6 3-6 11-6

Todd 3-6 3-6 3-6 8-1

Zach 3-6 3-6 1-6

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

Shift 1 11 6 5 6 6 7 9

Shift 2 10 9 10 9 9 9

Total 11 16 14 16 15 16 18



XXXXXXXX

AMMENDED LOT 2
AREA

 24,268 SF

AMMENDED LOT 3
AREA

 71,398 SF

1 inch =     ft.
( IN FEET )

GRAPHIC SCALE
040 40 80

40

20

DRAWING INDEX

DESIGN:
DKB

CHECK:
DKB

DATE:
02/06/14

DRAFT
FBA/RPD

 1 OF 21

PROJECT NO. 1401006PLATINUM CAR WASH
UTAH HIGHWAY 73 COMMERCIAL DRIVE

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH

DESCRIPTIONDATENo.

CIVIL CONSTRUCTION PLANS

COVER

PLATINUM CAR WASH
LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 14,

TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

UTAH HIGHWAY 73

DATE:
02/06/14

DATE:
02/06/14

C
O

M
M

E
R

C
E

 D
R

IV
E

05/07/141 REVISED SITE PER COMMENTS FROM SARATOGA SPRINGS

05/12/142 ADDED 10' BERM AND REVISED CURB NORTH OF CARWASH

LOT 3 OF SARATOGA WALMART SUBDIVISON

05/22/143 REVISED PER SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY REDLINES



XXXXXXXXXXX

S2
1°
 0
3'
 1
8"
W
  1
86
.6
8'

L=178.36
R=500.00
∆=20°26'19"
CH=S 10°50'08" W
CL=177.42

S
00
° 3
6'
 5
9"
W
  1
03
.8
8'

N89° 23' 01"W  206.78'

N43° 39' 22"W
  4.90'

N
02
° 4
8'
 1
7"
E
  1
99
.7
7'

N
25
° 5
3'
 4
7"
E 
 1
80
.6
7'

N
31
° 0
5' 
46
"E
  1
61
.2
6'

S73° 05' 27"E  149.91'
L=10.88
R=466.00
∆=1°20'14"
CH=S 20°24'03" W
CL=10.88

NEW BUILDING
A=10,696 S.F.
FFE=4582.50

NEW CURB

NEW CURB

NEW CURB

NEW CURB

NEW CURB

EX. SID
EW

ALK

PROPOSED LOT LINE

ADA ROUTE
(RED COLORED
CONCRETE)

AMMENDED LOT 2
AREA

 24,268 SF

9'18
'

R=3'R=3'

R=4'

R=15'

R=4'R=4'

R=15'

R=2.5'R=2.5'
R=5'

R=11.31'

R=27.07'

R=8'

R=8'

R=
16.5'

R=1.43'

R=
20

'

R=4'

R=5'
R=5'

R
=

3.
44

'

R=3.44'

R=30'

R=4'

24
'

16'

29.51'

24'

R=5'

27.63'

12'

18
'

12.2'

30'

RIDGE

SETBACK LINE

NEW CROSS ACCESS
EASEMENT

30
'

37.6'

11.42'

8'

8'

9.
46

'

10'

9.
48

'

10'

30
'

11.48'

42
.1

6'

8'

25.17'

18.32'

29.57'

10'

10'

R=3'

R=2.5'

11.13'

R=18.2'

STOP SIGN &  BAR
PER MUTCD
STANDARDS

26
'

STOP SIGN & BAR AS
PER MUTCD

STRIPE INGRESS AND
EGRESS LANE AND
ARROWS PER MUTCD
STADARDS AND
SPECIFICATIONS

12" CURB CUT

AMMENDED LOT 3
AREA

 71,398 SF

DO NOT ENTER SIGN

DO NOT ENTER SIGN
PER MUTCD
STANDARDS

ONE-WAY
ARROW

ONE-WAY
ARROW

R=
15'

17.11'

26.81'

0
1

0.
5

OF 21

1 inch =     ft.
( IN FEET )

GRAPHIC SCALE
030 30 60

30

15

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER

1-800-662-4111

www.bluestakes.org

CALL BEFORE YOU DIG.
IT'S FREE & IT'S THE LAW.

811
SITE
PLAN

3
CSP.01

1

UTAH HIGHWAY 73

11

1

1

5

5

5

5

C
O

M
M

E
R

C
E

 D
R

IV
E

PARTICULARS S.F. %

BUILDING

HARDSCAPE

LANDSCAPE

TOTAL

10,696

71,396

15.0

46.4

38.6

100

AREA TABLE

33,115

27,585

7

2

2

2

2
2

2

4

4

4

5

5

3

6

6

6

EX. FIRE HYDRANT

EX. FIRE HYDRANT

EX. FIRE HYDRANT

EX. FIRE HYDRANT

EX. FIRE HYDRANT

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION:

LOTS 2 AND 3, SARATOGA WAL-MART SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL
PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN THE OFFICE OF THE UTAH COUNTY RECORDER.



S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

S
D

4580

4585

4581

4582

4583

4584

4586

4587

4588

4580

4580

45
80

45
80

4580

4585

4585

4585

4585

45
85

4585

45
81

4581

45
81

4581

4581

4581

4581

45
82

45
82

4582

4582

45
82

45
83

4583

4583

4583

45
83

45
84

4584

4584

4584

4586

4586

4586

4586

45874587

4587

N
E

W
 B

U
IL

D
IN

G
A

=
10

,6
96

 S
.F

.
FF

E
=

45
82

.5
0

1.2
%

RI
D

G
E

R
ID

G
E

EX SD INLET
TG=4586.15
IE=4580.05

NEW SD INLET
TG=81.34
IE=78.34

H
W

M
=

81
.0

0

EX. SD LINE

EX. SDMH
TG=4586.46

NEW INLET W/ 1.7"
ORIFICE PLATE
TG=80.18
IE=76.70

NEW SD INLET
TG=80.73

TBC=81.23
IE=77.24

180 L.F. @ 0.30%

16
0 

L.
F.

 @
 1

.0
3%

65 L.F. @ 0.30%

NEW SDCB
TG=80.50

IE=77.61

EX
. S

D 
LI

N
E

EX. SIDEWALK

NEW DETECTABLE
WARNING (TRUNCATED
DOME)

3.3%

1.47%

1.75%

0.50%

1.
02

%

1.
77

%

2%

RIDGE

2%

1.5%

1.
5%

2%

1.7%

RI
D

G
E

RIDGE
1.5%

1.
15

%

CURB CUT

2.
2%

1.33%

1.2%

RIDGE

83

84

81

81 L.F. @
 0.30%

HWM=81.00

FLARED END
SECTION AND
INLET TRASH

GRATE
IE=77.85

82

HW
M

=
81.00

82

10' WIDE X 3' HIGH BERM

82.50
TOCP

82.30
TOA

82.30
TOA

82.36
TOA

82.56
TBC

81.50
TOA

80.44
EX.TBC

81.84
TBC

80.48
TOA

80.95
TOA

82.00
TOA

82.25
TOCP

81.00
TOA

80.80
TOA

81.50
TOA

81.55
TOA

81.78
TOA

82.33
TOA

FFE=82.50

82.30
TOA

80.35
TOA

82.01
TOA

82.43
TOC

82.06
TOA

82.06
TOA

82.25
TOCP

82.25
TOCP

82.40
TOA

81.01
TOA

80.31
EX.TBC

80.90
TOA

80.71
TOA

81.50
TOA

82.19
TOA

81.65
TOA

80.07±
TOC

81.46
TOA81.50

TOA

80.11
TOA

81.00
TOA

81.07
TOA

80.96
TOA

82.43
TOA

82.43
TOA

82.43
TOC

81.70
TOA

81.33
TOA

82.40
TOA

82.50
TOC

81.82
TOC

81.30
TOA

81.36
TOA

82.01
TOA

1.
96

%

HWM=81.00

2.
17

%

1.4
%

3:
1

NEW SD INLET
TG=81.00

TBC=81.50
IE=77.44

81.09
BOW

81.27
TOC

80.54±
BOW

81.00
TOC

81.17
TOC

81.75
TOC

81.83
TOC

81.38
TOC

82.30
TOA

0
1

0.
5

OF 21

1 inch =     ft.
( IN FEET )

GRAPHIC SCALE
020 20 40

20

10

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER

1-800-662-4111

www.bluestakes.org

CALL BEFORE YOU DIG.
IT'S FREE & IT'S THE LAW.

811

SURVEY CONTROL NOTE:
THE CONTRACTOR OR SURVEYOR PERFORMING THE CONSTRUCTION
SURVEYING SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE CONSTRUCTION
LAYOUT PER THE APPROVED PLANS ONLY.  THE SURVEYOR SHALL ALSO
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING HORIZONTAL CONTROL FROM THE
SURVEY MONUMENTS AND FOR VERIFYING ANY ADDITIONAL CONTROL
POINTS SHOWN ON THE SURVEY OR IMPROVEMENTS PLANS OR ON
ELECTRONIC DATA PROVIDED BY BENCHMARK ENGINEERING AND LAND
SURVEYING.  THE SURVEYOR SHALL ALSO USE THE BENCHMARKS AS
SHOWN ON THE PLAN, AND VERIFY THEM AGAINST NO LESS THAN THREE
EXISTING HARD IMPROVEMENT ELEVATIONS INCLUDED ON THESE PLANS
OR ON ELECTRONIC DATA PROVIDED BY BENCHMARK ENGINEERING AND
LAND SURVEYING.  IF ANY DISCREPANCIES ARE ENCOUNTERED, THE
SURVEYOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE ENGINEER AND RESOLVE
THE DISCREPANCIES BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH ANY CONSTRUCTION
SURVEYING.  IT IS ALSO THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SURVEYOR TO
VERIFY ANY ELECTRONIC DATA WITH THE APPROVED STAMPED AND
SIGNED  PLANS AND NOTIFY THE ENGINEER WITH ANY DISCREPANCIES.
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PLATINUM CAR WASH - MONUMENT SIGN

FACES: TRANS WHITE SG PLEX WITH V1 APPLIED
      VANDAL COVER: CLEAR LEXAN

MAIN SIGN BODY: ALL ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION PAINTED P1
C RETAINERS: .090 ALUMINUM  2" PAINTED P1
D PYLON COVER: ALL ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION PAINTED P2
E ILLUMINATION: VERTICAL T12 LAMPING
G BALLAST: HOUSED IN CABINET
H SUPPORT/EMBEDMENT: 6” DIA PIPE, 1-6” DIA X 6’-0” DEEP
     (SEE ENGINEERING FOR SPECS)

•DISCONNECT SWITCH AT SIGN

A 

B 

MANUFACTURE AND INSTALL (1) D/F MONUMENT SIGN

PAINT SCHEDULE

VINYL SCHEDULE

P1: LT. BEIGE

P2: FINE STUCCO (TBD)

V1: 3M BLACK 230-22

V2: 3M RED 230-33

V3: 3M SILVER GREY 230-61

(SCREEN AND PRINT COLORS MAY VARY FROM FINISHED PRODUCT)

(SCREEN AND PRINT COLORS MAY VARY FROM FINISHED PRODUCT)

UTAH COUNTY:
1852 N. Parkway Court
Springville, UT 84663

(801) 489-3645
WWW.ALLIED-SIGN.COM
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UTAH COUNTY:
1852 N. Parkway Court
Springville, UT 84663

(801) 489-3645
WWW.ALLIED-SIGN.COM

TRIM: 1" BLACK TRIMCAP
C RETURNS: .040 ALUMINUM 5" DEEP PAINTED P1
D BACKS: .063 ALUMINUM STOCK COLOR
E ILLUMINATION: WHITE CAO LEDs
F POWER SUPPLY: REMOTE HOUSED IN POWER SUPPLY BOX
G FLUSH MOUNTED TO FASCIA  (SEE ATTACHMENT DETAIL)
H   FCO LETTERS: .125 ALUMINUM PAINTED P2, P3

* 120V SERVICE SUPPLIED BY OTHERS
* DISCONNECT SWITCH AT SIGN

A FACES: 3/16" TRANS RED SG PLEX 
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MANUFACTURE AND INSTALL (3) SETS OF CHANNEL LETTERS 
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PAINT SCHEDULE

P1: SEMI GLOSS WHITE

P2: SEMI GLOSS RED
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Talus Ridge 
Preliminary Plat 
June 12, 2014 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    June 5, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Edge Homes  
Location:   Approximately 550 North 800 West 
Major Street Access:  800 West 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 58:034:0065, 58:034:0373, a portion of 58:034:0324; ~88.80 

acres 
Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential 
Adjacent Zoning: A, RR and R-3  
Current Use of Parcel: Undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses: Low Density Residential, Rural Residential, Agricultural 
Previous Meetings: 2/13/14 and 2/27/14, PC review of Concept Plan and Rezone 

request 
 3/25/14, CC review of Concept Plan and Rezone request 
Previous Approvals:  None 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
A. Executive Summary: This is a request for preliminary plat approval for the Talus Ridge 

Development which consists of 88.80 acres in the R-3 zone. The proposed plans indicate 216 lots 
ranging in size from 9,000-23,436 square feet. The average lot size is 10,696 square feet. The 
plans indicate 13.36 acres (15.04%) of open space.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take 
public comment and discuss the proposed preliminary plat, and choose from the 
options in Section “H” of this report. Options include forwarding a positive recommendation 
with conditions to the City Council, continuing the item, or forwarding a recommendation for 
denial to the City Council.  

 
B. Background: The concept plan was reviewed, along with a rezone request, by the Planning 

Commission and City Council in February and March of this year. At that time the applicant was 
requesting a rezone from R-3 to R-4. The rezone request was denied; however, support was 
given for the proposed concept plan which indicated a minimum lot size of 9,000 square feet.  



The City Council supported the requested lot size reductions because: the canal will be buried 
and a trail will be installed, the developer will construct a 77 foot wide right of way running 
east/west through the property, two of the open spaces are large parks that have a wide public 
frontage which is an enhancement to park space, the western-most open space may provide a 
location for a Zone 1 irrigation pond and tank in the future, the developer will be installing 
master planned storm drain lines and culinary and secondary water lines.  
 
The Planning Commission and City Council also recommended that future buyers be notified of 
the neighboring agricultural rights. This has been included as a condition of approval. During the 
concept review it was also recommended that the cul-de-sac in the northwest corner become a 
stub street to provide additional access to the west. The current plans show this as a stub street.  

 
The Concept Plan proposed 216 single family lots, of which 102 were in the 9,000-9,999 square 
foot range. This plan indicated 13.35 acres of open space. 
 
The attached Preliminary Plat proposes 216 single family lots, of which 81 (37.7%) are in the 
9,000-9,999 square foot range. The Preliminary Plat indicates 13.36 acres of open space.  
 

C. Specific Request: This is a request for Preliminary Plat approval of the Talus Ridge 
Development which consists of 88.80 acres and includes 216 single family lots, and 13.6 acres of 
open space.  
 

D. Process: Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Preliminary Plats require a public hearing 
with the Planning Commission and that the City Council is the approval authority.  
 
Staff finding: complies. After a public hearing with the Planning Commission the application 
will be forwarded to the City Council.  
 

E. Community Review: Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in The Daily 
Herald, and each residential property within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at 
least ten calendar days prior to this meeting.  As of the completion of this report, the City has not 
received any public comment regarding this application. 
 

F. General Plan:  The site is designated as Low Density Residential on the adopted Future Land 
Use Map. The General Plan states that areas designated as Low Density Residential are “designed 
to provide areas for residential subdivisions with an overall density of 1 to 4 units per acre.  This 
area is to be characterized by neighborhoods with streets designed to the City’s urban standards, 
single-family detached dwellings and open spaces.”   
 
Finding: consistent. The proposed preliminary plat indicates 2.48 units per acre and is 
consistent with the general plan.  
 

G. Code Criteria: The following criteria are pertinent requirements that the Planning Commission 
and City Council shall consider when reviewing a preliminary plat in the R-3 zone (Section 
19.04.13). 
 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted 
and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  The preliminary plat will provide residential 
building lots that will support single family homes, which are permitted uses in the R-3 zone.  
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: reduction requested. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size in 
the R-3 zone is 10,000 square feet.  The City Council may approve a reduction based on 
compliance with specific criteria as evaluated below. Lot 95 is a corner lot and is required to be 
10% larger than the minimum lot size and shall be increased to 9,900 square feet.  
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b. Residential lots may be proposed that are less than 10,000 square feet as indicated in this 

Subsection. 
i. The City Council may approve a reduction in the lot size if it finds that such a 

reduction serves a public or neighborhood purpose such as: 
1. a significant increase in the amount or number of parks and recreation 

facilities proposed by the developer of property in this zone; 
2. the creation of significant amenities that may be enjoyed by all residents of 

the neighborhood; 
3. the preservation of sensitive lands (these areas may or may not be eligible to 

be counted towards the open space requirements in this zone – see the 
definition of “open space” in § 19.02.02); or 

4. any other public or neighborhood purpose that the City Council deems 
appropriate. 

ii. In no case shall the overall density in any approved project be increased as a result 
of an approved decrease in lot size pursuant to these regulations. 

iii. In making its determination, the City Council shall have sole discretion to make 
judgments, interpretations, and expressions of opinion with respect to the 
implementation of the above criteria. In no case shall reductions in lot sizes be 
considered a development right or a guarantee of approval. 

iv. In no case shall the City Council approve a residential lot size reduction greater than 
ten percent notwithstanding the amenities that are proposed. 

 
Finding: complies.  

i. The requested reduction serves a neighborhood purpose as it is directly related to 
the installation of the following improvements: the canal will be buried and a trail will 
be installed, the developer will construct a 77 foot wide right of way running 
east/west through the property, two of the open spaces are large parks that have a 
wide public frontage which is an enhancement to park space, the western-most open 
space may provide a location for a Zone 1 irrigation pond and tank in the future, the 
developer will be installing master planned storm drain lines and culinary and 
secondary water lines.  

ii. The overall density has not been increased due by the request for a lot size 
reduction. The overall density is proposed to be 2.48 units per acre and does not 
exceed the density allowed in the R-3 zone. 

iii. The requested reduction in lot sizes are not considered a development right or a 
guarantee of approval. The City Council has the sole discretion to grant this approval 
with respect to the criteria in the Code. 

iv. The requested minimum lot size is 9,000 square feet which is 10% smaller than the 
R-3 zone minimum of 10,000 square feet.  

 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: can comply. Section 19.04.22(5) outlines the setbacks 
required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
 

Front:  Twenty-five feet. 
Sides:  8/16 feet (minimum/combined) 
Rear:  Twenty feet  
Corner: Front 25 feet; Side abutting street 20 feet 

 
The typical lot setback detail will need to be updated to comply with these requirements. This 
has been included as a condition of approval.  
 
Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the front 
building setback. The proposed lots are a minimum of 70 feet wide at the front building setback.   
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Minimum Lot Frontage: complies. Every lot in this zone shall have at least 35 feet of 
frontage along a public street. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.  
 
Maximum Height of Structures, Maximum Lot Coverage, Minimum Dwelling Size: can 
comply. No structure in the R-3 zone shall be taller than 35 feet. Maximum lot coverage in the 
R-3 zone is 50%. The minimum dwelling size in the R-3 zone is 1,250 square feet of living space 
above grade. These requirements will be reviewed by the building department with each 
individual building permit application.  
 
Open Space: The R-3 zone requires 15% of the total project area to be installed as open space 
to be either public or common space not reserved in individual lots. Such open space shall meet 
the definition in Section 19.02.02 which states:  

 
  “Open space”: 

a. means an open, landscaped, and improved area that: 
i. is unoccupied and unobstructed by residential or commercial buildings, 

setbacks between buildings, parking areas, and other hard surfaces that 
have no recreational value; 

ii. provides park or landscaped areas that meet the minimum recreational 
needs of the residents of the subdivision; 

b. includes parks, recreational areas, gateways, trails, buffer areas, berms, view 
corridors, entry features, or other amenities that facilitate the creation of more 
attractive neighborhoods; 

c. may include hard surfaced features such as swimming pools, plazas with recreational 
value, sports courts, fountains, and other similar features with recreational value, as 
well as sensitive lands with recreational value, subject to the limitations stated in the 
definition of sensitive lands, within a development that have been designated as such 
at the discretion of the Planning Commission and City Council; and 

d. may not include surplus open space located on another lot unless such surplus open 
space was previously approved as part of an overall site plan, development 
agreement, or plat approval. 

 
Finding: can comply. The open space plans have not yet been developed or submitted 
for this project, but must include improved parks and recreational amenities to meet the 
“minimum recreational needs of the residents” to meet the Code requirements. The open 
space plans will be required with the final plat application.  

 
Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when 
calculating density. All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space. Sensitive lands 
may be used for credit towards meeting the minimum open space requirements. However, no 
more than fifty percent of the required open space shall be comprised of sensitive lands. 
 
The sensitive lands in this project are the proposed detention basins which are a total of 1.53 
acres (11.45% of the total open space). The base density was calculated after subtracting the 
land that will be used for detention basins and results in a density of 2.48 units per acre. The 
proposed detention basins are located within future parks. No more than 50% of the required 
open space is comprised of sensitive lands.  

 
Trash Storage: complies. Each future home will have an individual garbage can.  
 
Second Access: can comply. Section 19.12.06(1)(e) requires two separate means of vehicular 
access onto a collector road whenever the total number of dwelling units served by a single 
means of access will exceed 50. A phasing plan has not yet been proposed. However, there is a 
collector road running east to west through the proposed project. When the applicant develops a 
phasing plan, it must comply with this requirement.  

 - 4 -



 
Phasing: can comply. Section 19.12.02(6) requires City Council approval of phasing plans. The 
phasing plan has not yet been developed. However, it is anticipated that this development will 
occur in phases. A phasing plan will be required with the final plat application. The phasing plan 
shall include a proportionate share of open space and amenities in each phase and shall meet 
second access requirements.  
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Preliminary Plat and select from the 
options below.  
 
Recommended Motion: 
“I move that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to 
approve the Talus Ridge Preliminary Plat, located at approximately 550 North 800 West, with the 
findings and conditions below: 
 
Findings: 

1. Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as 
a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners 
within 300 feet of the subject property. 

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

3. The proposed preliminary plat meets or can conditionally meet all 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.  

 
  Conditions:  

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief are met.  
3. Notification of the neighboring Agricultural rights shall be placed on the title to notify 

future buyers of these uses.   
4. Lot 95 is a corner lot and is required to be 10% larger than the minimum lot size and 

shall be increased to 9,900 square feet.  
5. That 81 (37.7%) of the lots may be in the 9,000-9,999 square foot size range because: 

the canal will be buried and a trail will be installed, the developer will construct a 77 foot 
wide right of way running east/west through the property, two of the open spaces are 
large parks that have a wide public frontage which is an enhancement to park space, the 
western-most open space may provide a location for a Zone 1 irrigation pond and tank in 
the future, the developer will be installing master planned storm drain lines and culinary 
and secondary water lines. 

6. The typical lot setback detail will need to be updated to comply with the R-3 zone 
setback requirements.  

7. Open Space plans will be required with the final plat application and shall comply with 
the Code. 

8. Phasing plans will be required with the final plat application and shall comply with second 
access requirements. A proportionate share of open space and amenities shall be 
included in each phase.  

9. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission: 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Alternative Motions: 
 

Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the preliminary plat to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and 
Staff on information and/or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  
 
 
 
 

 
 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to deny 
the Talus Ridge Preliminary Plat, generally located at 550 North 800 West.”  

 
List findings for denial:  

 
 
 

 
I. Exhibits: 

 
1. Engineering Staff Report  
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Preliminary Plat 

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Talus Ridge 
Date: June 12, 2014 
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:  Edge Homes 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  Approximately 550 North 800 West 
Acreage:  88.78 acres – 216 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 City’s 

standards and specifications and receive approval from the City Engineer on those 
drawings prior to commencing construction. 
 

B. Developer shall bury and/or relocate all overhead utility distribution lines that are 
within this plat and adjacent to this project.    

   
C. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate 

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

applicable locations. 
 
E. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all roads and lots and shall 

stabilize and reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
F. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within 

pedestrian corridors and open spaces. 
 



G. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements as well as all Land Development 
Code requirements in the preparation of the final plat and construction drawings.  
All application fees are to be paid according to current fee schedules. 

 
H. 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. 

 
I. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located 

in the public right-of-way 
 
J. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all 

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

 
K. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 
 
L. This property appears to contain a historic railroad corridor and berm that may 

contain potentially hazardous materials. Developer shall mitigate all potential 
impacts to the existing and future residents. It is possible a professional 
environmental scientist will need to evaluate the berm and provide 
recommendations for the project. 

 
M. Several master planned culinary, secondary, sewer, and storm drain facilities are 

planned on this property. Developer shall coordinate with the City’s master plans 
to accommodate the required infrastructure. 

 
N. A collector road is shown on the City’s adopted Transportation Master Plan. This 

77’ ROW needs to be incorporated into the project and access shall comply with 
the City’s standards. Note that driveways are discouraged on Collector roads. 

 
O. This project contains one or more natural drainages. Developer shall preserve the 

drainage and ensure that proposed development does not encroach into the 100-
year flow corridor while providing a minimum of 2’ of freeboard. Conveyance shall 
be provided for the drainage outfall to a location acceptable to the City Engineer. 
Lots may not contain any portion of a natural drainage or any other sensitive land. 

 
A. Developer shall coordinate with City to determine what areas within the project 

can be serviced by the existing Zone 2 culinary and secondary water system. It is 
possible that the existing culinary and secondary water systems may not be able to 
provide adequate pressure to the entire project area. No lots shall be recorded in 
areas without adequate (does not meet the City’s minimum standards) culinary or 
secondary water pressure. 



 
P. Developer shall incorporate a plan to protect all homes and structures from upland 

flows. 
 
Q. Developer shall submit and receive approval from the canal company for the 

piping of the Canal and for any other improvements within their ROW. 
 

R. Developer shall provide a comprehensive traffic study that is consistent with the 
proposed project and number of lots. Traffic study shall meet all requirements of 
the standards provided in the City’s adopted transportation master plan. 
 

S. Developer shall ensure no lots are recorded within any existing or proposed power 
line easements or canal easements and that no lots contain sensitive lands 
including natural drainages. 
 

T. Developer shall ensure adequate open space is provided behind lots 61-66 for the 
City’s master planned Zone 1 Culinary storage tank and Zone 1 Irrigation reservoir. 
 

U. Developer shall incorporate setbacks and landscape areas as necessary to ensure 
the project complies with the City’s Wildland Urban Interface Code. 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Preliminary Plat  
Sierra Estates  
June 12, 2014 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    June 5, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Scott Dunn / Patterson Homes Inc.  
Location:   Approximately 600 West 400 North 
Major Street Access:  400 North 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 58:034:0496, 28.28 acres   
Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential 
Adjacent Zoning: R-3, PC, A 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant, undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses: Low Density Residential, Planned Community Zone, Agricultural 
General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential 
Previous Meetings: MDA reviewed by PC 2-27-14 
Previous Approvals:  MDA approved by CC 3-25-14 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for review of the Sierra Estates Preliminary Plat located at approximately 600 
West 400 North. The site is comprised of approximately 28.28 acres and is zoned R-3, Low 
Density Residential.  The preliminary plat proposes 94 single family lots ranging in size from 
9,000-14,456 square feet.  

 
Recommendation: 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take 
public comment and discuss the proposed preliminary plat, and choose from the 
options in Section “H” of this report. Options include forwarding a positive recommendation 
with conditions to the City Council, continuing the item, or forwarding a recommendation for 
denial to the City Council.  

 
B. Background:  

An extension to the Sierra Estates Master Development Plan and Agreement (MDA) was approved 
by the City Council on March 25, 2014. That agreement granted approval of a lot size reduction 
for the proposed 9,000 square foot lots. The open space requirements for this development have 
already been met by the dedication of Neptune Park and other requirements as outlined in the 



MDA. During those discussions it was recommended that future buyers be notified of the 
neighboring agricultural rights. This has been included as a condition of approval. 
 

C. Specific Request:  
This is a request for approval of the Sierra Estates Preliminary Plat located at approximately 600 
West 400 North. The site is comprised of approximately 28.28 acres and is zoned R-3, Low 
Density Residential.  The preliminary plat includes 94 single family lots ranging in size from 
9,000-14,456 square feet.  

 
Park strip along 400 North: discussion item. The applicant is requesting that the City 
accept long term maintenance responsibilities for the park strip along 400 North. The proposed 
lots back 400 North since this is a collector road and driveways are to be limited on collector 
roads. The developer will install a fence along the back of these lots to avoid dissimilar fencing by 
the residents. If the City is not willing to accept maintenance of this parkstrip an HOA will have to 
be formed just for this purpose.  
 

D. Process:  
Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Preliminary Plats require a public hearing with the 
Planning Commission and that the City Council is the approval authority.  
 
Staff finding: complies. After a public hearing with the Planning Commission the application 
will be forwarded to the City Council.  
 

E. Community Review:  
Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in The Daily Herald, and each 
residential property within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at least ten calendar 
days prior to this meeting.  As of the completion of this report, the City has not received any 
public comment regarding this application. 
 

F. General Plan:   
The site is designated as Low Density Residential on the adopted Future Land Use Map. The 
General Plan states that areas designated as Low Density Residential are “designed to provide 
areas for residential subdivisions with an overall density of 1 to 4 units per acre.  This area is to 
be characterized by neighborhoods with streets designed to the City’s urban standards, single-
family detached dwellings and open spaces.”   
 
Finding: consistent. The R-3 zoned portion of the Sierra Estates development is a total of 188 
units on 74.58 acres; resulting in a density of 2.52 units per acre. This phase of development is 
28.28 acres with 94 lots; resulting in a density of 3.32 units per acre. These densities are 
consistent with the general plan for low density residential development.  
 

G. Code Criteria:  
The following criteria are pertinent requirements that the Planning Commission and City Council 
shall consider when reviewing a preliminary plat in the R-3 zone (Section 19.04.13). 
 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted 
and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  The preliminary plat will provide residential 
building lots that will support single family homes, which are permitted uses in the R-3 zone. 
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size in the R-3 zone is 
10,000 square feet.  The City Council may approve a reduction based on compliance with specific 
criteria. These criteria were evaluated during the MDA review and the City Council approved a 
reduction to 9,000 square feet for the proposed lots.   
 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. ection 19.04.13(5) outlines the setbacks 
required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
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Front:  Twenty-five feet. 
Sides:  8/16 feet (minimum/combined) 
Rear:  Twenty feet  
Corner: Front 25 feet; Side abutting street 20 feet 

 
The typical lot setback detail on the plans indicates compliance with these requirements. The 
corner lot setback is shown at 25 feet on that detail and may be reduced to 20 feet. 
 
Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the front 
building setback. The proposed lots are a minimum of 70 feet wide at the front building setback.   
 
Minimum Lot Frontage: complies. Every lot in this zone shall have at least 35 feet of 
frontage along a public street. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.  
 
Maximum Height of Structures, Maximum Lot Coverage, Minimum Dwelling Size: can 
comply. No structure in the R-3 zone shall be taller than 35 feet. Maximum lot coverage in the 
R-3 zone is 50%. The minimum dwelling size in the R-3 zone is 1,250 square feet of living space 
above grade. These requirements will be reviewed by the building department with each 
individual building permit application.  
 
Open Space: complies. The open space requirements were agreed to with approval of the 
MDA. The open space requirements for this phase of the Sierra Estates development have 
already been fulfilled.  
 
Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when 
calculating density. All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space. Sensitive lands 
may be used for credit towards meeting the minimum open space requirements. However, no 
more than fifty percent of the required open space shall be comprised of sensitive lands. There 
are no sensitive lands within this phase of development.  
 
Trash Storage: complies. Each future home will have an individual garbage can. 
 
Second Access: can comply. Section 19.12.06(1)(e) requires two separate means of vehicular 
access onto a collector road whenever the total number of dwelling units served by a single 
means of access will exceed 50. A phasing plan has not yet been proposed. However, 400 North 
is a collector road that is adjacent to the development. When the applicant develops a phasing 
plan, it must comply with this requirement.  
 
Phasing: can comply. Section 19.12.02(6) requires City Council approval of phasing plans. The 
phasing plan has not yet been developed. However, it is anticipated that this development will 
occur in phases. A phasing plan will be required with the final plat application.  
 
Fencing: can comply.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 
space, parks, trails, and easement corridors.  In addition, fencing may also be required adjacent 
to undeveloped properties. Staff recommends privacy fencing along the west and south boundary 
of this project (along the Agricultural zones and 400 North) to provide consistency in fencing 
materials and a buffer from the Agricultural uses. A fencing plan will be required with the final 
plat application.  
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Preliminary Plat and select from the 
options below.  
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Recommended Motion: 
“I move that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to 
approve the Talus Ridge Preliminary Plat, located at approximately 550 North 800 West, with the 
findings and conditions below: 
 
Findings: 

1. Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as 
a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners 
within 300 feet of the subject property. 

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

3. The proposed preliminary plat meets or can conditionally meet all 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.  

 
  Conditions:  

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief are met.  
3. Notification of the neighboring Agricultural rights shall be placed on the title to notify 

future buyers of these uses.   
4. A fencing plan will be required with the final plat application. Fencing is recommended 

along the west and south boundaries of this project.  
5. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission: 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Alternative Motions: 

 
Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the preliminary plat to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and 
Staff on information and/or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  
 
 
 
 

 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move 
that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to deny 
the Talus Ridge Preliminary Plat, generally located at 550 North 800 West.”  

 
List findings for denial:  

 
 
 

 
I. Exhibits: 

1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Preliminary Plat Plans 

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Sierra Estates                 
Date: June 12, 2014 
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:  Scott Dunn / Patterson Homes Inc. 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  Approximately 600 West 400 North 
Acreage:  28.28 acres - 94 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 City’s standards 

and specifications and receive approval from the City Engineer on those drawings prior to 
commencing construction. 
 

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

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

locations. 
 
E. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all roads and lots and shall stabilize and 

reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
F. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within pedestrian 

corridors. 
 
G. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements as well as all Land Development Code 

requirements in the preparation of the final plat and construction drawings.  All 
application fees are to be paid according to current fee schedules. 

 



H. 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. 

 
I. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located in the 

public right-of-way. No portion of a Utility main, including sewer and storm drain, shall be 
located within a private lot. Sewer and storm drain lines shall be a minimum of 10’ away 
from private lot lines to facilitate room for future maintenance without encroaching into 
lots. 

 
J. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, 

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

 
K. Developer shall ensure project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 
 
L. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent property 

owners and future homeowners due to the grading and construction practices employed 
during completion of this project. 

 
M. Developer shall improve and dedicate 400 North to a Collector road standard as per the 

City’s adopted transportation master plan. Street lights shall be the City standard collector 
style at all intersections and at 300’ spacing. 
 

N. Developer shall loop internal waterlines back to the existing 14” culinary main in 400 
North at all access points.  

 
O. Developer shall provide 55’ radius temporary turn-around’s as per city standards on all 

dead end roads. 
 
P. Developer shall construct cut off ditch for the conveyance of up gradient irrigation water 

around the subdivision to protect future lot owners from potential flooding. All irrigation 
water shall be detained in a sedimentation pond to remove sediment prior to discharge 
into the City’s storm drain system.  

 
Q. Developer shall locate all fire hydrants, blow-offs and street lights on lot lines.  Placement 

of hydrants and blow-offs shall be at the end of main lines. 
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Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x 106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Concept Plan 
Vista Heights (LDS Church Building) 
June 12, 2014 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    June 5, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Evans and Associates Architecture  
Location:   612 West Pony Express Parkway 
Major Street Access:  Pony Express Parkway 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 66:300:0009 (~4.59 acres) 
Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential 
Adjacent Zoning: A, PC 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 
Adjacent Uses: Middle School, Agricultural 
Previous Meetings: Minor Subdivision review by PC, 6-9-11 
Previous Approvals:  Minor Subdivision approved by CC, 7-5-11 
Land Use Authority: Review by Planning Commission and City Council is required 
Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for review of a Concept Plan for the Vista Heights Stake Center, located at 612 
West Pony Express Parkway.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public meeting and 
provide informal direction to the applicant and staff regarding the conceptual 
subdivision. No official motion or recommendation is provided for Concept Plans. 

 
B. Background:  

The concept plan has been reviewed by staff and this report provides direction to the applicant 
from the Development Review Committee (DRC). The Planning Commission and City Council will 
also provide direction at the public meetings.  
 
This lot was created in 2011 through the Minor Subdivision process. Additional right of way 
dedications may be necessary for the dedication of Pony Express Parkway right of way.  
 

C. Specific Request:  
This is a request for concept plan review of the proposed LDS church to be located at 612 West 
Pony Express Parkway. The site includes a church building and associated parking and 
landscaping. The applicant is requesting feedback on the proposed site lighting and landscape 



plan. In the past the City has allowed fixtures that differ from the City standard (attached) and 
has allowed less than 50% turf. The plans indicate 35.7 % turf. In place of turf, the applicant is 
requesting large planter beds and the proposed plant count far exceeds the Code requirements.  
 

D. Process:  
Per section 19.13.04(6) of the City Code, a Concept Plan application shall be submitted before 
the filing of an application for Subdivision or Site Plan approval. The Concept Plan review involves 
an informal review of the plan by the DRC, Planning Commission and City Council to guide the 
developer in the preparation of subsequent applications.  
 

E. Community Review:  
There is no requirement to notice concept plans because the comments received from the 
Planning Commission or City Council are not binding.  Formal community interaction will occur 
once a public hearing is scheduled as part of the subdivision review. 
 

F. General Plan:   
The General Plan designates this area for Institutional/Civic development and states “Activities in 
the institutional areas will vary greatly and shall include schools, libraries, hospitals, public 
buildings or facilities and other land-uses that provide essential services to the general  
public.”   
 
Finding: consistent. The proposed plan consists of a church building which will offer religious 
services to the general public.  
 

G. Code Criteria:  
Section 19.12.03 of the City Code states, “All subdivisions are subject to the provisions of Chapter 
19.13, Development Review Process”. The following criteria are pertinent requirements for 
Preliminary Plats listed in Sections 19.12 (Subdivision Requirements) and 19.04.13 (R-3 
Requirements) of the City Code. 
 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted 
and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  Churches are a conditional use in the R-3 zone. A 
conditional use application will be required in conjunction with the site plan application.  
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size for non-
residential uses is one acre. The subject property is 4.59 acres. Some of the property will be 
dedicated towards the Pony Express Parkway right of way, but this will not result in a lot that is 
less than one acre in size.  

 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. Section 19.04.13(5) outlines the setbacks 
required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
 

Front: Not less than twenty-five feet. 
Sides: 8/20 feet (minimum/combined) 
Rear: Not less than twenty-five feet  
Corner: Front 25 feet; Side abutting street 20 feet 
 

The setbacks indicated on the plans exceed these requirements.  
 
Parking: can comply. Section 19.09.11 requires outlines the parking requirements for churches 
in the R-3 zone and states “to be determined by Planning Commission (see 19.09.05(6).”  
 
Section 19.09.05(6) states: 

6. Where no comparative land use standard for parking is found in Section 19.09.11, 
Required Parking by Zone, the City Development Review Committee, Planning 
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Commission, or City Council shall determine an appropriate requirement using the 
following criteria: 

a. the intensity of the proposed use; 
b. times of operation and use; 
c. whether the hours or days of operation are staggered thereby reducing the 

need for the full amount of required parking; 
d. whether there is shared parking agreement in accordance with Section 

19.09.10 below—if there is a shared parking agreement, a reduction may not 
be granted; 

e. the number of employees; 
f. the number of customers and patrons;  
g. trip generation; and  
h. peak demands. 

 
7. Any information provided by the developer relative to trip generation, hours of 

operation, shared parking, peak demands, or other information relative to parking 
shall be considered when evaluating parking needs. 

 
The applicant will need to supply data with the site plan application to indicate that they have 
proposed adequate parking.  
 
Fencing: can comply.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 
space, parks, trails, and easement corridors. In addition, fencing may also be required adjacent 
to undeveloped properties. Staff recommends that the applicant provide fencing around the site 
since the abutting property is undeveloped.  
 
Open Space: complies. The City Code requires a minimum 15% open space. This church will 
be serving nearby residents and park space has already been provided within the nearby 
developments. The proposed plans indicate 35.45% landscaping.  
 
Sensitive Lands: complies. No sensitive lands exist on the site.  
 
Access: up for discussion. This type of development requires two points of access to meet Fire 
Code Requirements. However, the access locations do not meet access spacing requirements for 
full-movement accesses on Arterial roadways (see Engineering report). The City reserves the 
right to construct an island in the Center of Pony Express Parkway in the future, which could 
reduce one of the access points to right in/right out movements only.  
 
Landscaping: up for discussion. The landscape plans indicate 66,798 square feet of 
landscaping which requires 27 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 23 evergreen trees at 6 feet in 
height, 195 shrubs, and 50% turf. The code states “The City Council shall have the authority to 
adjust these standards as circumstances dictate.”  
 
The applicant is requesting the sod requirement be reduced to 35.7% sod for this site. In 
exchange for this reduction they are willing to exceed all of the plant count requirements and are 
proposing: 104 deciduous trees at 2” caliper, 29 evergreen trees at 7’-8’ height, and 460 five-
gallon shrubs.  
 
Staff recommends that at least 27 of the deciduous trees be increased in size to 2.5” caliper.  
 
Lighting: up for discussion. Section 19.14.04(7)(iii) states “All streetlights and interior parking 
lot lights shall meet the City’s adopted design standards for lighting.” In the past the City has 
approved the attached light for institutional development. However, a code amendment will be 
proposed in the future that requires alternatives to the City standard to have the same 
components such as: a bell shade, a fluted or round pole, a decorative base, and be black in 
color.  
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H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
No official action should be taken.  The Planning Commission should provide general direction 
and input to help the developer prepare for formal subdivision application. 
 
Staff recommends: 
 

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief be met.  
3. A conditional use application is required in conjunction with the site plan application.  
4. Appropriate dedications for the Pony Express Parkway right of way will be required.  
5. That the Planning Commission and City Council provide the applicant with feedback on 

the proposed lights and landscaping.  
 

I. Exhibits: 
1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Proposed Conceptual Site Plan 
4. Proposed Landscaping 
5. Proposed lights  

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Vista Heights                  
Date: June 12, 2014 
Type of Item:   Concept Plan Review 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The applicant has submitted a concept plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Evans and Associates Architecture 
Request:  Concept Plan 
Location:  612 West Pony Express Parkway 
Acreage:  4.59 acres 

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

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

 
D. Proposed Items for Consideration:   

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

specifications. 
  

B. Consider and accommodate existing utilities, drainage systems, detention 
systems, and water storage systems into the project design.  
 

C. Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 
developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction 
requirements. 

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

and requirements in the preparation of the Construction Drawings. 
 
E. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical 

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

not located in a public right-of-way. Sewer and Storm Drain requires 20’ wide 



easements centered on the pipeline and waterlines require 10’ wide easements. 
 

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

 
H. Culinary water system shall be designed in a manner that provides for minimum 

fire flows while minimizing the possibility of stagnant water. Fire flow calculations 
will be required for all on site hydrants to ensure they meet the City’s minimum 
requirements. 

I. The dedication of the 90’ ROW width and the full frontage improvements of Pony 
Express Parkway will be required. Access spacing along Pony Express Parkway 
shall meet City standards. Interconnection for the future seminary building to the 
east of the project site should be incorporated into the design. 
 

J. Site lighting will need to meet City standards including a minimum illumination of 
0.5 ft-candles at all parking stalls while meeting standards for uniformity. 
 

K. All off Site utility mains and laterals shall be located on the adjacent Jr. High 
School property. 

 
 



 

SITE

ZONING/LOCATION MAP
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  

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

Planning	  Commission	  
Staff	  Report	  

Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  
Legacy	  Farms	  
Thursday,	  June	  12,	  2014	  
Public	  Hearings	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   Thursday,	  June	  5,	  2014	  
Applicant:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Owner:	   Corporation	  of	  Presiding	  Bishopric	  Church	  of	  Jesus	  Christ	  of	  LDS	  
Location:	   SE	  corner	  intersection	  of	  Redwood	  and	  400	  south,	  extending	  to	  Saratoga	  Dr.	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   Redwood	  Road	  and	  400	  South	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   66:058:0007,	  176.44	  acres;	  58:041:0185,	  5.497	  acres	  
	   Total:	  181.937	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   Planned	  Community	  (PC)	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   PC	  and	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  (R-‐3)	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Agriculture	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	   	   	   Agriculture,	  Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   PC	  Work	  Sessions	  December	  12,	  2013	  and	  January	  9,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   CC	  Work	  Session	  January	  14,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   PC	  Public	  Hearings	  February	  13,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   PC	  Work	  Session	  April	  24,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   CC	  Work	  Session	  May	  6,	  2014	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   Annexation	  Agreement	  (2010)	  
	   Rezone	  to	  PC	  zone	  (2010)	  
	   City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (2010)	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  	  
Future	  Routing:	   City	  Council	  	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

A. EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  
The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  19.26	  of	  
the	  Land	  Development	  Code	  (Code)	  and	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP).	  The	  proposal	  allocates	  a	  
maximum	  of	  1000	  units	  of	  density	  to	  ~182	  acres	  within	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  lays	  out	  the	  broader	  guidelines	  for	  the	  development	  while	  the	  Village	  Plan	  provides	  
the	  specifics	  for	  the	  first	  phase	  of	  development.	  The	  application	  proposes	  the	  use	  of	  Form	  Based	  Code	  to	  
implement	  specific	  standards	  for	  blocks,	  subzones,	  unit	  layout	  and	  type,	  transition	  of	  density,	  building	  
setbacks,	  architecture,	  roadways,	  open	  space,	  landscaping,	  lighting,	  and	  other	  applicable	  standards.	  	  
	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  held	  public	  hearings	  on	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  on	  February	  13,	  
2014,	  and	  voted	  on	  the	  proposals.	  Due	  to	  significant	  changes	  in	  the	  layout	  stemming	  from	  the	  relocation	  
of	  the	  school	  site,	  the	  applicants	  have	  requested	  additional	  hearings	  on	  the	  revised	  plans.	  For	  the	  
convenience	  of	  the	  Commission,	  significant	  changes	  to	  this	  report	  since	  the	  previous	  hearings	  are	  
highlighted	  in	  yellow.	  	  
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Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  conduct	  two	  public	  hearings,	  take	  public	  comment,	  
review	  and	  discuss	  the	  proposed	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  in	  
Section	  I	  of	  this	  report.	  Options	  include	  forwarding	  a	  positive	  or	  negative	  recommendation	  on	  either	  or	  
both	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  as	  proposed,	  forwarding	  recommendations	  with	  changes	  as	  
directed	  by	  the	  Commission,	  or	  continuing	  the	  hearing	  to	  another	  date	  with	  specific	  direction	  to	  the	  
applicant	  on	  information	  or	  changes	  needed	  for	  the	  Commission	  to	  make	  recommendations.	  	  	  
	  

B. BACKGROUND	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
The	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP)	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  following	  annexation	  of	  just	  under	  3000	  
acres	  into	  the	  City.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  annexation	  agreement	  and	  DAP,	  the	  2883	  acres	  is	  approved	  and	  vested	  
for	  16,000	  residential	  units	  and	  10,000,000	  square	  feet	  of	  non-‐residential	  density:	  	  

	  
The	  DAP	  has	  also	  approved	  Place	  Types	  ranging	  in	  density	  from	  5-‐75	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre:	  

	  
(Note:	  the	  complete	  DAP	  can	  be	  found	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning	  and	  clicking	  on	  
“Master	  Plans”	  and	  then	  “City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.”)	  	  
	  
While	  the	  DAP	  includes	  several	  conceptual	  scenarios	  for	  the	  distribution	  of	  various	  place	  types,	  both	  the	  
DAP	  and	  Code	  allow	  the	  place	  type	  for	  individual	  developments	  to	  be	  identified	  and	  finalized	  at	  the	  time	  
of	  Community	  Plan	  approval.	  	  
	  
The	  DAP	  does	  not	  specify	  how	  to	  allocate	  the	  16,000	  Residential	  and	  10,000,000	  s.f.	  of	  non-‐residential	  
development	  (total	  of	  20,620	  Equivalent	  Residential	  Units,	  or	  ERUs)	  to	  each	  phase,	  however	  there	  are	  
several	  methods	  that	  may	  act	  as	  guidelines:	  
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• The	  Traditional	  Neighborhood	  Place	  Type	  under	  the	  DAP	  would	  permit	  a	  range	  of	  900-‐5760	  units.	  
• Utilizing	  a	  “fair	  share”	  approach,	  imagining	  that	  the	  combined	  20,620	  residential	  and	  commercial	  

ERUs	  were	  allocated	  evenly	  across	  the	  entire	  DAP,	  the	  ~182	  acre	  Community	  Plan	  would	  be	  
eligible	  for	  up	  to	  approximately	  1300	  units,	  a	  density	  of	  over	  7	  units	  per	  acre.	  (Note:	  the	  DAP	  does	  
not	  require	  density	  to	  be	  evenly	  allocated	  across	  the	  property.	  Some	  phases	  will	  be	  denser	  while	  
others	  are	  less	  dense.)	  	  

• The	  Community	  Plan	  proposes	  block-‐specific	  limits	  for	  densities,	  further	  decreasing	  the	  potential	  
density	  range	  to	  842-‐1782.	  

• The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  a	  maximum	  of	  1055	  ERUs,	  consisting	  of	  a	  maximum	  of	  1000	  
residential	  units	  and	  55	  non-‐residential	  unit	  equivalents	  in	  the	  school	  and	  church	  sites.	  	  

	  
C. SPECIFIC	  REQUESTS	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  
Community	  Plan	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  covers	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  project,	  and	  the	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  the	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood	  place	  type	  for	  the	  entire	  Community	  Plan.	  	  	  

	  
The	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  maximum	  limit	  of	  1000	  residential	  units	  on	  the	  entire	  property,	  governed	  
by	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  The	  1000	  unit	  limit	  is	  well	  below	  the	  maximums	  achievable	  in	  the	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood	  place	  type	  and	  with	  the	  proposed	  Block	  Types.	  The	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  layout	  and	  
distribution	  of	  units	  would	  result	  in	  approximately	  900	  residential	  units,	  but	  could	  be	  increased	  to	  1000.	  	  
	  
Village	  Plan	  1	  
Village	  Plan	  1	  covers	  the	  western	  blocks	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  contains	  ~50	  acres.	  Within	  this	  first	  
Village	  Plan,	  the	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  maximum	  of	  309	  residential	  units.	  Village	  Plan	  1	  contains	  
several	  higher	  density	  blocks	  closer	  to	  Redwood	  and	  400	  South,	  and	  therefore	  
contains	  a	  higher	  proportion	  of	  the	  density	  than	  the	  remaining	  Village	  Plans	  to	  
come.	  As	  the	  project	  moves	  away	  from	  Redwood	  Road,	  future	  Village	  Plans	  
will	  transition	  to	  a	  lower	  density.	  In	  no	  case	  will	  more	  than	  1000	  residential	  
units	  be	  permitted	  in	  the	  entire	  Community	  Plan	  area.	  	  
	  
The	  layout	  presented	  to	  the	  Commission	  on	  February	  13,	  2014	  showed	  a	  
school	  in	  the	  northeastern	  portion	  of	  the	  development.	  Due	  to	  concerns	  of	  
the	  school	  district	  based	  upon	  recent	  experiences	  developing	  in	  Lehi,	  the	  
district	  has	  requested	  that	  the	  school	  site	  be	  relocated	  internally	  to	  the	  
development.	  As	  a	  result,	  the	  unit	  layout	  has	  changed	  significantly.	  The	  
applicant	  is	  proposing	  that	  an	  age-‐restricted	  senior	  community	  replace	  the	  
area	  formerly	  occupied	  by	  the	  school.	  	  

	  
D. PROCESS	  /	  HOW	  IT	  WORKS	  	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   	   	   	  
	   Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code	  describes	  development	  in	  the	  PC	  zone,	  and	  the	  

graphic	  to	  the	  right	  shows	  the	  hierarchy	  of	  the	  different	  plans:	  	  
	  

1. For	  a	  large-‐scale	  planned	  community	  district,	  an	  overall	  governing	  
document	  is	  first	  approved,	  known	  as	  the	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (Section	  
19.26.13).	  	  

• The	  City	  Center	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010.	  	  
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2. A	  Community	  Plan	  is	  then	  proposed	  and	  approved	  (Sections	  19.26.03-‐19.26.08).	  The	  Community	  
Plan	  lays	  out	  the	  more	  specific	  guidelines	  for	  a	  sub-‐district	  within	  the	  DAP.	  	  

• The	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  will	  govern	  only	  the	  ~182	  acres	  of	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  
development.	  
	  

3. Following	  and	  /	  or	  concurrently	  with	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  a	  Village	  Plan	  is	  proposed	  and	  
approved	  (Sections	  19.26.09	  –	  19.26.10).	  The	  Village	  Plan	  is	  the	  final	  stage	  in	  the	  Planned	  
Community	  process	  before	  final	  plats,	  addressing	  such	  details	  specific	  to	  the	  sub-‐phase	  as	  open	  
space,	  road	  networks,	  and	  lots	  for	  a	  sub-‐phase	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  	  

• The	  applicants	  are	  currently	  proposing	  Village	  Plan	  1	  for	  the	  westernmost	  blocks	  (47.95	  
acres)	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  	  

	  
	   The	  approval	  process	  for	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1	  includes:	  

1. A	  public	  hearing	  and	  recommendation	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  
2. A	  public	  hearing	  and	  final	  decision	  by	  the	  City	  Council	  (19.26	  states	  that	  the	  process	  is	  per	  Section	  

19.17,	  which	  is	  Code	  amendments	  /	  rezones,	  and	  requires	  hearings	  with	  the	  Council.)	  
	  

E. COMMUNITY	  REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
These	  items	  were	  noticed	  as	  public	  hearings	  in	  the	  Daily	  Herald;	  and	  mailed	  notice	  sent	  to	  all	  property	  
owners	  within	  300	  feet.	  	  
	  
A	  community	  open	  house	  was	  also	  held	  at	  which	  time	  neighbors	  and	  City	  residents	  had	  the	  opportunity	  
for	  an	  initial	  look	  at	  the	  proposed	  development,	  and	  previous	  hearings	  were	  held	  by	  the	  Commission	  on	  
February	  13,	  2014.	  Work	  sessions	  were	  held	  with	  the	  Commission	  and	  Council	  on	  this	  revised	  layout	  in	  
April	  and	  May	  2014.	  	  
	  
The	  public	  hearings	  with	  the	  City	  Council	  have	  been	  scheduled	  and	  noticed	  for	  June	  17,	  2014.	  

	  
F. REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  

Place	  Type	  	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  designates	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  Legacy	  Farms	  development	  as	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood,	  which	  is	  described	  in	  the	  DAP	  as	  follows:	  	  
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Density	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  proposes	  a	  maximum	  of	  1000	  residential	  units,	  and	  55	  non-‐residential	  unit	  
equivalents,	  which	  results	  in	  an	  average	  of	  ~5.8	  units	  per	  acre.	  The	  distribution	  of	  units	  is	  not	  even,	  
however,	  with	  some	  blocks	  containing	  larger	  lots	  and	  other	  blocks	  containing	  small	  lots,	  twin	  homes,	  and	  
townhomes.	  Such	  a	  varied	  distribution	  is	  allowed	  and	  contemplated	  by	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  densities	  of	  adjacent	  existing	  residential	  properties	  (to	  the	  south)	  contain	  approximately	  3.5	  –	  5	  units	  
per	  acre.	  To	  transition	  density	  appropriately	  within	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  development,	  the	  Community	  Plan	  
and	  Village	  Plan	  propose	  10,000	  s.f.	  and	  8,000	  s.f.	  lots	  in	  the	  blocks	  closest	  to	  these	  existing	  
neighborhoods,	  with	  lot	  size	  decreasing	  and	  densities	  increasing	  as	  the	  blocks	  move	  north	  and	  farther	  
away	  from	  these	  existing	  neighborhoods.	  	  
	  
Unit	  Type	  
Legacy	  Farms	  proposed	  a	  mixture	  of	  large-‐lot	  single	  family	  homes,	  small-‐lot	  and	  cottage	  single	  family	  
homes,	  twin	  homes,	  and	  several	  types	  of	  townhomes.	  The	  DAP	  anticipated	  and	  permitted	  this	  type	  of	  
development.	  While	  also	  permitted	  by	  the	  DAP,	  “small	  scale	  apartments”	  have	  been	  removed	  from	  the	  
proposal.	  	  
	  
Traffic	  and	  Infrastructure	  
The	  applicants	  have	  provided	  a	  traffic	  study	  and	  infrastructure	  plans,	  which	  were	  previously	  reviewed	  by	  
the	  City	  Engineer.	  Due	  to	  the	  changes,	  a	  revised	  traffic	  study	  is	  required.	  (See	  Engineer’s	  report.)	  	  

	  
	   Form	  Based	  Code	  /	  Development	  Standards	  
	   City	  Staff	  has	  been	  working	  with	  the	  applicants	  on	  the	  governing	  standards	  and	  principles	  of	  the	  project,	  

which	  are	  contained	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1.	  
	  

The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  the	  general	  standards	  for	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  project:	  
• Community	  Plan	  Process	  
• Place	  Type	  Designation	  
• Block	  Types	  
• Transition	  in	  density	  from	  existing	  residential	  development	  
• Equivalent	  Residential	  Unit	  (ERU)	  allocation	  	  
• Thoroughfare	  Plans	  (street	  /	  road	  standards)	  

o Frontage	  Types	  
o Utility	  Easements	  
o Turning	  Radii	  
o Pedestrian	  Crossings	  
o Planting	  Information	  

• Parking	  
• Lighting	  Standards	  
• Architectural	  Styles	  
• Open	  Space	  types	  and	  conceptual	  layout	  
• Landscape	  Guidelines	  
• Signage	  Standards	  
• Fencing	  Standards	  
• Phasing	  
• Infrastructure	  
• Constraints	  
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• Traffic	  Study	  
• Definitions	  

	  
Village	  Plan	  1	  contains	  additional	  standards	  to	  implement	  the	  Community	  Plan	  on	  a	  particular	  sub-‐phase.	  
While	  these	  topics	  were	  addressed	  at	  a	  higher	  level	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  the	  information	  in	  the	  Village	  
Plan	  is	  more	  specific	  and	  applies	  only	  to	  the	  47.95	  acres	  contained	  in	  the	  Village	  Plan:	  	  

• Village	  Plan	  Process	  
• Sub-‐districts	  
• Private	  Frontages	  
• Conceptual	  Lotting	  Plan	  (lot	  layout)	  
• Product	  types	  (10,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  8,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  6,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  cottages	  and	  rear	  lane	  cottages,	  

twin	  homes,	  and	  several	  townhome	  types)	  
• Thoroughfares	  	  
• Street	  Names	  
• Pedestrian	  Plan	  
• Architectural	  details	  /	  materials	  
• Color	  Palette	  
• Open	  space	  	  
• Phasing	  
• Infrastructure	  and	  Utilities	  

	  
Staff	  Review	  
Several	  remaining	  items	  identified	  by	  Staff	  need	  to	  be	  corrected	  or	  clarified	  prior	  to	  final	  signature	  of	  the	  
CP	  and	  VP.	  These	  include	  items	  such	  as	  the	  following:	  

• Typos	  such	  as	  incorrect	  numbers,	  and	  percentages	  and	  acreages	  that	  do	  not	  add	  up	  to	  100%	  
• Clarifications	  on	  where	  on-‐street	  parking	  is	  encouraged	  and	  prohibited	  
• Protection	  of	  clear-‐view	  triangles	  on	  corner	  lots	  
• Shared-‐lane	  townhomes	  that	  access	  on	  a	  main	  street	  need	  to	  access	  a	  shared	  lane	  
• Other	  clarifications	  and	  minor	  edits	  

	  
More	  detail	  on	  the	  standards	  above	  are	  found	  in	  the	  proposed	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  and	  

Village	  Plan	  1,	  obtained	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  and	  clicking	  on	  “pending	  
applications”.	  Both	  the	  original	  version	  and	  the	  new	  proposals	  are	  available.	  	  

	  
G. GENERAL	  PLAN	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

	   The	  General	  Plan	  Land	  Use	  map	  identifies	  this	  area	  as	  Planned	  Community,	  which	  states:	  	  
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	   The	  2883	  acre	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  
Planned	  Community	  designation.	  The	  proposed	  Community	  Plan	  includes	  trail	  connections	  and	  parks	  in	  
compliance	  with	  the	  related	  master	  plans.	  	  

	  
H. CODE	  CRITERIA	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   The	  property	  is	  zoned	  PC,	  and	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  standards	  and	  requirements	  in	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  
and	  its	  several	  sub-‐sections.	  	  
	  
19.26.04	  –	  Uses	  Permitted	  within	  a	  Planned	  Community	  District	  

• The	  application	  includes	  multi-‐family	  and	  single	  family	  homes,	  school	  and	  church	  sites,	  parks,	  and	  
trails.	  All	  of	  these	  uses	  are	  permitted	  in	  the	  PC	  zone.	  	  

	  
COMMUNITY	  PLAN	  CODE	  REQUIREMENTS	  	  

	  
Section	  19.26.06	  –	  Guiding	  Standards	  of	  Community	  Plans	  

	   	  
The	  standards	  for	  a	  Community	  Plan	  are	  below:	  	  

	  
1. Development	  Type	  and	  Intensity.	  The	  allowed	  uses	  and	  the	  conceptual	  intensity	  of	  development	  

in	  a	  Planned	  Community	  District	  shall	  be	  as	  established	  by	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  
Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Subdivision	  plats	  and	  building	  permits	  will	  be	  reviewed	  for	  
compliance	  with	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  

	  
2. Equivalent	  Residential	  Unit	  Transfers.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  a	  maximum	  of	  1000	  units,	  and	  a	  
provision	  for	  density	  to	  be	  transferred	  between	  Village	  Plans	  in	  the	  development.	  	  
	  

3. Development	  Standards.	  Guiding	  development	  standards	  shall	  be	  established	  in	  the	  Community	  
Plan.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  Form	  Based	  Code	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  has	  established	  
common	  standards	  and	  architectural	  guidelines,	  and	  will	  be	  the	  governing	  standards	  for	  
the	  development.	  Any	  conflicts	  between	  the	  Code	  and	  the	  Community	  Plan	  will	  be	  
governed	  by	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  while	  any	  topics	  not	  addressed	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  
will	  be	  governed	  by	  applicable	  regulations	  and	  standards	  of	  the	  City.	  A	  discussion	  of	  
private	  vs.	  semi-‐private	  fencing	  along	  trail	  corridors	  and	  open	  space	  was	  not	  fully	  resolved	  
at	  the	  Commission	  hearing	  and	  work	  sessions	  with	  the	  Commission	  and	  Council.	  	  

	  
4. Open	  Space	  Requirements.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  While	  the	  Code	  currently	  requires	  30%	  open	  space,	  it	  allows	  DAPs	  
to	  include	  a	  lower	  range.	  The	  City	  Center	  DAP	  is	  the	  governing	  document	  for	  the	  proposed	  
Community	  Plan,	  and	  the	  proposed	  open	  space	  meets	  the	  standards	  and	  range	  of	  18-‐24%	  
as	  identified	  in	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  

5. No	  structure	  (excluding	  signs	  and	  entry	  features)	  may	  be	  closer	  than	  twenty	  feet	  to	  the	  peripheral	  
property	  line	  of	  the	  Planned	  Community	  District	  boundaries.	  	  

a. The	  area	  within	  this	  twenty	  foot	  area	  is	  to	  be	  used	  as	  a	  buffer	  strip	  and	  may	  be	  counted	  
toward	  open	  space	  requirements,	  but	  shall	  not	  include	  required	  back	  yards	  or	  building	  set	  
back	  areas.	  	  
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b. The	  City	  Council	  may	  grant	  a	  waiver	  to	  the	  requirement	  set	  forth	  in	  this	  Subsection	  upon	  a	  
finding	  that	  the	  buffer	  requirement	  will	  result	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  non-‐functional	  or	  non-‐
useable	  open	  space	  area	  and	  will	  be	  detrimental	  to	  the	  provision	  of	  useful	  and	  functional	  
open	  space	  within	  the	  Project.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  up	  for	  discussion.	  The	  applicants	  have	  requested	  a	  waiver	  to	  this	  
requirement	  to	  allow	  them	  to	  provide	  a	  trail	  corridor	  along	  Sherwood	  Drive	  
instead	  of	  a	  buffer	  at	  the	  back	  of	  homes.	  The	  Commission	  was	  split	  in	  their	  
discussion	  of	  this	  request	  during	  the	  February	  13,	  2014	  hearing,	  and	  also	  the	  
Council	  at	  the	  most	  recent	  work	  session.	  	  

	  
19.26.07	  –	  Contents	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
	  
The	  items	  summarized	  below	  are	  required	  to	  be	  part	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan:	  	  

1. Legal	  Description.	  Provided	  
2. Use	  Map.	  Provided	  
3. Buildout	  Allocation.	  Provided	  
4. Open	  Space	  Plan.	  Provided	  
5. Guiding	  Principles.	  Provided	  
5. Utility	  Capacities.	  Provided	  
6. Conceptual	  Plans.	  Other	  elements	  as	  appropriate	  -‐	  conceptual	  grading,	  wildlife	  mitigation,	  

open	  space	  management,	  hazardous	  materials	  remediation,	  fire	  protection.	  Provided	  
8. Additional	  Elements.	  	  

a. responses	  to	  existing	  physical	  characteristics	  of	  the	  site	  Provided	  
b. findings	  statement	  Provided	  
c. environmental	  issues	  Provided	  
d. means	  to	  ensure	  compliance	  with	  standards	  in	  Community	  Plan	  Provided	  

9. Application	  and	  Fees.	  Provided	  
	  

19.26.05	  –	  Adoption	  and	  Amendment	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
	  
The	  criteria	  for	  adoption	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan	  are	  below:	  	  
	  

a. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  goals,	  objectives,	  and	  policies	  of	  the	  General	  Plan,	  with	  particular	  emphasis	  
placed	  upon	  those	  policies	  related	  to	  community	  identity,	  distinctive	  qualities	  in	  communities	  and	  
neighborhoods,	  diversity	  of	  housing,	  integration	  of	  uses,	  pedestrian	  and	  transit	  design,	  and	  
environmental	  protection;	  
	   Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  See	  Section	  G	  of	  this	  report.	  	  
	  

b. does	  not	  exceed	  the	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  and	  square	  footage	  of	  nonresidential	  
uses	  of	  the	  General	  Plan;	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  General	  Plan	  does	  not	  identify	  ERUs	  or	  square	  footage,	  
however	  the	  DAP	  does.	  The	  project	  is	  well	  below	  the	  maximum	  allowed	  per	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  

c. contains	  sufficient	  standards	  to	  guide	  the	  creation	  of	  innovative	  design	  that	  responds	  to	  unique	  
conditions;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  standards	  are	  innovative	  and	  will	  permit	  the	  
proposed	  densities	  and	  maintain	  quality	  of	  design.	  
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d. is	  compatible	  with	  surrounding	  development	  and	  properly	  integrates	  land	  uses	  and	  infrastructure	  
with	  adjacent	  properties;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Adjacent	  developed	  residential	  properties	  contain	  similar	  densities	  
to	  those	  densities	  proposed	  along	  the	  southern	  edge	  of	  the	  development,	  and	  the	  proposal	  
transitions	  into	  higher	  density	  only	  once	  no	  longer	  adjacent	  to	  existing	  residential	  areas.	  	  
	  

e. includes	  adequate	  provisions	  for	  utilities,	  services,	  roadway	  networks,	  and	  emergency	  vehicle	  
access;	  and	  public	  safety	  service	  demands	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  capacity	  of	  existing	  and	  planned	  
systems	  without	  adequate	  mitigation;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  applicants	  have	  provided	  information	  to	  staff	  for	  review,	  
however	  finalization	  of	  the	  utility	  plan	  is	  awaiting	  finalization	  of	  the	  Tickville	  Wash	  
floodplain	  remediation	  and	  determination	  with	  FEMA.	  The	  applicants	  request	  that	  the	  
Commission	  consider	  forwarding	  a	  motion	  with	  conditions	  concerning	  the	  utilities	  and	  
floodplain.	  Staff	  has	  worked	  out	  sufficient	  detail,	  and	  is	  confident	  that	  remaining	  details	  
will	  be	  finalized	  prior	  to	  preliminary	  plat	  approvals.	  	  
	  

f. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  listed	  in	  Section	  19.26.06;	  and	  
Staff	  finding:	  up	  for	  discussion.	  The	  application	  complies	  with	  standards	  1-‐4,	  however	  the	  
project	  is	  requesting	  an	  exemption	  from	  standard	  5.	  	  
	  

g. contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.07.	  
Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  application	  contains	  the	  minimum	  required	  items.	  	  

	  
VILLAGE	  PLAN	  CODE	  REQUIREMENTS	  

	  
19.26.03.2	  –	  Additional	  Village	  Plan	  Requirements	  
Additional	  requirements	  for	  a	  Village	  Plan	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  

a. A	  detailed	  traffic	  study	  -‐	  Provided.	  Revised	  study	  needed	  due	  to	  plan	  changes.	  	  
b. A	  map	  and	  analysis	  of	  backbone	  infrastructure	  systems	  -‐	  Provided.	  	  
c. Detailed	  architectural	  requirements	  and	  restrictions	  -‐	  Provided	  	  
d. If	  applicable,	  details	  regarding	  the	  creation	  of	  an	  owners’	  association,	  master	  association,	  design	  

review	  committee,	  or	  other	  governing	  body.	  -‐	  Provided.	  	  
	  

19.26.09	  –	  Village	  Plan	  Approval	  
	  
The	  criteria	  for	  a	  Village	  Plan	  approval	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  
	  
a. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan;	  

Staff	  finding:	  mostly	  complies.	  The	  Village	  Plan	  has	  been	  reviewed	  for	  compliance	  with	  
the	  densities,	  uses,	  block	  types,	  conceptual	  layout,	  and	  standards	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  
Some	  of	  the	  shared	  lane	  townhomes	  do	  not	  access	  a	  shared	  drive	  and	  need	  to	  be	  
modified.	  
	  

b. does	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  dictated	  in	  the	  adopted	  
Community	  Plan;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  density	  for	  Village	  Plan	  1	  is	  a	  maximum	  of	  309	  units.	  
This	  falls	  within	  the	  density	  ranges	  contemplated	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  for	  the	  Block	  
Types	  in	  the	  Village	  plan.	  Regardless,	  in	  no	  case	  may	  the	  density	  in	  the	  entire	  Community	  
Plan	  exceed	  1000	  residential	  unit	  equivalents,	  1055	  including	  the	  nonresidential	  portion.	  	  
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c. for	  an	  individual	  phase,	  does	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  dictated	  

in	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan	  unless	  transferred	  per	  the	  provisions	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan;	  
Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  densities	  within	  the	  phases	  also	  comply	  with	  the	  density	  
ranges	  for	  the	  Block	  Types	  of	  each	  phase.	  	  

	   	  
d. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  and	  circulation	  plans	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan;	  includes	  

adequately	  sized	  utilities,	  services,	  and	  roadway	  networks	  to	  meet	  demands;	  and	  mitigates	  the	  
fair-‐share	  of	  off-‐site	  impacts;	  

Staff	  finding:	  can	  comply.	  The	  street	  layout	  and	  utility	  plans	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  plans	  
provided	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  Staggered	  intersections	  may	  need	  minor	  modification.	  
The	  drainage	  and	  storm	  water	  plans	  are	  still	  being	  finalized.	  	  

	  
e. properly	  integrates	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  open	  spaces,	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  systems,	  and	  

amenities	  with	  adjacent	  properties;	  and	  
Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  project	  properly	  integrates	  utility	  and	  infrastructure;	  
discussion	  was	  held	  on	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  systems	  and	  the	  integration	  of	  such	  systems	  
with	  adjacent	  properties	  and	  they	  were	  found	  to	  be	  consistent.	  Most	  parks	  and	  open	  
spaces	  are	  intended	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  community	  and	  are	  not	  public.	  	  
	  

f. contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.10.	  
Staff	  finding:	  in	  process.	  See	  below.	  Nearly	  all	  required	  topics	  have	  been	  included,	  and	  
remaining	  topics	  are	  being	  prepared	  by	  the	  applicant.	  	  

	  
19.26.10	  –	  Contents	  of	  a	  Village	  Plan	  
	  
The	  required	  contents	  of	  a	  Village	  Plan	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  
	  

1. Legal	  Description	  -‐	  Provided	  
2. Detailed	  Use	  Map	  -‐	  Provided	  
3. Detailed	  Buildout	  Allocation	  -‐	  Provided	  
4. Detailed	  Development	  Standards	  -‐	  Provided	  
5. Design	  Guidelines	  -‐	  Provided	  
6. Owners’	  /	  Governing	  Associations	  -‐	  Provided	  
7. Phasing	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
8. Lotting	  Map	  -‐	  Provided	  
9. Landscaping	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
10. Utility	  Plan	  -‐	  Pending	  
11. Vehicular	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
12. Pedestrian	  and	  Bicycle	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  	  
13. Additional	  Detailed	  Plans.	  Other	  elements	  as	  necessary	  (grading	  plans,	  storm	  water	  drainage	  

plans,	  wildlife	  mitigation	  plans,	  open	  space	  management	  plans,	  sensitive	  lands	  protection	  plans,	  
hazardous	  materials	  remediation	  plans,	  and	  fire	  protection	  plans)	  	  	  -‐	  	  Provided	  

14. Site	  Characteristics	  -‐	  Provided	  
15. Findings	  Statement	  -‐	  Provided	  
16. Mitigation	  Plans.	  (Protection	  and	  mitigation	  of	  significant	  environmental	  issues)	  -‐	  Pending	  
17. Offsite	  Utilities	  -‐	  Pending	  
18. Development	  Agreement	  –	  Pending	  (draft	  provided	  to	  applicants	  for	  revision)	  
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I. Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  conduct	  two	  public	  hearings,	  take	  public	  comment,	  
review	  and	  discuss	  the	  proposed	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  below.	  	  
	  
Note	  that	  the	  Commission	  may	  choose	  to	  select	  the	  same	  option	  for	  both	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  
Plan	  or	  may	  choose	  to	  take	  separate	  actions	  on	  each	  application.	  For	  example,	  the	  Commission	  could	  
choose	  Option	  1	  and	  make	  a	  recommendation	  on	  only	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  choose	  Option	  2	  and	  
continue	  only	  the	  Village	  Plan,	  or	  choose	  Option	  2	  and	  continue	  both	  the	  Community	  and	  Village	  Plans,	  or	  
make	  other	  combinations	  of	  the	  Commission’s	  choice.	  	  
	  
Option	  1	  –	  Positive	  Recommendations	  	  
“I	  move	  to	  forward	  a	  positive	  recommendation	  to	  the	  City	  Council	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  
with	  the	  Findings	  and	  Conditions	  below:”	  

	  
Findings	  	  
1. The	  application	  complies	  with	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP).	  Specifically,	  the	  

neighborhood	  type,	  required	  contents,	  density,	  and	  unit	  type	  are	  as	  permitted	  in	  the	  DAP.	  	  
2. With	  appropriate	  modifications,	  the	  application	  complies	  with	  Section	  19.26.05	  of	  the	  

Development	  Code	  as	  outlined	  in	  Section	  H	  of	  the	  Staff	  report,	  which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  
by	  reference	  herein.	  Particularly:	  

a. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  goals,	  objectives,	  and	  policies	  of	  the	  General	  
Plan,	  through	  particular	  emphasis	  placed	  upon	  policies	  related	  to	  community	  identity,	  
distinctive	  qualities	  in	  communities	  and	  neighborhoods,	  diversity	  of	  housing,	  
integration	  of	  uses,	  pedestrian	  and	  transit	  design,	  and	  environmental	  protection;	  

b. The	  1055	  units	  maximum	  does	  not	  exceed	  the	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  
and	  square	  footage	  of	  nonresidential	  uses	  of	  the	  General	  Plan;	  	  

c. The	  application	  contains	  sufficient	  standards	  to	  guide	  the	  creation	  of	  innovative	  
design	  that	  responds	  to	  unique	  conditions;	  

d. The	  application	  is	  compatible	  with	  surrounding	  development	  and	  properly	  integrates	  
land	  uses	  and	  infrastructure	  with	  adjacent	  properties;	  

e. The	  application	  includes	  adequate	  provisions	  for	  utilities,	  services,	  roadway	  networks,	  
and	  emergency	  vehicle	  access;	  and	  public	  safety	  service	  demands	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  
capacity	  of	  existing	  and	  planned	  systems	  without	  adequate	  mitigation;	  

f. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  listed	  in	  Section	  19.26.06;	  
with	  the	  exception	  of	  an	  approved	  exemption	  from	  standard	  5.	  

g. The	  application	  contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.07.	  
	  

Conditions:	  
1. All	  requirements	  of	  the	  City	  Engineer	  shall	  be	  met.	  	  
2. All	  requirements	  of	  FEMA	  shall	  be	  met.	  
3. The	  Community	  Plan	  shall	  be	  edited	  as	  directed	  by	  the	  Commission,	  including	  correction	  of	  

typos	  and	  inconsistencies	  as	  identified	  by	  Staff.	  	  
4. Any	  additional	  conditions	  articulated	  by	  the	  Commission:	  ____________________________.	  	  	  

	  
“I	  also	  move	  to	  forward	  a	  positive	  recommendation	  to	  the	  City	  Council	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Village	  Plan	  1	  
with	  the	  Findings	  and	  Conditions	  below:”	  
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Findings	  	  
1. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  in	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan.	  

Specifically,	  the	  density,	  unit	  types,	  block	  types,	  thoroughfares,	  and	  other	  standards	  are	  
expressly	  as	  contained	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  	  

2. The	  application	  complies	  with	  the	  criteria	  in	  section	  19.26.09	  of	  the	  Development	  Code,	  as	  
articulated	  in	  Section	  H	  of	  the	  Staff	  report,	  which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  by	  reference	  herein.	  
Particularly:	  

a. With	  appropriate	  modifications,	  the	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  adopted	  
Community	  Plan;	  

b. The	  range	  of	  density	  in	  the	  application	  does	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  
equivalent	  residential	  units	  dictated	  in	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan;	  

c. For	  an	  individual	  phase,	  the	  density	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  equivalent	  
residential	  units	  dictated	  in	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan	  unless	  transferred	  per	  the	  
provisions	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan;	  

d. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  and	  circulation	  plans	  of	  
the	  Community	  Plan;	  includes	  adequately	  sized	  utilities,	  services,	  and	  roadway	  
networks	  to	  meet	  demands;	  and	  mitigates	  the	  fair-‐share	  of	  off-‐site	  impacts.	  	  

e. The	  application	  properly	  integrates	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  open	  spaces,	  pedestrian	  and	  
bicycle	  systems,	  and	  amenities	  with	  adjacent	  properties;	  	  and	  

f. The	  application	  contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.10.	  
	  

Conditions:	  
1. All	  requirements	  of	  the	  City	  Engineer	  shall	  be	  met.	  
2. All	  requirements	  of	  FEMA	  shall	  be	  met.	  
3. The	  Village	  Plan	  shall	  be	  amended	  as	  directed	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission,	  including	  

correction	  of	  typos	  and	  inconsistencies	  as	  identified	  by	  Staff.	  	  
4. Any	  other	  conditions	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Commission___________________________.	  

	  
Option	  2	  -‐	  Continuance	  
	  “I	  move	  to	  continue	  both	  items	  to	  another	  meeting,	  with	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  and	  Staff	  on	  
information	  and	  /	  or	  changes	  needed	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  as	  follows:	  	  
	  

1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  
3. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
Option	  3	  –	  Negative	  Recommendation	  
“I	  move	  to	  forward	  a	  negative	  recommendation	  to	  the	  City	  Council	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  
with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  

	  
1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  
3. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
“I	  also	  move	  to	  forward	  a	  negative	  recommendation	  to	  the	  City	  Council	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Village	  Plan	  
with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  

	  
1. ______________________________________________________________	  
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2. ______________________________________________________________	  
3. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
I	  also	  move	  to	  continue	  the	  final	  decisions	  to	  a	  future	  meeting,	  on	  June	  26th,	  and	  direct	  Staff	  to	  return	  
with	  official	  Findings	  as	  outlined	  in	  my	  motion.”	  	  	  

	  
J. Attachments:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

A. Location	  &	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   	   	   (page	  14)	  
B. Aerial	  Photo	   	   	   	   	   	   (page	  15)	  
C. City	  Engineer’s	  Report	  dated	  June	  5,	  2014	   	   	   (pages	  16-‐20)	  
D. City	  Engineer’s	  Traffic	  Report	  dated	  April	  8,	  2014	   	   (pages	  21-‐24)	  
E. February,	  2014	  Community	  Plan	  Layout	   	   	   (page	  25)	  
F. May,	  2014	  Revised	  Community	  Plan	  Layout	   	   	   (page	  26)	  
G. February,	  2014	  Village	  Plan	  Layout	   	   	   	   (page	  27)	  
H. May,	  2014	  Revised	  Village	  Plan	  Layout	   	   	   (page	  28)	  
I. Community	  Plan:	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  then	  “Pending	  Applications”	  
J. Village	  Plan:	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  then	  “Pending	  Applications”	  



Zoning & Planning

Sources: Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, USGS, Intermap, iPC, NRCAN, Esri
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand), TomTom, 2013

City Boundary
February 11, 2014
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Legacy Farms Community/Village Plan                 
Date: June 12, 2014 
Type of Item:   Community/Village Plan Approval 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a community plan application. Staff has reviewed 

the submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  D.R. Horton 
Request:  Community and Village Plan Approval 
Location:  Area east of Redwood Road and South 400 South 
Acreage:  181.937 acres  

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of community plan subject to the 

following findings and conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   
 

1) The developer shall comply with all UDOT access permitting requirements. A permit 
for all points of access along Redwood Road shall be obtained from UDOT. 
Redwood Road is a Category 4 roadway and as such all access points, signalized or 
other, must meet UDOT’s standards for that roadway classification.  Developer shall 
complete the half-width improvements along Redwood Road (Principal Arterial) 
and 400 South (Collector) as per the City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP) and 
Engineering standards and specifications.  
 

2) The submitted Traffic Impact study prepared by Hales Engineering dated August 
2013 needs to be updated to reflect changes to the plan that have occurred since it 
was completed including, but not limited to, the new school location and the senior 
living community. Furthermore it identifies that the intersection of 400 South and 
Redwood road will require a signal in the future to mitigate the traffic impacts from 
this project. This intersection is not currently identified on the cooperative 
agreement between UDOT and Saratoga Springs dated October 28, 2008 (Federal 
ID # 870575087). This agreement needs to be modified to include a signal at the 
400 south and Redwood road intersection. 
 

3) The proposed location of the elementary school may require improvements to the 
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adjacent roads beyond their standard cross sections to accommodate ingress, 
egress, and queuing. These modifications shall be based on the amended traffic 
study and the final site layout of the school. 

 
4) In Figure 3 (page 13) of the Traffic Impact study prepared by Hales Engineering 

dated August 2013, the numbers do not match the numbers in the Trip Generation 
section or the Trip Distribution and Assignment section of the report. These errors 
appear to be due to rounding but represent, in some cases, a difference of more 
than 5% from the intended distribution. This report shall be updated to ensure that 
the study intersections do not exceed thresholds with the revised distribution. 
 

5) The project shall comply with the recommendations of the Traffic Study 
Memorandum from Hales Engineering dates 4-2-2014 including providing left turn 
lanes for the elementary school. If the road is to be constructed before the location 
of the accesses are known, a left turn lane shall be provided for the entire primary 
frontage and extend a sufficient distance past the frontage to provide adequate 
queuing lenghts. 

 
6) While the existing utility systems (culinary water, pressurized irrigation, storm drain 

and sewer) currently have adequate capacity for the City’s current rate of growth, 
the adoption of the community plan does not represent a reservation of capacity in 
any of the systems. Capacity is available on a first come, first serve basis and final 
verification of system capacity will need to be determined prior to the recordation 
of plats. At the time of plat recordation, Developer shall be responsible for the 
installation and dedication to City of all onsite and offsite improvements sufficient 
for the development of Developers’ Property in accordance with the current City 
regulations.  While the anticipated improvements required for the entire Property 
are set out in the community plan, that is only the City’s best estimate at this time 
as to the required improvements and is not intended to be an exhaustive list.  The 
required improvements for each plat shall be determined by the City Engineer at 
the time of plat submittal and shall primarily be based on the exhibits in the 
Community plan but may be adjusted in accordance with current City regulations.  
The infrastructure anticipated to be needed for the build out of  this project shall be 
provided for in the community plan and includes, but is not limited to, the 
following: 
 

 Connections to CUWCD turnout vaults at Redwood Road/Pioneer 
Crossing and at 800 West/Pony Express Parkway.  

 A staging pond, filter station, and booster pump station on the Welby 
Jacob Canal and a 16” waterline connecting this new source to the 
existing secondary water system. 

 A 14” secondary waterline in 400 South from Saratoga Road to Redwood 
Road. 

 A 6” secondary waterline in Saratoga Road from 400 south extending 
south to the existing secondary water system in SSD. 



 A 12” secondary waterline in Redwood Road from 400 south and 
connecting to the existing 8” secondary waterline in Parkway Blvd.  

 A 16” waterline in Redwood Road from Parkway Blvd extending to and 
connecting to the existing 16” secondary waterline in Grandview Blvd. 

 An 8” sewer main in 400 South from approximately the existing power 
substation extending east to the Inlet Park lift station. 

 A 24” sewer main along the south eastern boundary of the property 
sufficient to bypass the last segment of the existing sewer main in SSD. 

 Upgrades to the existing Inlet Park lift station. 

 On site storm drainage and detention sufficient to meet city standards. 

 Comprehensive Tickville Wash improvements sufficient to convey the 
100-yr storm event to the lake compliant with all City, County, State, and 
FEMA requirements.  

 Frontage improvements along Redwood Road compliant with the City’s 
transportation master plan and its Engineering standards and 
specifications. 

 Frontage improvements along 400 South compliant with the City’s 
transportation master plan and its Engineering standards and 
specifications. 
 

7) A map revision will be required through FEMA before any lots can be recorded in 
any area currently shown within the FEMA 100-yr flood plain including  Zone “A” 
which is identified as those areas having a 1% annual chance flood event with no 
defined base flood elevation. 

 
8) The developer shall obtain an Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) 404 permit for any 

portion of the project that may disturb wetlands and must comply with all local, 
state, and federal laws. 

 
9) Developer shall bury and/or relocate all overhead distribution power lines that are 

within this project.    
 
10) Developer shall provide a geotechnical report and hydrologic/hydraulic storm 

drainage calculations for the overall project. Detention areas and volumes shall be 
identified as well as all proposed outfall locations. The project shall comply with all 
City, UPDES and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. Storm 
water release shall not exceed 0.2 cfs/acre  and must be cleaned to remove 80% of 
Total Suspended Solids and all hydrocarbons and floatables. 

   
11) All roads shall comply with the City’s TMP be designed and constructed to City and 

AASHTO standards, and shall incorporate all geotechnical recommendations as per 
the applicable soils report. Road cross sections shall match either the ones in the 
City’s adopted Engineering Standards and Specifications or the Community Plan and 
must also comply with international fire code requirements. Intersection spacing 
along 400 south and on all internal roads shall comply with the spacing standards 



identified in the City’s adopted TMP. The Community Plan shall include the required 
improvements to Redwood Road and 400 South in the Thoroughfare network plan 
as per the TMP and the City’s engineering standards and specifications.  

 
12) Road names and coordinates shall  comply with current city ordinances and 

standards. 
 
13) Project shall comply with the City’s adopted Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open 

Space Master Plan. Trail and open space designs shall comply with all City standards 
and specifications. 

 
14) Park strips less than 9’ in width shall only be planted with trees appropriate for 

narrow areas and that will not damage the sidewalk as they grow. 
 

15) Open Space areas that will maintained by the City must be designed in accordance 
with City Standards and the City’s Engineering Standards and Specifications. 

 
16) Developer shall prepare and submit signed easements for all public facilities not 

located in the public right-of-way. Sewer and storm drains shall be provided with a 
minimum of 20’ wide easements and water and irrigation lines a minimum of 10’ 
wide easements centered on the facility. Utility lines may not be closer than 10’ 
apart from each other or from any structure. Developer shall provide 12’ paved 
access roads and 20’ wide access easements to any location where access is 
required outside the ROW such as sewer or storm drain manholes. 

 
17) All street lighting and any other lighting proposed to be dedicated to and 

maintained by the City shall comply with the current City standards and 
specifications. All lighting shall be full-cutoff style and meet all other City and IESNA 
standards. 

 
18) Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 

 
19) Utilities including water, irrigation, sewer and storm drain and shall not be located 

within any lot residential lot boundary (except for laterals).  
 
20) Lots shall not contain any sensitive lands; all sensitive lands must be placed in 

protected open space.  
 
21) Phasing plan within the Community Plan shall illustrate the phasing of the frontage 

improvements along 400 south and Redwood Road. 
 
22) Secondary and Culinary Water Rights must be secured from or dedicated to the City 

with each plat proposed for recordation compliant with current City Code. Prior to 
acceptance of water rights proposed for dedication, the City shall evaluate the 
rights proposed for conveyance and may refuse to accept any right that it 
determines to be insufficient in annual quantity or rate of flow or has not been 



approved for change to municipal purposes within the City or has not been 
approved for diversion from City-owned waterworks by the State Engineer. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:    April 8, 2014 
 
To:     Krisel Travis, DR Horton  
 
From:    Ryan Hales, P.E., PTOE, AICP 
  Jeremy Searle, P.E. 
   
 
Subject:   Elementary School Turn Lanes on Sherwood Road 

          UT13-488 

 
This memorandum analyzes the impact of moving the proposed school site on the DR Horton 
development to Sherwood Road. Specifically, this memorandum will look at the necessity of a 
two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) on Sherwood Road. 
 
Two-way Left-turn Lane 
 
Previously, Sherwood Road was planned as a Collector Road, which is defined as a 3-lane 
cross section (two travel lanes and a center TWLTL). However, as detailed in a previous 
memorandum by Hales Engineering, dated August 30, 2013, the projected traffic on the 
roadway is approximately 2,000 vehicles per day. The memo concluded that downgrading 
Sherwood road from collector to local street status will not have a detrimental effect on the 
surrounding roadway network.  
 
The City of Saratoga Springs Transportation Master Plan, adopted September 2012, identifies 
the capacity of a 2-lane street at level of service (LOS) C as 9,700 vehicles per day. The 
projected traffic on Sherwood Road is well below this threshold. In the previous According to 
ITE Trip Generation (9th Edition, 2012), the addition of the elementary school will add 
approximately 1,000 daily trips to the roadway, increasing the average daily traffic to 
approximately 3,000 vehicles per day. According to the City of Saratoga Springs Transportation 
Master Plan, this is still well below the capacity of a 2-lane roadway.  
 
Peak Hour Traffic 
 
Although the number of daily trips is well below the capacity of a 2-lane roadway, it is 
recommended that turn lanes be provided for an elementary school at this location. Schools 
generate a significant amount of traffic in a very short time period (when school starts and ends) 
which can create delays during those periods of the day. Therefore, a left-turn pocket at the 
school access is recommended to reduce delay during the busy periods of the day. A full 
TWLTL along the length of the roadway is not necessary.  
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On-Site Circulation 
 
When the elementary school site is designed, it is recommended that sufficient on-site storage 
be provided to accommodate drop-off / pick-up vehicles. Assuming the on-site storage is 
sufficient, queuing should not significantly affect traffic on the roadway. Site design should also 
consider the proposed school boundaries and locate accesses so as to encourage right-turns 
into and out of the site.  
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The following is a summary of conclusions and recommendations: 

 A TWLTL is not necessary along Sherwood Road. 
 Left-turn pockets are recommended at the proposed elementary school accesses.  
 The elementary school site design should include adequate storage for drop-off / pick-up 

vehicles and should encourage right-turns into and out of the site. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this memo, please feel free to contact us. 
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Statistical Summary
Product   Units
10,000 s.f. lots   110
8,000 s.f. lots     83
6,000 s.f lots     74
Cottage     10
Front-Load Cottage  115
Twinhomes       28
Townhomes   254
Alley-Loaded Towns    66
Subtotal   740

Leisure Villas   116

Total Units   856

Open Space 

City Maintained    12.0 acres
HOA Maintained    23.1 acres
School Park       3.0 acres

Total O.S.     38.1 acres (20.9%)

School
11.3 ac

Church

Church

LEGACY FARMS
Lotting and Product Distribution Plan

 DR Horton - SLR Saratoga Springs  
April 7, 2014

Plaza

400 So.

Red
w

ood
 Road

Plaza Park

Leisure Villas
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

BT-4
11.8 acres

162 - 295 ERU

BT-4
11.0 acres

153 - 280 ERU

BT-3
11.1 acres

73 - 184 ERU

BT-3
7.1 acres

46 - 116 ERU

BT-3
10.1 acres

66 - 165 ERU

BT-3
8.8 acres

57 - 143 ERU

BT-3
9.8 acres

64 - 160 ERU

BT-2
9.9 acres

38 - 77 ERU

BT-2
10.0 acres
38 - 78 ERU

BT-2

7.8 acres
30 - 61 ERU

BT-1
4.5 acres

11 - 20 ERU

BT-1

BT-1
6.3 acres

15 - 28 ERU

BT-2
11.6 acres
44 - 90 ERU

Block Type

BT-1 

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

Civic Space

Community Open Space

Acres

25.8

39.3

46.9

22.8

17.0

16.9

% (181.9 ac.)

14.2

21.6

25.8

12.5

9.3

ERU’s

1,000 (Residential)
55 (Non-Residential)

Total Maximum = 
1,055 ERUs 

SCHOOL
10.2 acres

77 ERU

CHURCH
3.3 acres

19 ERU

CHURCH
3.5 acres

19 ERU

9.0 acres
21 -40 ERU

BT-1
6.0 acres

14 - 26 ERU

EXHIBIT 7: COMMUNITY PLAN
EXHIBIT 8: CIVIC PLAN

300’0’
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

BT-4
11.6 acres

162 - 295 ERU

BT-4
10.9 acres

153 - 280 ERU

BT-3
11.0 acres

73 - 184 ERU

BT-3
8.8 acres

57 - 143 ERU

BT-3
10.1 acres

66 - 165 ERU

BT-3
8.1 acres

57 - 143 ERU

BT-3
9.8 acres

64 - 160 ERU

BT-2
9.8 acres

38 - 77 ERU

BT-2
8.5 acres

32 - 66 ERU

BT-2

7.8 acres
30 - 61 ERU

BT-1
4.1 acres

10 - 18 ERU

BT-1

BT-1
5.38 acres
13 - 24 ERU

BT-2
11.4 acres
43 - 89 ERU

Block Type

BT-1 

BT-2

BT-3

BT-4

Civic Space

Community Open Space

Acres

24.3

37.5

47.9

22.5

17.9

14.0

% (181.9 ac.)

13.4

20.6

26.3

12.3

9.9

ERU’s

1,000 (Residential)
55 (Non-Residential)

Total Maximum = 
1,055 ERUs 

SCHOOL
11.4 acres

77 ERU

CHURCH
3.3 acres

19 ERU

CHURCH
3.2 acres

19 ERU

9.1 acres
21 -40 ERU

BT-1
5.6 acres

13 - 25 ERU

EXHIBIT 7: COMMUNITY PLAN
EXHIBIT 8: CIVIC PLAN
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LEGACY FARMS
Village Plan 1

Transect Sub-District Assignments
Transect Zone  Acres  % of Gross Area Max. ERU 

T2

T3-R

T3

T4-R

T4-W

T4

T5-R

T5

Civic

O.S.

Thoroughfares

Totals

3.05

3.36

5.83

5.27

3.05

2.57

1.04

.49

0

13.10

10.18

47.95

6%

7%

12%

11%

6%

5%

2%

1%

0%

26%

21%

100%1A

1B

1D

1C

EXHIBIT 4: VILLAGE PLAN 1
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LEGACY FARMS
Village Plan 1

Transect Sub-District Assignments
Transect Zone  Acres  % of Gross Area Max. ERU 

T2

T3-R

T3

T4-R

T4-SL

T4

T5-R

T5

Civic

O.S.

Thoroughfares

Totals

3.45

4.92

6.71

4.45

4.39

0.59

0.59

0

0

13.85

11.64

50.59

7%

10%

13%

9%

9%

1%

1%

0%

0%

27%

23%

100%1A

1B

1D

1C

EXHIBIT 4: VILLAGE PLAN 1
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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, April 10, 2014 

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

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Work Session 6:33 P.M. 

 
Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Kara North, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele and Hayden 
Williamson 

Absent Commission Member: Eric Reese 
Staff: Chantelle Rosson, Kimber Gabryszak, Sarah Carroll, Kevin Thurman 

Others: Vance Twitchell, Rob Haertel, Wendy Amendola, Chris Norman, Carolyn Norman, Bruce Baird, Cari Krejci, 
Bob Krejci, Larry Johnson, Stuart Collyer, LeeAnn Galloway, Marilyn Sanford, Dick Sanford, Chuck Golden, Connie 

Golden, Dolan Sorenson 
 

Pledge of Allegiance led by Bob Nyborg 
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

No public input at this time. 
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 

 
 

4. Sign Permit for Young Family Dental and Kemp Chiropractic located at 1416 North Redwood Road, 
Young Family Dental, applicant. 

 
Sarah Carroll stated that the Site Plan was approved last year with the conditions that the applicant would be back 

for sign approval. The applicant for the dental office is requesting 3 wall signs and the applicant for the chiropractic is 
requesting 2 wall sign. There will be a monument sign that will have both businesses name on that sign as well. All 

of the proposed signs meet the commercial sign requirements. Staff recommends a positive recommendation with 
the listed conditions in the staff report.  

 
LeeAnn Galloway, applicant asked the Planning Commission if the monument sign could be moved and located in the 

northwest corner of the parcel.  
 

Sandra Steele has an issue with granting exceptions from the Code the Code doesn’t allow wall signs for office use. 
Is it possible to place a larger address sign on the building?  The proposed monument sign does not completely meet 

the code.  Dentist’s, doctor’s lawyers are not really impulse stops, they are destinations. Her opinion is that they 
don’t need quite as much signage. Small buildings and commercial signage don’t fit. She feels that the brick on the 

building presents a busy appearance. She suggested that if the Planning Commission is willing to allow the signage, 

she would suggest having the two companies match colors or font – otherwise it is going to be too busy. She would 
prefer not to see so many signs on a small building. The Code committee suggested a tenant signage could be put 

above the door. 
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Hayden Williamson asked if wall signs may be approved on a case by case basis – and if signs complete 

noncommercial Code, he feels that they comply.  
Sarah Carroll said if you choose to approve the standards within the code, then they comply. 

Kevin Thurman when we have a standard that says wall signs are not permitted, but there are exceptions. Our sign 
Code isn’t very good as the commercial speech is when we start favoring one type of commercial speech over 

another. Young Family Dental has as much right to advertise as Burger King does, our code is set up in a way that 
our Planning Commission can make decisions. 

Hayden Williamson has a hard time by not letting one company have the benefit to have the signs, and not another. 
He will allow all three signs. 

 
Kirk Wilkins it’s noble for our city to be business friendly and having great signage brings new clients to that 

business, however we do have a Code in place to keep the City beautiful.   He believes the signs are nice and 
appreciates the applicants offer to remove the third sign. He would support being business friendly. 

 
Kara North would recommend that the monument sign have the address place on it. She would recommend a 

positive recommendation to have the monument sign meet the standards with respect to the distances and height. 
Appreciates the recommendations from the Urban Design Committee regarding the height of the signs.  Would 

recommend only 2 signs on the building. 
 

Jarred Henline favors the two wall signs on the north and south side of the building along with the recommendation 

by the Urban Design Committee. 
 

Jeff Cochran there is a variety of opinions to what is appropriate for signs. We need to be mindful of others 
companies and be consistent. Two wall signs would be appropriate.   

 
Sandra Steele asked if it is possible that the applicant is more consistent with their color and brick choices. 

 
Jarred Henline made a motion to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 

approval of the Sign permit for Young Family Dental and Kemp Chiropractic located at 1416 North 
Redwood Road, Young Family Dental, applicant, including staff’s findings and conditions listed in the 

staff report dated April 10, 2014, size limitation to the text and logo height for the wall signs, and 
denial of the third wall sign for Young Family Dental. Kara North seconded the motion. Aye: Jarred 

Henline, Kara North, Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson and Jeff Cochran. Nay: Sandra Steele. Motion 
passed.  

 
Sandra Steele asked what the height of the Kemp sign is.  Staff indicated that sign is 3 feet.   

 

Sarah Carroll indicated that staff’s recommendation would be to approve as shown. The Planning Commission would 
be approving what is being shown. The logo layout is different hence the size difference.   

 
 

5.  Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Green Springs located at approximately 1855 South Centennial 
Boulevard, Capital Assets, applicant. 

 
Sarah Carroll presented the Preliminary Plat for Green Springs explaining what is being requested by the applicant.   

 
Kevin Thurman mentioned that the original Master Development Agreement has expired.  They have an amended 

one that only extends the original one. Originally the golf course did meet the open space requirement. There are 
versions of our code that are missing. It was permissible under the code at the time. The golf course is about 50% of 

the development; therefore the development exceeds the 15 percent required open space. Kevin explained to the 
Commission the equitable tolling of the development agreement. Is it fair to grant that equitable tolling even though 

it has expired, he feels it is fair to allow the development agreement to be tolled. 
 

Jeff Cochran thanked the attorney for the history with this plat. He then asked if the applicant was present and if 
they had any comments at this time.  

Rob Haertel is present to answer any questions if necessary.  

 
Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
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Larry Johnson, President of HOA, commended the Commissioner for their personal time. He indicated that it would 

be nice if the property could follow the pattern of the rest of the properties. Trails were people can walk down by 
lake to centennial.  With 40 units being proposed there will be a lot of children, which could be a hazard. He 

recommends a trail along the property consisting of a 6ft wide asphalt trail. They are comfortable with the proposed 
lots sizes. Not in favor of the underground detention basin he feels this may be hard to service. He feels that it isn’t 

necessary for a sub association. He would like to see the setbacks for the corner lots be 25 feet and make those a 
part of the recommendations.  

 
Bob Krejci would like to see a trail be located on this plat, it could be tied with the trails that connects to the existing 

amenities. It makes a lot of sense to have trails in areas with easy access.  Open space is a concern. When the 
application was submitted the golf course did not meet the open space requirement, which is one of the reasons the 

original open space was rejected. The proposed holding basin is located on the golf course, who will maintain that? 
He assumes that the golf course owns the property and does not maintain the grass which has currently turned into 

weeds. The drainage basin is an area that has seen flooding and is concerned with the proposed location.   
 

Connie Golden has moved into the area, and has seen that the children play soccer and ride their bikes in the street. 
The golf course shouldn’t be considered green space there is danger that comes from that. She feels that the 

children and she are in danger.   
 

Carolyn Krejci is concerned with the safety of kids. She doesn’t want to see anyone get hurt. The children are 

consistently playing in the street. Five years ago someone was killed and doesn’t want this to happen again. She 
suggested that the developer take one of the lots and turn it into a park. Amendments 14 and 15 of the Constitution 

is safety, she asked that the Commissioners consider the residents safety.  
 

Stuart Collyer understand the legal ramifications, it seems there are no requirements for the developer to put any 
additional green space in. Asked if the developer would consider adding additional green space which would provide 

an attractive feature along with make it easier to sell the proposed lots.   
 

Bruce Baird indicated that the HOA issues are separate from zoning issues. There is no underground detention. The 
corner yard setbacks do comply, they have to comply with current CC&R’s. The dedicated detention basin will be 

maintained by the HOA. A internal trail wouldn’t lead to anywhere, and would be pointless. The City Council was in 
agreement in the staff’s analysis. Kevin has done an excellent job explaining the open space; there has been no 

inactivity by the developer. They have done everything possible to progress. His client has done a very good job in 
complying with the staffs comments and appreciates staffs efforts. He feels they comply with all approvals and 

standards, the only issue was the trail, that it is inappropriate in this location. The developer can’t be responsible for 
the children playing in the streets. It is an issue with the parents allowing their children playing in the street. This is 

not an issue of the Green Springs plat. He feels they are entitled to approval.  

 
Kimber Gabryszak said they do meet current setbacks of 20 feet and 25 feet on the corner lots. 

 
Sarah Carroll noted that if a trail is added, it would damage the current golf course property. The City doesn’t make 

requirements for a sub association. The applicant would be the best one to address that.  
Larry Johnson asked if the HOA could require stricter setbacks from what is currently required. 

Sarah Carroll said yes.  
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

Jarred Henline appreciates the comments made by the residents. He feels that the reduction of 77 units to 40 units 
will bring down the number of children to the neighborhood but in the end there will be children no matter the 

reduction.  
 

Kara North understands that the green space is the many issue with the development and understands the 
frustration from residents, but the developer is entitled to the initial approval. Cleaning up detention area, will be a 

benefit. She likes the plat map as it exists. She doesn’t think having a trail close to the golf course would be safe. 
 

Kirk Wilkins would like to see that both parties are happy. There is a trail that already exists east of Centennial. The 

plat map is an excellent alternative. 
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Hayden Williamson appreciated the opinions of neighbors and residents. His role is to review all matters ensuring the 

project complies, he doesn’t see any legal way he could deny the applicant. He agrees that there are safety issues 
with speed along Centennial. The developer has met the standards and code from when the process began. 

 
Sandra Steele indicated that other plats have recently approved detention basins, but the City has not taken that 

responsibility correct?  
Sarah Carroll said that was correct. 

Sandra Steele asked if any of the detention basins or open space be anything other than natural grasses.   
Vance Twitchell noted that the detention will be maintained by the HOA and the basin will consist of native grasses.  

Sandra Steele lives in a subdivision where they have sidewalks on both sides, but the children still choose to play in 
the streets. 

 
Jeff Cochran most of his comments have been addresses. Even if they wanted to have a trail, there would be no 

connectivity. He golf’s a lot and sees a lot of children on 4 wheelers, but the concerns of the children exist now. The 
developer has done what he needs to do and they comply with the city. He feels it meets the requirements based on 

the city code.  
 

Sandra Steele made a motion to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the 
Preliminary Plat for Green Springs located at approximately 1855 South Centennial Boulevard, Capital 

Assets, applicant including staffs findings and conditions listed in the staff report dated April 10, 2014. 

Kirk Wilkins seconded the motion. Aye: Sandra Steele, Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Hayden Williamson, 
Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran. Motion passed. 

 
6. Sign Permit for Matthews Dental located at 1305 North Commerce Drive, Keith Johnson, Sign City, 

applicant. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak this application has come before the Planning Commission previously which was for a sign permit 
review. The Planning Commission had concerns with lighting and sign standards. At that time, the Planning 

Commission elected to table to item. There are no pending ordinances in place. Office signs are not necessarily 
guaranteed. The sign is already installed without appropriate permits. The Planning Commission has the options to 

approve the request with conditions or simple deny the permit.  
 

Keith Johnson with Sign City the sign is up because Dr Matthews put the sign up. With that said, he understands 
both sides of the story with the City and Dr. Matthews. The sign is built to compliance. Dr. Matthews feels he is 

entitled to put his sign up.  
 

Sandra Steele feels it is the best looking sign in the City, wishes other signs look that good. However, this space is 

residential; it is a lit sign that faces apartments. After reviewing the Young Family Dental signs not sure how we can 
deny this application.  Is it possible to put a time limit on the lighting of the sign, or stop the lighting? 

 
Kimber Gabryszak read the Code which stated nothing prohibiting signs facing a residential area.  

 
Sandy Steele would approve of the sign, but not where it current is which faces residential. She feels there to be an 

issue with the applicant not showing his presents at the meeting.  Given what we have already done with previous 
signs, she could support signs on the parking lot side with the lighting or facing the apartments with no lighting. 

 
Hayden Williamson doesn’t like that the applicant put the sign up already which has been 6 months from initial 

application. He would approve it as they have allowed wall signs on other properties. He agrees with Sandra about 
the sign facing the residential area. There is no reason why they should deny it. 

 
Kirk Wilkins noted that the City’s Code enforcement has asked the applicant to comply with the sign is that correct? 

 
Kimber Gabryszak indicated that the sign was put up shortly after the Planning Commission table this item the first 

time it was presented. Code Enforcement went out following the installment of the sign and the owners were told 
that they were in violation of the sign being installed.   

 

Kirk Wilkins expressed concern that the applicant was not in attendance tonight.  
 

Kara North asked if we have a requirement that the applicant must be in attendance.  
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Kimber Gabryszak said no.  The applicant is here as the sign company which is listed on the application. 

Kara – if we overlook the issues here, other people will feel the same. The sign is not very bright; it is a softer light, 
not too bright and is a pretty sign. She is not too pleased that the applicant put the sign up without 

approval/permission. 
 

Jarred Heniline feels powerless on the Commission, asked Kevin Thurman if it’s arbitrary and capricious to deny the 
sign as they did not follow the rules.  

 
Kevin Thurman the Planning Commission has to have credible factual support for every element and decision.  

Arbitrary and capricious is different in legal terms as it is in the common wording.  
The City’s Code enforcement needs to go out and issue a citation for failing to get a permit from the City.  

 
Jarred Henline wouldn’t recommend the sign facing the residential area.  Would rather approve it and have the 

applicant pay per day until the sign is permitted. Recommends approval but requesting that Code Enforcement to 
make sure they comply.  

 
Sandra Steele the original sign is different to the one now, which was a different color. Do we know that the sign was 

constructed to city standards?  
Kimber Gabryszak they would still need to have a building permit and have it checked for compliance. 

 

Jeff Cochran the code states that generally wall signs are not permitted. If he lived across the street, he wouldn’t like 
to see ay lighted signs. Can the Planning Commission deny it on that request?  

Kimber Gabryszak indicated that the Planning Commission could deny based on the fact that it does not comply with 
the lighting sign requirements.  

 
Jeff Cochran asked why we would not allow it here, when we approved a sign permit earlier. His concern is the 

intensity of any illumination is not reasonable, when facing a residential area. 
 

Kara North doesn’t feel that it’s too bright. 
 

Sandra Steele made a motion to deny the Sign Permit for Matthews Dental located at 1305 North 
Commerce Drive, Keith Johnson, Sign City, applicant. Motion died due to a lack of a second on the 

motion. 
 

Kara North motioned to approve the Sign Permit for Matthews Dental located at 1305 North Commerce 
Drive, Keith Johnson, Sign City, applicant based on the findings and conditions listed in the staff report 

dated April 10, 2014. Seconded by Hayden Williamson. Aye: Kara North, Hayden Williamson, Kirk 

Wilkins and Jarred Henline. Nay: Sandra Steele and Jeff Cochran. Motion passed. 
 

Subject to: 
1. That the City’s Code Enforcement follow-up with any appropriate citation issues.  

 
7. Public Hearing: Revisions to the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code. (Sections 19.04, 

Lot Frontage Width) 
 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the revision to Section 19.04, Lot Frontage Width with the Planning Commission. 
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

No public input at this time. 
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

Sandra Steele feels that the R-3 zone is inconsistent. The Code reads that any use on R3 requires 10,000 square feet 
and in another section of the R-3 reads that the minimum lot size is 1 acre. She asked staff to fix this issue; all of the 

zones have similar issues. She is concerned with the R-3 zone at this time.  

Kimber Gabryszak showed the Commission the conflict that was address by Sandra and will make those corrections.  
 

Staff and the Commission discussed the changes and how this would affect all sections of the Code. 
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Kevin Thurman there will always be things to fix in the code. It’s an ongoing project, unless we get to a point where 

we have unlimited staff and time, we will always have issues.  
 

 
Sandra Steele motioned to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council the Revisions to the 

City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code. (Sections 19.04, Lot Frontage Width). Motion was 
seconded by Hayden Williamson. Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jarred Henline, Kara North, 

Kirk Wilkins and Jeff Cochran.  
 

 
8. Approval of Minutes: 

 1. February 14, 2014. 
 2. February 27, 2014. 

 
Sandra Steele asked that the minutes be table due to some typo errors. 

 
Jeff Cochran mentioned that the minutes be tabled until the next Planning Commission meeting.  

 

9. Commission Comments. 
 

Sandra Steele asked if once a project and or building is completed does the Planning Department look at anything 
other than landscaping.  

Kimber Gabryszak indicated that parking, lighting and landscaping is inspected by the Planning Department,  
 

Jeff Cochran mentioned to staff that is would be helpful to address the sign code and the current flexibility that it 
has.  It makes it hard to deny an application when there are lose ends in the Code. 

 
 

10. Director’s report. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed with the Commission of current and prior approved projects.  
 

Motion to adjourn at 8:34 p.m. was unanimous. 
 

 

 
 

______________________             ____________________________ 
   Date                 Lori Yates, City Recorder 
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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 
May 22, 2014 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
 

Draft Planning Commission Minutes 
 
Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff, Cochran, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Hayden 
Williamson 
Staff: Lori Yates, Sarah Carroll, Nicolette Fike, Scott Langford 
Others: James Jones, Mike Helmantoler, Aric Jensen, Tami Buckland, Chris Raver, Joe Hitzeman, Cornell 
Brown, Joel Darby, Satt Jenson, Miranda Jensen, Ryan Bybee, Arnold Hansen, Paul Watson, Jeff Nielsen, 
Jeremy Weller, Jim Wherler, Jennifer Hansen, Steve Sowby 

Excused: Kara North 
 
Call to Order - 6:36 p.m. by Eric Reese, Vice Chairman 
Pledge of Allegiance - led by Hayden Williamson 
Roll Call - Quorum was present  
 
Input was called for from the Commission, no comments were given at this time. 
 
Public Input Open by Eric Reese 

 
Michael Helmantoler -, wanted to know who was responsible for upkeep on the area on the north side of 
Jordan Ridge Blvd. which is currently full of weeds.   Also, on Riverbend, are there plans for water access? 
Sarah Carroll – replied that Jordan Ridge Development was responsible, and no there are not plans for water 
access. She would speak with him later on his questions outside of the meeting. 

 
Meeting turned over to Commission Chair Jeff Cochran. 
Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 
4. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Lake Cove located at 3168 South Spinnaker Drive, Ron Johnston, 

applicant.  

CONTINUED TO JUNE 12, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. 

 

5. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Hillcrest Condominiums Phase 3 located at 1900 North Crest 

Road, Nate Hutchinson, Flagship Homes, applicant.  

CONTINUED TO JUNE 12, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. 

 

6. Public Hearing: Site Plan and Conditional Use for Platinum Car Wash located at 1413 N West 

Commerce Drive, Gary Hadfield, applicant.  

CONTINUED TO JUNE 12, 2014 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING. 

 
Motion by Sandra Steel to continue the Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Lake Cove located at 3168 

South Spinnaker Drive, And Preliminary Plat for Hillcrest Condominiums Phase 3 located at 1900 North 

Crest, And the Site Plan and Conditional Use for Platinum Car Wash located at 1413 N West Commerce 

Drive, to the meeting of June 12, 2014.  Second by Kirk Wilkins.  Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden 

Williamson, Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline, Eric Reese and Jeff Cochran.  Motion passed unanimously. 
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7. Public Hearing: Master Development Agreement Extension and Revision for the Riverbend 

development located at approximately 900 North Redwood Road, Knowlton General, applicant. 
 
Sarah Carroll – presented the item.  Applicants are requesting to renew and extend and modify the existing 
MDA.  Applicant would like to request the same road layout to utilize existing utility lines and to continue 
the same road widths as already started. Staff recommends they keep basketball half court, 5 areas with 
concrete pad and picnic table 16’x20’ pavilion and one medium size playground.  She made note of the 
wetland area and what would be needed to comply to build there.  She reviewed Staff findings and 
conditions and recommended adding a condition related to the amenities.   

 
Aric Jensen, for applicant – they are pleased with what staff has presented and are willing to move forward 
quickly when approved. 

 
Public Input Open by Jeff Cochran 

 
Cornell Brown, HOA president for Riverbend – noted that in these developments the amenities seem to get 
lost in the modifications of the plats. Parking with the smaller streets is becoming a problem and safety 
issue.  Kids are playing in the streets because parks have not been developed yet.  Breaking up into smaller 
lots is advantageous for them. 
 
Tami Buckland – parking has become a significant issue, with the size of the units, many units have 
multiple cars (passed a picture of parking to commission) and not enough parking.  Emergency vehicles 
cannot access units and it’s unsafe for children.  She has witnessed accidents almost happening because of 
vehicles parked in odd places.  She recommends adding several more parking spaces in the new plan. The 
park they currently have was paid for by HOA and not developer.  It’s not designed for older children, but 
they use it and it gets destroyed.   
 
Sarah Carroll – on Riverside drive it is a public road and city does not recommend any stalls that back on to 
it.  Staff did recommend amenities for the new phase. 
 
Jennifer Hansen – has a problem with one medium size park in the proposed amenities for children with that 
large of an age gap. She feels it is important to have a tot lot.  What they have is not enough for the little 
children, the bigger kids are taking over and it’s a dangerous condition.  The park is also in horrible repair.  
And she also agrees they need more parking. 
 
Joe Hitzeman – also feels there is not enough parking, people parking in field and out of stalls.  He also 
mentioned unsafe conditions for kids with them playing in the street because of no amenities for them to 
use. Feels he was promised things when he moved in and nothing has been built yet.   
 
Arnold Hansen – echo’s what others have said about amenities and parking. He would like the developer to 
improve the curb appeal on Redwood Road. He feels the complex is nice but the entrance doesn’t reflect 
well on development or city. 
 
Chris River – seconds what everyone else has said. Parking has been a huge problem, it’s a safety hazard for 
kids in street, and parking in muddy field.   

 
Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 
Sandra Steele – has no problems with setbacks as long as driveways are a minimum of 20ft.  She has issues 
with leaving the road the way the project started out, she feels a modified curb would work better and is 
concerned about undulation of driveways.  
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Jeff Cochran – said it would be difficult to put a high back curb and gutter in with this space. 
Scott Langford – showed the new plan was a modified curb and gutter. Their intent is to continue the 
existing cross section.  
Sarah Carroll – indicated they could have the developer change the detail. 
Sandra Steele – is concerned about the parking, she would ask the developer if they could please add more 
parking and disperse it throughout development.  Asked on garage size –  
Aric Jensen - said old phase is one car garages and new phase is two.    
Sandra Steele - asked about engineer’s requests being met, specifically with roads and turn-arounds meeting 
all standards. (Item 6 in engineer report.) 
Staff and Developer - replied that the design today meets what engineer has asked. 
Sarah Carroll – indicated that it would be fair to add that sentence, that the existing cross-section could be 
continued. 
Sandra Steele – agreed that amenities were a must. She would leave it up to staff to work with developer as 
to what kind of   playground is required.   
 
Hayden Williamson – asked which phase Riverside drive would be installed 
Sarah Carroll – answered that it would be all three phases, they all have portions. 
Hayden Williamson – in doing that in all 3 phases will it still meet fire code requirements? 
Sarah Carroll – replied that it would be reviewed with each plat as they would need to provide turn-arounds. 
Hayden Williamson – feels that adding a condition concerning this issue of Riverside drive would be good.  
Feels developer should sit down with residences to see what they need and bring it back to the city for 
review. 
 
Eric Reese – encourages adding parking where possible and having HOA work with developer on amenities. 
He feels curb appeal will be addressed and that it should look nice coming into the development. 
 
Kirk Wilkins – directed questions to staff on the option of city if the MDA application expires. 
Sarah Carroll – if MDA expires they don’t have a way to continue similar setbacks and any new plan would 
have to meet current city codes. 
Kirk Wilkins – said the setbacks weren’t a concern. He doesn’t have problems with road extension.  Would 
echo comments earlier on amenities that developer work with city and create amenities that will help solve 
problems.  Question on why the roads were 2’ narrower as noted in the packet. 
Sarah Carroll – explained that recently the City Council adopted new road cross sections that are 2 feet 
wider.  If they increase current plat to current code then they can’t have 20’ drives. 
Kirk Wilkins – question on the unit in the flood plain, if the wetland is replaced where would it be? 
Sarah Carroll – replied that the developer would have to come up with a  plan to replace it and if it can’t be 
done then the developer would not be able to build lots in that area in later phases.   
Scott Langford – they may have an option to buy areas outside at a ratio of 7 to 1 that is expensive and a 
long process. 
 
Jarred Henline – does see the concerns with parking and amenities but this is really a review for an 
extension and sees the issues coming up later at preliminary plat. He is not sure how to put those conditions 
in without being specific. He asked why 7 years on the extension? He feels it should be shorter. 
Sarah Carroll – something in code about the time allowed, 7-10 years but you could approve a shorter time 
frame. 
Jarred Henline – he does understand the residences concerns and feels there are options to work out with 
developer, but our focus today is if we are going to continue this extension or not and for how long and then 
perhaps other problems like park and parking may come after that. 
 
Jeff Cochran – thanked public for their comments. The Master Development Agreement is in place for 7 
years and things change, if we give them a long time it may not be consistent with current city standards. He 
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concurs with Mr. Henline.   He asked for clarification on item in the report about utility placements 
currently laid out in future roads and if they really needed to be moved.  
Sarah Carroll – if they didn’t move them it would fall under driveways or things like that. The city engineer 
prefers they are in right of ways.   
Jeff Cochran – feels they could meet the new standards and keep utilities in roadways. He asked developer 
to address that.  
Aric Jensen – they did a layout that took into account all current standards.  When they did that the utilities 
were falling under drive pads and things like that. They filed a variance application with new layout.  At that 
time Kimber did not prefer asking for the variance and asked them to come with MDA extension instead. 
Jeff Cochran – are there conditions they could put on MDA? 
Sarah Carroll – we are giving up something by extending setbacks; things are given to them so we can ask 
for things from them. It would have to be run by the City Attorney.   
Aric Jensen – does not disagree with what neighbors have said. He is new to the firm, has identified places 
they can add some parking stalls. With the wetland issues they are aware of them and the process they 
would need to go through.  In terms of landscaping out front they have already contacted their landscaper to 
work on it. He feels they can address all the issues brought forward and doesn’t have a problem going to 
City Council with these conditions. 
 
Jeff Cochran – reviewed thoughts from commission on the roadway being completed early, amenities and 
working with neighborhood HOA, roadway widths and keeping them the same.   
Sandra Steele – is concerned with length of time for extension.  When they grant extensions how long do 
they let MDA’s go? Do we continue to give extensions and then things will never get up to city standard. 
Eric Reese – suggested adding playground issue, language to allow HOA to suggest something. 
Kirk Wilkins – perhaps add ratios concerning parking. 
Hayden Williamson – concerned with adding ratios, but we could put something in to address additional 
parking.  
Jarred Henline – should we table this and have the City Attorney look at it first and have developer bring it 
up to our standards first before we send it on to city council?  He is not comfortable with suggesting items 
on parking or amenities and come up with good wording on the fly. We shouldn’t give up something 
without getting what we want.  He doesn’t think legally we could come up with a good solution tonight. 
Hayden Williamson – if we tabled this could we hear it before it expires in June? 
Scott Langford  - indicated that the City Council will get a copy of the planning recommendations and it 
would be hard to continue it longer with deadlines.  We could tighten it with developer before we go to City 
Council.  
Sandra Steele - could we extend it for a few months to be able to continue more discussions?   
Sarah Carroll – we have extended other MDA’s while they worked on revising it.  If they decide to table or 
continue it they could take a request to extend the existing MDA to City Council to get a short extension 
while they work it out. 
Aric Jensen – said when we have a fixed date the contract expires on that date. If the City Council takes 
action on it to extend it then they are comfortable that the Council has taken action but contract law in the 
state is pretty explicit, if it is tabled and no action is taken then their contract will run out. His concern is that 
if it’s tabled and council doesn’t hear it and take action then they are back to variance process.  He is good 
with Commission adding all the recommendations to take to Council.   
 
Motion by Hayden Williamson to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 

Riverbend MDA extension and modification with Findings and Conditions found in the staff report 

with language added that the developer work with the city and current residents to address concerns 

regarding parking, to address concerns regarding amenities, and to work with the city with concerns 

regarding the timing for Riverside drive. Seconded by Eric Reese. 
 

Jeff Cochran – asked a question on the motion - would Mr. Williamson consider that applicant also 
work with city staff to consider putting the current roadway width in.  
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Hayden Williamson – he would not, he is in favor of keeping the roadway consistent with the project. 
 
Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Kirk Wilkins.  Nay: Jarred Henline and Jeff 

Cochran.   
 

8. Concept Plan for Sierra Estates Senior Housing located at 350 West 400 North, Ross Welch, applicant.  
 
Sarah Carroll – presented the plan and reviewed staff recommendations. 

 
Steve Sowby, for Applicant – appreciated the opportunity to come back with improved plan. They have 
implemented all suggestions previously given by commission.  They ask for approval tonight and agree with 
all staff recommendations. 
 
Sandra Steele – for van accessible spot for employee parking, suggests applicant make sure access space is 
on passenger side.   She asked previously that they comply with state statutes and that the statutes changed 
this past April. 
 
Hayden Williamson - likes the new plan and parking. 
 
Eric Reese – likes the plan. 
 
Kirk Wilkins – looks like they have done everything asked, good job. 
 
Jarred Henline – thinks it looks good. 
 
Jeff Cochran – indicated his thanks for listening to the commission and coming back with improved plan. 

 
9. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for North Saratoga Center Plat A located at 2175 North Stagecoach 

Drive, Ryan Bybee, applicant.  

10. Public Hearing: Site Plan and Conditional Use permit for Unique Autobody located at 2175 North 

Stagecoach Drive, Andrew Bollschweiler, applicant.  

 

Jeff Cochran asked that we listen to items 9. and 10. Together and hear public comment together for 

them. 

 
Scott Langford – presented the items. 

9.  Applicant has applied for preliminary and final plat approval as it goes to City Council.  This is the 
only office/warehouse zone in the city.   
10.  Showed overlays and touched on unique needs of business.  Applicant raised a question of 
dumpster location, they feel best spot would be enclosed within building and have planned for that.  As 
you approve site plan it includes signage, that won’t be a separate item. No additional signage is 
requested for storage unit. 

 
Ryan Bybee, Applicant – one comment on road for fire access, they had discussion about road extension of 
Stage Coach Blvd. that would be developed in future, he suggested for access that perhaps building it now 
would be a better option than making a temporary turn-around.   

 
Public Input Opened by Jeff Cochran 

No public input at this time. 
Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 
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Jarred Henline – he is good with item 9. On 10, if they change their minds on the garbage cans and decide 
they need more what would happen. 
Scott Langford – they would have to comply with code and provide enclosure for that.   
Jarred Henline – on the sign, they need to pick one of the options. 
 
Kirk Wilkins – wanted to know what style of fence on west side. 
Scott Langford – applicant has submitted plan for 6’ rod iron style. 
Kirk Wilkins –has a concern that cars would be parked there that could be seen from main road. 
James Jones, Architect – the building is larger to have cars parked inside, so they should not be parked 
outside at all.  
Kirk Wilkins – expressed concern with trash inside and possibly containing bio hazards and other potential 
hazards. 
Scott Langford – this is a conditional use permit; Commission could put an additional condition to make 
sure cars were not stored in NW portion of lot. 
Kirk Wilkins – would like to add a condition that no broken down cars are parked along North and West 
side. Also pick one of the sign options. 
 
Eric Reese – doesn’t have any concerns, but wanted more detail on improving road for fire access. 
Ryan Bybee – showed where it was on the overlay and the problems with a temporary turn. 
James Jones – said the road is already dedicated so they have talked with staff to see what was needed to get 
it in this year. 
Eric Reese – would support condition of no cars being worked on stored outside.  Would let applicant do 
what they have planned with dumpsters. 
 
Hayden Williamson – likes the look of it. He would support condition of no cars on NW sides. 
Jeremy Weller – said no cars would be out front and exposed, adding there are no doors on front of building. 
 
Sandra Steele – concern with parking, there are 4 spaces provided for storage units, is there an onsite 
manager? 
Scott Langford – yes there is an onsite manager and they do live there. Manager indicated that parking was 
never an issue.  Extra cars usually park on Stagecoach or further in near units. 
Sandra Steele – thinks there should be separate parking for manager and that there should be a Van 
Accessible space that meets standards in width.  She suggested a condition about if additional garbage 
containers would be needed that they install surrounds as in code. 
 
Jeff Cochran – reviewed comments for item 9. Handicap parking spot.  Item 10. Condition that no parking 
on N. and W. side and discussion on signs and discussion on trash container 
Sandra Steele – feels more parking should be added for item 9. 
Jarred Henline – also feels more parking would be good. 
Ryan Bybee – noted that there is space inside the facility for manager to park if he needs to use it. 
 
Motion by Jarred Henline to recommend approval to the City Council of the North Saratoga Center 

Plat A Preliminary Plat, located at approximately 2175 North Redwood Road, based on the findings 

and conditions in the report and add two additional conditions that they come into compliance with 

statutory code regarding handicap parking, and maybe meet in the middle that during business hours 

no employee can park in customer spaces. Second by Sandra Steele.  Aye: Sandra Steele,  Kirk 

Wilkins, Jarred Henline, Eric Reese and Jeff Cochran.  Nay: Hayden Williamson. 
 

Hayden Williamson – voted nay because he is uncomfortable with attaching stipulations regarding 
existing parking based on approval to add more units. They know their business better than we do.  He 
feels it’s not the proper role of government to force them to have adequate customer parking. The 
handicap one does have a little weight with him but tends to go with the spirit of the law on that.  
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Motion (withdrawn) by Jarred Henline that Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, (I 
move) that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the 
Amended Site Plan for the North Saratoga Center Office Warehouse Development (Phase 2B) on property 
located at approximately 2148 North Stagecoach Drive, with the findings and conditions found in the report 
and also an added condition that cars on the property to be serviced should be parked within the structure 
and not on the outside. Second by Kirk Wilkins 
 

Hayden Williamson – understood on the stipulation on parking, that cars being serviced would be 
allowed to be parked on the east side.  
Scott Langford – commented that it might be better to tie that condition to the use plan, not on the site 
plan. 
Jarred Henline - Motion withdrawn without objection. 

 
Motion by Jarred Henline: Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the 

Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the 

Amended Site Plan for the North Saratoga Center Office Warehouse Development (Phase 2B) on 

property located at approximately 2148 North Stagecoach Drive, with the findings and conditions in 

the report. Second by Eric Reese.   Aye: Sandra Steele, Kirk Wilkins, Eric Reese, Jarred Henline and 

Jeff Cochran,  Hayden Williamson.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Jeff Cochran – notes items discussed for use plan of cars not on North or West, signage to choose one, and 
trash containers. 
 
Motion by Jarred Henline  Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the 

Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve a 

Conditional Use Permit to allow “Automotive Repair, major” on the west 1.66 acres of property 

located within the North Saratoga Center Office Warehouse development (Phase 2B), located at 

approximately 2148 North Stagecoach Drive, with the findings and conditions found in the report and 

added conditions being that cars on the property being serviced should be parked within the structure 

or on the East side only, and that they may only have one sign not two.  Second by Eric Reese. 

 
Hayden Williamson – on the parking would Mr. Henline be willing to substitute to say “cars cannot be 
parked outside of the fenced area,” because they have 5 stalls on the North side of the building that are 
behind fenced area and it would be protected by fence? 
Jarred Henline – answered no, he is good the way it was stated. 
 

Aye: Sandra Steele, Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson.  

Motion passed unanimously. 

 

11. Public Hearing: Rezone and Concept Plan for Beacon Point located 4400 South 100 West, Paul 

Watson, applicant.  
 
Scott Langford – presented this item and staff findings and recommendations.  There are some questions on 
culinary and secondary water in the area and fire protection zone.  Applicant would be required to submit a 
fire protection plan and assurance that homes would be protected.  Chief Campbell indicated an additional 
study would need to be made.  
 
Paul Watson, Applicant – they will work out issues with water with staff; they know where the problems are 
and feel it will be ok.  They agree with staff recommendations. They would not like to bring collector all the 
way down to Redwood Road.  UDOT is ok with the accesses.   
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Public Input Open by Jeff Cochran 
 

Scott Jensen – water pressure is definitely a concern.  Also with retention ponds, there is an existing ditch 
that helps prevent flooding, will that be maintained?   
Scott Langford – said in phase one they will be diverting water into retention ponds. 
Paul Watson – with 100 flood plain two basins are needed, and they are putting them in phase one. 
Scott Jensen – with added access will Redwood Road be adding lanes, as in a turn lane? 
Scott Langford – they would be required to improve the frontage. 
Scott Jensen – wanted to make sure lot sizes were consistent with current neighborhood.   
Scott Langford – replied the average lot size was around 10,000 ft. 
 
Miranda Jensen – worried about traffic coming in during first phase through the existing neighborhood 
because of the traffic currently there.  There are children playing in the street and would there be 
construction access. 
Jeff Cochran – construction access is required that are not through the neighborhood.   
Miranda Jensen – wanted to know if all new traffic for residences was going to be routed through current 
roads. 
Scott Langford - they would use existing roads for phase one and then phase two would complete the access 
to Redwood Road. 
 

Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 

Jarred Henline – access on open space, some of it is steep hill?   
Scott Langford - yes they will need to specify sensitive land on the plat, only 50% is allowed by code for 
open space. 
Jarred Henline – asked Paul to address water issues. 
Paul Watson – later phases will bring new pipelines and they feel it will have sufficient pressure.  They will 
make sure existing homes have pressure  
Scott Langford - staff leaning towards rezone being conditioned upon preliminary plat approval, and those 
issues being resolved. 
 
Kirk Wilkins – asked about the elevation difference between some lots and once the detention basin is full 
and water follows little river, he is concerned the houses would be impacted.   
Paul Watson– reviewed different elevations, and said the channel is about 12 feet wide and 8’ deep.  Models 
have been done and engineering, it’s sized to handle the drainage. 
Kirk Wilkins – would suggest that there isn’t a rezone without conditions.  He agrees corner lots need to be 
increased in size to meet code.  He is still concerned with water pressure. 
 
Eric Reese – likes the trail system and would echo what others have said about the MDA. 
 
Hayden Williamson – also concerned about 3 lots backing on to collectors especially about the one close to 
Redwood Road.   
Paul Watson – we could put a restriction on plat that forces a turn on the driveway.  
Hayden Williamson – Concerned about fire access during phase1 before phase with main access is built. 
Could temporary emergency access be put in place?   
Paul Watson – replied that he would have to work it out with UDOT.  
Hayden Williamson – he would like to see that added as a note. He would like to see approval based upon 
recording of preliminary plat. 
 
Sandra Steele – this is the last R2 in the city.  She is concerned with fire issue and defensible area, and 
upkeep of defensible area.  She is concerned with water pressure issues. She doesn’t like 60 lots in phase 1 
all driving through the current neighborhood.  She feels it’s too premature to come to commission tonight 
and would not support a rezone now. 
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Jeff Cochran – is struggling with the R4 zone, thinks R3 may be more acceptable within the city.  He is a 
little concerned with the collector road. He thinks water issues could be worked out in time. 
Paul Linford– pointed out that 100 ft. south the area is zoned between R10 and R20 and feels the R4 zone 
would help with that transition from this area to that. 
 
Jarred Henline – feels added traffic in existing neighborhood for phase 1 might be too much. 
Eric Reese – asked staff if the traffic was a valid concern?  
Scott Langford – referred to engineers report and his expertise. 
Hayden Williamson –  on a condition to tie into Redwood road, would we make it a condition of rezone or 
on a condition for final plat approval. 
Scott Langford – thought it would benefit everyone best if it was articulated it in a condition. 
 
Motion made by Hayden Williamson, Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I 

move that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to 

approve the rezoning of approximately 63.64 acres of property as shown in Exhibit 2 and generally 

located at 4300 South Redwood Road from the R-2 to the R-4 zone, with the findings and conditions 

listed in the staff  report, with the additional conditions that rezone does not happen until “final” plat 

is recorded, and that collector road to Redwood Road is included in phase one.  Second by Eric Reese.  

 
Eric Reese – a MDA had been talked about? 
Scott Langford – that would be the third option in staff report, condition in report for this motion is that 
it doesn’t take effect until preliminary plat.  That is so there is some entitlement at that point and 
developer could post bonds and start construction. 
Jeff Cochran – believes the question is would Mr. Williamson accept the MDA option? 
Hayden Williamson – his goal was to make sure that the city is able to determine the final product and 
not just rezoning it.  
Scott Langford - recommends second option listed in staff report on option 2, conditions on page 6. 
Hayden Williamson – does not accept MDA as part of his motion. 

 
Nay: Sandra Steele,  Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, Hayden 

Williamson.  Motion failed unanimously. 
 
Motion was made by Hayden Williamson that: Based upon the evidence and explanations received 

today, I move that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council 

to approve the rezone of approximately 63.64 acres of property as shown in Exhibit 2 and generally 

located at 4300 South Redwood Road from the R-2 to the R-4 zone, with the findings and conditions 

listed below in the staff report, specifically pointing out That the rezone shall take effect after the 

Applicant obtains Preliminary Plat approval. And the Preliminary Plat shall be substantially 

consistent with the attached Concept Plan. And that the primary access to Redwood Road be 

connected in phase one.  Second by Eric Reese    Aye: Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese.  

Nays: Sandra Steele, Jarred Henline, Jeff Cochran .  
 
At 9:25p.m. a break was taken by Commission.   
Meeting resumed at 9:31p.m. 
 
12. Revision to the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code. (Section 19.05—Temporary Uses).  

Continued discussion from May 08, 2014 Planning Commission, possible recommendation. 
 
Scott Langford – reviewed the revision and discussion at last meeting. Revisions included removal of the 
parking requirement for all TUP’s, replace with a  requirement for approval of business within 300’.  Added 
garbage standards. Creation of a separate section for mobile food vendors and incorporating additional 
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clarifying standards such as duration and separation from residential areas.  Prohibitions on operation as a 
drive-through, prohibiting in park strips, and other standards.  Reduction of the bond requirements to $250 
on private property and $500 on public property, and creating an allowance for an annual bond for mobile 
food vendors. 
 
Jarred Henline – numbering on pages 7 and 8 needs to be fixed.  In paragraph 3a on page 8 says it has to be 
hosted by brick and mortar business, he would add that maybe they could be at a park “or in a public place, 
permission by the city.”  He feels the bond is still high but likes that they can choose a yearly option. 
Eric Reese – what exempts a kid going out to the curb, like a lemonade stand. 
Scott Langford – indicated most codes they had looked at were silent about the issue. 
Hayden Williamson – thought they had discussed some wording about if on a private property it would be 
exempt.  
Jarred Henline – recalled the discussion that they just didn’t apply with this code, there is nothing that 
prevents them from doing so with this code. 
Hayden Williamson – he thought they had talked about on the bond requirement that if they were in good 
standing that they could have that reduced. 
Jeff Cochran – likes Commissioner Henline’s thought that they have to be hosted by brick and mortar or a 
public place in the city. 
Sandra Steele – doesn’t think the city would allow it at any other time than civic events. 
Hayden Williamson - if required to be hosted by brick and mortar only then why have a public property 
bond?  
Sandra Steele - believes that fee would be for civic event times to clean up the park.   
Hayden Williamson – the problem with requiring only brick and mortar business to invite or host the 
vendors is that it doesn’t make sense for civic events like the splash?   
Sandra Steele – then thinks there should be some phrasing that they would be allowed to go to public places 
during city events.   
Jarred Henline – doesn’t think the city should say to not do something (like allowing vendors at a public 
location) when the residences wanted it.  Should let free market reign 
Jeff Cochran – currently how it is written they cannot go to park, or public place for any event. 
Kirk Wilkins – he has heard people say our city is hard to do business with, too many restrictions.   He feels 
we should make changes to make it easier to deal with.  Make easier restrictions. 
Hayden Williamson – on second item 3b, he can see situation where they could be there longer than 8 hours 
and suggests allowing them to be here longer. 
Jarred Henline – would agree to that. 
Sandra Steele – noted that at another meeting it was set up for 12 hours a day, and others said no, only 8 
hours.  We need to move forward with this tonight, because there are other items waiting on this down the 
pipeline. 
 
Motion by Jarred Henline to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed 

amendments to Section 19.05 with the Findings and Conditions found in the report:  with the added 

conditions: no. 1, that numbering from the two subparagraph 3’s be corrected;  That subparagraph 

3a on page 8 be changed to also  include  (A mobile food vendor shall be permitted only when hosted 

by an existing brick-and-mortar business) “or upon public property with permission from the city.” ;  

3b, mobile food vendors shall not be parked for more than 8 hours a day in any location without first 

being given express permission from the city; And paragraph 10, the bond paragraph  be changed to 

that after 6 months of good behavior the bond be reduced by half for those vendors who have been 

found to be in compliance to code.   Second Hayden Williamson.   Aye: Sandra Steele,  Kirk Wilkins, 

Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 
13. Approval of Reports of Action 

2 reports to act on 
Riverbend and  Temporary uses. 
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  Scott confirmed recommendations.  
 
Motion by Hayden to approve report of action on Master Development Agreement and Revision 

for the Riverbend development located at approximately 900 North and Redwood. Second by 

Sandra Steele.  Aye: Sandra Steele,  Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, 

Hayden Williamson.  Motion passed unanimously. 
  
Motion by Hayden Williamson to approve the plan of action for the revisions to the City of 

Saratoga Springs Land Development Code, section 19.05 Temporary Uses.  Second by Kirk 

Wilkins.  Aye: Sandra Steele,  Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, 

Hayden Williamson.  Motion passed unanimously. 
  

14. Approval of Minutes: 
1. March 13, 2014. 

 
Motion by Eric Reese to approve minutes from March 13, 2014. Second by Kirk Williams.  Aye: 

Sandra Steele,  Kirk Wilkins, Jarred Henline and Jeff Cochran,  Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson.  

Motion passed unanimously. 
 
15. Commission Comments – no comments given at this time  
 
16. Director’s Report 

Scott Langford – indicated that the next meeting will be a full agenda.  Reported on items that had been 
forwarded to City Council.  
 

Meeting adjourned by Jeff Cochran 

 
Adjourn  10:05 pm 
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