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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, July 10, 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. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Preliminary Plat for Harbor Point located at approximately 4200 South 

Redwood Road, Land Solutions Partners, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 
 

5. Approval of Reports of Action. 
 

6. Approval of Minutes: 

 
1. June 26, 2014. 

  
7. Commission Comments. 

 
8. Director’s Report. 

 
9. Adjourn. 

 
*Public comments are limited to three minutes.  Please limit repetitive comments. 



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 

 
Preliminary Plat 
Harbor Point 
July 10, 2014 
Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation 
 

Report Date:    Wednesday, July 2, 2014 
Applicant: Land Solutions Partners – Harbor Point LLC 
Owner:   Same 
Location: Approximately 4200 South Redwood Road 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 16:003:0034, 11.087 Acres 
General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential 
Parcel Zoning: R-3 
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3, R-2, A 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 
Adjacent Uses:  Residential, Vacant 
Previous Meetings:  None 
Previous Approvals:  None 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Informal review with City Council prior to Preliminary Plat 
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

The applicant, Land Solutions Partners – Harbor Point LLC, is requesting approval of a 24 
unit single-family development on approximately 10.45 acres located south of Pelican Bay 
and east of Redwood Road.  

 
Recommendation:  

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take 
public input, discuss the application and choose from the options in Section F of 
this report. Options include a positive recommendation with conditions, continuance, or a 
negative recommendation. 

 
B. Background, Request, and Process:  The property is zoned R-3, which includes single-

family development as a permitted use. The applicant is proposing a density of 

Page 1



 

approximately 2.3 units per acre, for a total of 24 units ranging in size from 10,000 square 
feet to 17,532 s.f.. There are no previous approvals for the project.  

 
The process for a Preliminary Plat is outlined in Section 19.13.04, and requires Development 
Review Committee (DRC) review, a public hearing and recommendation by the Planning 
Commission, and final decision by the Council.   

 
The DRC reviewed the preliminary plat on May 5th, 2014, and also reviewed additional 
information in subsequent meetings. Corrections from various departments were sent to the 
applicant; following resubmittal with some corrections, the plat was scheduled for a hearing 
with the Planning Commission.  
 
Several corrections and submittals remain outstanding, however the applicant originally 
anticipated appearing before the Commission in June and did not want to delay further, and 
requested to remain on the July 10th agenda.  

 
C. Community Review: This item has been noticed as a public hearing in The Daily Herald, 

posted on the City and State websites, and mailed notice sent to all property owners within 
300 feet of the proposed plat. As of the date of this report, no public input has been 
received.   

 
D. General Plan:   
 

Land Use Designation: The property is identified as “Low Density Residential” on the Land 
Use map. The Medium Density Residential land use category states: 

 
 The Low Density Residential designation is designed to provide areas for residential 

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

 
 Open spaces shall include useable recreational features as outlined in the City’s 

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

 
Staff analysis: consistent. The proposal contains approximately 2.3 units per acre, which is 
within the range identified in the General Plan, and consists of a single-family configuration.  
 
Unit Type (Proposition 6): the proposal consists of single-family lots. Per a recent 
Proposition, the General Plan has been amended to set a goal of single-family lots comprising 
no less than 73% of all units in the City. Single-family lots are consistent with this goal.    
 
Staff analysis: consistent. 
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E. Code Criteria:  
  
For the convenience of the Commission, Code items or other requirements remaining outstanding or 
incomplete are identified by a bolded “outstanding.” 
 

Section 19.04.17 of the Code outlines the standards for the R-3 zone:  
 

• Minimum lot size, frontage, width, depth, coverage – complies. All lots are a minimum 
of 10,000 square feet, have a minimum lot width of 70 feet, and a minimum frontage 
of 35 feet.  
  

• Density – complies. The proposal consists of approximately 2.3 units per acre, which 
is within with the maximum limit of 3 units per acre in the R-3 zone.  
 

• Setbacks / yard / height – TBD. This will be verified at time of building permit, 
however it appears that the lots are of sufficient size to ensure that these standards 
will be met. Staff has requested a setback detail, and correction to several corner lots 
to ensure that minimum setbacks are maintained.  
 

• Minimum Dwelling Size – TBD. This will be verified at time of building permit.  
 

• Open Space / Sensitive Lands – outstanding 
o Additional information has been requested from the applicant due to a conflict 

between the acreage on the plat and the acreage contained in the County legal 
description. If the plat is correct and the development contains 10.45 acres, 
then the plat will comply with the requirement of 15% (15.01% provided). If 
the County description of 11.087 acres is correct, the plat is deficient in open 
space. 

o Sensitive lands were not identified on the plat. Acreage and location of 
sensitive lands (drainage and detention basin) have been requested and may 
impact the open space calculation.  
 

• Detention basin – can comply. This will be reviewed and modified at the direction of 
the City Engineer. 
 

• Permitted uses – complies. Single-family units are a permitted use in this zone.  
 
19.12.06 – General Subdivision Improvements Requirements 
 

• Layout – complies. Block lengths are less than 800 feet; second access is provided.  
 

• Lot design – complies. All lots have required frontages; all lots are capable of being 
built on; corner lots are 10% larger; there are no remnant pieces; double access lots 
are not created; lot design otherwise complies.  
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• Second access – complies. Requirements are being met with the proposed design, as 
there are fewer than 50 lots served by the primary access, and stubbing for 
secondary access is proposed.  

 
Other Code requirements:  
 

• 19.06 –  outstanding  
 

o Landscaping and fencing plans for the open space along Redwood Road have 
not been provided and must be submitted and reviewed for compliance prior 
to approval.  
 

o Individual lots will be required to provide landscaping within a certain 
timeframe from beginning construction.  
 

• 19.09 – complies. Parking requirements will be met on each lot. Minimum requirement 
is 2 spaces; each home will have a garage and driveway with space for 4 cars. 
 

Engineering comments: 
 

• Secondary water is not available for the project at this time, and an alternate solution 
will be necessary.  
 

• Outstanding: the curve radius of the internal road does not meet the standard and 
the resulting correction may impact lot layout.  
 

• Outstanding: lot lines for lots 110, 111, and 112 must be modified to avoid the 
drainage.  
 

• Outstanding: Lighting plans were not provided. Further review will be done to verify 
that the lighting types comply with the City standard.  
 

• For other comments, see Exhibit 1. 
 
F. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public input, 
discuss the application and choose from the options below. 
 
Option A: Continuance 
“Based on the information in the Staff report and received tonight, I move to continue the 
Harbor Point Preliminary Plat, on Parcel 16:003:0034 and located at approximately 4200 
South Redwood Road as shown in Exhibit 2, to the next Commission meeting, on July 31, 
with the following direction on information needed to render a decision:  
 

1. Engineering corrections shall be made.  
2. A setback detail shall be added to the plat.  
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3. The boundaries for lots 111 and 112 shall be modified to remove the drainage from 
the lot. 

4. A note shall be placed on the plat to ensure that driveways for lots 103 and 104 shall 
be limited to Captain’s Street.  

5. The acreage discrepancy shall be resolved. 
6. Sensitive land calculations shall be provided.  
7. Open space calculations shall be verified prior to approval. 
8. Landscaping and irrigation plans shall be provided.  
9. ___________________________________________________________________ 
10. ___________________________________________________________________ 
11. ___________________________________________________________________ 

 
Option B: Positive Recommendation with Conditions 
The applicants are requesting a positive recommendation with conditions; Planning and 
Engineering are concerned that the changes to layout resulting from required corrections 
may be significant. If the Commission would like to forward a recommendation, Staff has 
outlined possible conditions in the following motion.   
 
“Based on the information in the Staff report and received tonight, I move to forward a 
positive recommendation to the City Council for the Harbor Point Preliminary Plat, on Parcel 
16:003:0034 and located at approximately 4200 South Redwood Road as shown in Exhibit 2, 
with the findings and conditions below:  
 

Findings: 
1. With modifications as outlined in the Conditions, the application will comply 

with the requirements in Section 19.04.17, R-3 zone, as outlined in Section E 
of the Staff report and incorporated herein by reference.  

2. The application complies with the standards in Section 19.12, subdivisions, as 
outlined in Section E of the Staff report and incorporated herein by reference.  

3. With modifications as outlined in the Conditions, the application will comply 
with other standards of the Code as identified in Section E of the Staff report 
and incorporated herein by reference.  

 
Conditions: 

1. All requirements and corrections of the City Engineer shall be met.  
2. A setback detail shall be added to the plat.  
3. The boundaries for lots 111 and 112 shall be modified to remove the drainage 

from the lot. 
4. A note shall be placed on the plat to ensure that driveways for lots 103 and 

104 shall be limited to Captain’s Street.  
5. The acreage discrepancy shall be resolved prior to approval. 
6. Sensitive land calculations shall be provided.  
7. Open space calculations shall be verified prior to approval. 
8. Landscaping and irrigation plans shall be provided prior to proceeding to the 

City Council.  
9. Other conditions as articulated by the Commission: _____________________ 

_______________________________________________________________ 
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Option C: Negative Recommendation 
If the Commission wishes to forward a negative recommendation, Staff has presented a 
motion and possible findings.  
 
“I move to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council for the Harbor Point 
Preliminary Plat, on Parcel 16:003:0034 and located at approximately 4200 South Redwood 
Road as shown in Exhibit 2, with the findings and conditions below:  
 

Findings: 
1. The application does not comply with the requirements in Section 19.04.17, R-

3 zone, as outlined in Section E of the Staff report and incorporated herein by 
reference.  

2. The application does not comply with Section 19.06 of the Code as identified in 
Section E of the Staff report and incorporated herein by reference.  

3. The application does not comply with the requirements identified in the City 
Engineer’s Report as outlined in Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by 
reference. 

 
 
G. Exhibits:   

1. City Engineer’s Report   (pages 7-9) 
2. Location & Zone Map   (page 10) 
3. Aerial     (page 11) 
4. Preliminary Plat    (pages 12-13) 
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Harbor Point                 
Date: July 10, 2013 
Type of Item:   Preliminary Plat 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a preliminary plat application. Staff has reviewed 

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

Applicant:  Land Solutions Partners – Harbor Point LLC 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  Approx. 4200 South Redwood Road 
Acreage:  10.45 acres - 24 lots 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends continuing the preliminary plat so that the 

applicant can address the following items: 
 

 Plat layout needs to be amended to remove the natural drainage from lots 111 and 
112. Section 19.04.13 (12)(b) of the City’s land development code states  

 
 “All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space.”  
 
 Natural drainage channels are defined as sensitive lands in Chapter 19.02 of the 

City’s Land Development Code as follows: 
 
 “Sensitive lands” means 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. 

 

 All roadways must meet City standards curve radius requirements.  Local roads 
must maintain a minimum of a 200’ curve radius as measured at the centerline.  

 
If the preliminary plat is approved, staff recommends the approval be subject to the 
following conditions: 

 
D. Conditions:   

 
A. Developer shall provide fencing along the boundary of all lots and open space 
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areas. 
 

B. Developer shall verify there is capacity in the existing storm drain system that is 
proposed to be connected to in Pelican Bay. If it is found that there is sufficient 
capacity in the existing storm drain, it is recommended the developer install the 
required storm water cleaning unit near the existing storm drain outfall between 
lots 4144 S and 4158 S on Pelican Lane.  The developer shall coordinate with the 
City to determine their proportionate share for the capacity of the cleaning unit 
necessary for the existing flows vs. new flows from this project.  Cleaning unit 
shall be place near the Roadway where it can be accessed for maintenance. 
 

C. 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. 
 

D. The existing natural drainage shall be preserved, improved with native 
landscaping and an trail installed along the northern bank. If piped with culverts 
for a road crossing, culverts shall be capable of passing the 100-yr flow.  
 

E. Developer shall protect future homes and lots from flooding as necessary to 
mitigate flows from all upland contributing drainage basins. The developer is 
responsible to install all improvements and to obtain any necessary easements. 

 
F. The existing secondary water system cannot support this project. An additional 

source is required in the area to alleviate the extreme pressure swings that the 
current system would experience if this project is added.  Although the culinary 
system could support both the indoor and outdoor demand for this project, this 
would use up significant amounts of the remaining capacity in the system and is 
not recommended.  

 
G. Frontages along Redwood Road will need to be improved to City standards 

including road widening, an 8’ meandering trail, and dedication of a 90’ half 
width ROW. 
 

H. Developer shall bury and/or relocate the power lines that are within and 
adjacent to this plat.    

   
I. Developer shall provide a new traffic study to determine the necessary 

improvements to existing and proposed roads to provide an acceptable level of 
service for the proposed project. The submitted study from 2005 is for a 
different project layout and existing conditions from 2005 are no longer 
applicable to conditions today. 

 
J. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall 

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

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

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

pedestrian corridors. 
 
N. 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. 

 
O. 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. 

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

in the public right-of-way 
 
Q. 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. 

 
R. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 
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Zoning & Planning

Sources: Esri, DeLorme, HERE, USGS, Intermap, increment P
Corp., NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri
(Thailand), TomTom

City Parcels
City Boundary
A - Agricultural
RA-5
RR - Rural Residential
R-2 - Low Density Residential

R-3 - Low Density Residential
R-6 - Medium Density Residential
R-10 - Medium Density Residentia
R-14 - High Density Residential
R-18 - High Density Residential
NC - Neighborhood Commercial

MU - Mixed USe
PC - Planned Community
RC - Regional Commercial
OW - Office Warehouse

March 19, 2014
0 0.9 1.80.45 mi

0 1 20.5 km

1:36,112
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Zoning & Planning

Source: Esri, DigitalG lobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User
Community

City Parcels
City Boundary

March 19, 2014
0 0.2 0.40.1 mi

0 0.35 0.70.175 km

1:9,028
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City of Saratoga Springs 
Planning Commission Meeting 

June 26, 2014 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 

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

 
Planning Commission Minutes 

 
Present: 

Commission Members: Eric Reese, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Kara 
North 

Staff: Sarah Carroll, Scott Langford, Kimber Gabryszak, Nicolette Fike, Mark Christensen, Jeremy Lapin, 
Kevin Thurman 

Others:  Krisel Travis, Sue Alexander, Shelley Rollins, Tanya Parker, Will Scott, Jason Harris 
 
Call to Order – 6:32 p.m. by Eric Reese, Acting Chairman 
Pledge of Allegiance – led by Kirk Wilkins 
Roll Call – Quorum was present  
 
Public Input Open by Eric Reese 

No input at this time. 
Public Input Closed by Eric Reese 
 
4. Public Hearing and Possible Action: Home Occupation for a Dance Studio located at 3349 South 

Hawk Drive, Shelley Rollins, applicant.   
Scott Langford presented the application. He noted class time hours and up to 10 students per class.  
Applicant was present to answer questions. 
 
Public Hearing Open by Eric Reese 

No input at this time. 
Public Hearing Closed by Eric Reese 
 
Jarred Henline likes the application, but would like to see a condition for a window of 10-15 minutes 

between classes to allow for traffic pick up and drop off. 
Kara North would like the class times a little more offset for the same reason. 
Kirk Wilkins thanked the applicant for doing due diligence and bringing arts to the city. 
Hayden Williamson had no concerns. 
Sandra Steele worried that the 5:00 class was overlapping work hour traffic. She did not want parking from a 

mini recital to conflict with the neighbors. 
Shelley Rollins-applicant, replied that she did not have plans for mini recitals and that she would be willing 

to change the time. 
Eric Reese asked when classes would be held in the year and how the kids would be picked up, at the front 

door or let out. 
Shelley Rollins indicated that her normal classes would be Sept. through May and maybe a few fun classes in 

the summer. For pickup they would all wait at the front door for parents. 
 
Motion by Kara North that Based upon the evidence and  the explanations received today and the 

findings listed in the staff report, I move that the Planning Commission approve a conditional use 
permit to allow for a home occupation of the La Belle Dance Studio on property located at 3349 
South Hawk Drive, subject to the following conditions:1. A business license must be obtained prior 
to operation. 2. The home occupation shall comply with all of the standards listed in Section 
19.08.02 of the Land Development Code. 3. No more than 10 children may attend any one class. 
And the additional condition that the afternoon classes scheduled to begin after 3p.m. have a 15 
min window after the conclusion before the next class begins. Seconded by Hayden Williamson. 
 

Sandra Steele asked that they add the condition that they would have no mini recitals on site. 
Kara North and Hayden Williamson accepted that additional condition. 
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Sandra Steele also wanted class time changed to 5:30 to allow for traffic. 
Kara North did not accept that condition. She felt the 15 minute window was sufficient and that not 

everyone comes home from work at the same time. 
Jarred Henline would prefer a 10 – 15 minute window between all classes. 
Kara North accepted that condition, sticking with 15 minutes. Hayden Williamson as well. 

 
Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  

Motion passed unanimously. 
 

5. Continued Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Preliminary Plat and Public Hearing and 
Possible Recommendation: Amended Site Plan, both for Hillcrest Condominiums Phase 3 located at 
1900 North Crest Road, Nate Hutchinson, Flagship Homes, applicant.  
Sarah Carroll presented the plat and site plan.  She review staff recommendations with a change to 5.i. a 

basketball court instead of a tot lot.   
 
Public Hearing Open by Eric Reese 

No input at this time. 
Public Hearing Closed by Eric Reese 
 
Sandra Steele noticed that there could be some pedestrian and handicap accessibility issues. 
Dave Hutchinson-applicant has spoken with Sarah Carroll about that concern and accessibility issues will be 

taken care of. 
Hayden Williamson had no additional comments. 
Kirk Wilkins had no comments. 
Kara North had no comments. 
Jarred Henline had no additional comments.  
Eric Reese wondered if the HOA had any opinions on this. 
Sarah Carroll said she had not heard from the HOA, it was generally the same plan they had seen before. 
 
Motion by Hayden Williamson to recommend approval to the City Council of the Preliminary Plat 

and Site Plan Amendment for Hillcrest Condominiums, Phase 3, located at approximately 1900 
North Crest Road, based upon the findings and conditions listed in the staff report with the 
exception of item 5.i. in which the applicant has offered to do a half-court basketball court in lieu 
of the tot lot and also including the accessibility recommendations conditions. Seconded by Kirk 
Wilkins. 

 
Kirk Wilkins would like it specified that the half court would have to be completed. 
Hayden Williamson accepted that. 
Kara North asked if accessibility was included.  
Hayden Williamson said it was intended to. 
 
Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  

Motion passed unanimously. 
 
6. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Rezone and Concept Plan for Harvest Heights located 

between Redwood Road and Springhill Drive, Fieldstone Utah Investors, applicant.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the Rezone and Concept Plan.  She reviewed staff recommendations. She 

reminded Commission that the Rezone was a public hearing but the Concept Plan was not.  
Jason Harris, applicant brought a PowerPoint for more clarification. He wanted to point out that part of the 

reason they proposed the zone change was that the surrounding property was already zoned RC, and the 
uses that go along with that make sense for the corner lot. They took the approach that they propose it be 
single family R6 along the corridor partly because of the slope of the terrain and there would be a 
transitional buffer between the zones. They will carry the trail through the project and provide 
connectivity.  They felt it was a better product for this location.   

 
Public Hearing Open by Eric Reese 

No input was given at this time 
Public Hearing Closed by Eric Reese 
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Jarred Henline asked if it was feasible to build it the way it’s planned.  
Jason Harris indicated that he thought that they could keep the slope more as it currently exists.  
Jarred Henline thought they should go towards the staff’s second option recommendation to keep intact the 

city plans. 
Kara North is not totally opposed to the proposed changes at this time after hearing the presentation. 
Kirk Wilkins felt in general rezones are difficult especially when it changes their general plan.  He would 

support it if it was more in line with what was surrounding. 
Hayden Williamson is in favor of doing some rezoning here and feels the commercial in the corner makes 

more sense. The residential on the hill would make more sense than commercial there.  He is 
uncomfortable with R6 and would maybe be more comfortable with R4.  He thought it may be better to 
put larger lots up front. 

Sandra Steele asked staff if the slopes were such that they could be built upon.   
Both Staff and Applicant were unsure of the exact slope.  30% could not be disturbed and any they created 

would have to be within 4-1. They would have to comply with code. 
Sandra Steele is against Regional Commercial on that corner, it was changed originally because they didn’t 

want the normal Redwood Road type corner development. Nearby residents have had aversion to 
automotive uses.  She would only support Neighborhood Commercial.   She would like to see better 
traffic flow in the project and asked if they were going to bridge the canals.   

Jason Harris replied that there were two bridges. (box culverts) 
Sandra Steele said if it was left at R4 and NC. She would rather see the neighborhood commercial go uphill 
because of the noise. She is concerned about the slopes and would like to see a slope analysis and see the 
rezone contingent upon receiving that. 
Kara North asked applicant what lot sizes in his nearby subdivision (Silver Lake) were. And perhaps some 
perspective on pricing 
Jason Harris said there were Cluster lots on alleys and exterior 5500-6000 sq. ft. lots. That was a little 
smaller than what they were proposing here. They sell for about $250 – 275,000 these will be around $275-
300,000 range.  Also he knows there is a major road and a buffer is needed, there is some varied use around 
and they are trying to transition from one type to the other.   
Eric Reese liked what Commissioner Williamson said about something nicer more viewable to the main 
road.  He would like to see some justification why an R6 as opposed to R3.  As for the commercial, he 
doesn’t have an issue with taking it to a RC but sees the thoughts behind an NC.   
Sandra Steele had question for staff how we could be protected about the slopes.  What if we rezone it and 
find out it can’t be developed. 
Kimber Gabryszak responded that code already takes care of some of that as far as what could be built upon 
with sensitive lands and slope impacts.  Studies would be required before Preliminary Plat review. She noted 
that a rezone doesn’t guarantee density. If an area is sensitive lands it cannot be built on.  A concept plan 
does not guarantee that layout or the number of units.   
Hayden Williamson asked what has typically been done in the past. 
Kimber Gabryszak answered that it could be done a few different ways.   It’s likely it will all be finalized at 
the time of preliminary plat. 
 
Motion by Kara North  to forward positive recommendation to the City Council for the rezone of the 

27.658 acre parcel 58:023:0112 from Agriculture to R-4, R-6, and Neighborhood Commercial for 
the area identified as RC as located in Exhibit 1 and outlined in Exhibit 2, with the Findings and 
Conditions identified in the Report.  Seconded by Jarred Henline 
 
Hayden Williamson asked would they consider taking the R6 out so just from agriculture to R4 and 

Neighborhood Commercial.  
Kara North was not in favor of that. 
 

Aye: Jarred Henline, Kara North. Nay:Kirk Wilkins, Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele.  
Motion Failed. 
 
Motion by Sandra Steele to forward positive recommendation to the City Council for the rezone of the 
27.658 acre parcel 58:023:0112 from Agriculture to R-4,  and Neighborhood Commercial for the area 
identified as RC as located in Exhibit 1 and outlined in Exhibit 2, with the Findings and Conditions 
identified in the Staff Report. Seconded by Hayden Williamson.    Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden 
Williamson, Eric Reese, Kirk Wilkins.  Nay: Jarred Henline Kara North. Motion passed 4 – 2. 
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7. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Site Plan Amendment to Westgate Shops B (Lot 8 of 
the Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision) for Café Rio located at 1513 North Redwood Road, Bill Gaskill, 
applicant.  
Sarah Carroll presented the Site Plan Amendment.  She also went over parking requirements and noted that 

additional parking was required. 
 
Public Hearing Open by Eric Reese 

No input at this time 
Public Hearing Closed by Eric Reese 
 
Sandra Steele feels the signs and elevations are fine, with the addition to the parking lot she feels she can 

support it. 
Hayden Williamson said it looks great. 
Kirk Wilkins welcomed applicant to Saratoga Springs. 
Kara North said her concern was parking and hoped the conditions staff listed would take care of that. 
Jarred Henline had a concern with the extra lot for parking and hoped it couldn’t be moved too far away.   
Sarah Carroll noted that it was a possibility due to future building location it would be subject to site plan 

approval.   
Jeremy Lapin thought there was a code about how far it could be from the building. 
Eric Reese was concerned about the parking but thought whatever needed to happen to bring Café Rio in 

would happen. 
Sandra Steele thought that there was concern that they be allowed to work concurrently with construction 

drawings and tenant improvements to open sooner. 
Jeremy Lapin thought they could request that they allow approval of building plan prior to site plan approval. 
Sandra Steele wanted to add that all improvements be made prior to occupancy. 
 
Motion by Sandra Steele that based on the evidence and explanations received today I move that the 

Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the approval of 
Westgate Shops B Site Plan Amendment, for Café Rio, with the finding and conditions below. 
With the addition of : Code requirements shall be met for parking and the final review of 
engineered plans, landscape plans, and other parking items shall be delegated to staff. A lot line 
adjustment shall be done to include the additional parking across the drive aisle in the overall site. 
A tenant improvement permit may be granted but certificate of occupancy shall not be issued until 
completion of site improvements.   Seconded by Jarred Henline.  Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden 
Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 
8. Concept Plan for Saratoga Springs South Stake Center located at 3300 South Village Parkway, Evans 

and Associates Architecture, applicant.  
Sarah Carroll presented the Concept Plan.  It is to be located in Fox Hollow.  They are requesting 15% sod in 

exchange for a higher plant count. Staff is recommending that at least the required number of trees be a 2 
½ in. caliper. 

 
Jarred Henline would recommend approval with added that at least 40 2 ½ inch trees and they comply with 

city lighting standards. 
Kara North had the same comments as Commissioner Henline. 
Kirk Wilkins had same as lighting comments and he is ok with landscaping and higher caliper trees. 
Hayden Williamson seconded Commissioner Wilkins comments. 
Sandra Steele would also recommend lighting to city standards. She asked where accessible entrance was 

and where it led into the building.   
Chad Spencer-for applicant, replied that their entrance was in to the main foyer, but the spaces were further 

away to meet grading requirements. 
Sandra Steele asked if spacing in driveways was sufficient as per engineering. 
Jeremy Lapin recommended that the one entrance that lined up with the intersection did not change but the 

other could be moved if it needed.   
Sandra Steele would like to see more turf but understands that the Church does not like more than 35%.  She 

did appreciate the additional trees. 
Chad Spencer responded that this site was particularly challenging because of slopes, they are limited as to 
where they can put turf.  
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Eric Reese asked who maintained the ownership of the landscaping after it was built. For instance; if a tree 
dies.  He is fine with the landscape change. 

Chad said within a year it’s the contractors job to replace trees etc. after that there is a facilities manager. 
 
9. Continued Discussion and Possible Recommendation for Legacy Farm Community Plan and Village 

Plan located at 400 South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 
Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the Plans for Legacy Farms and items discussed from the last meeting.    
 
Sandra Steele commented that she is not pleased with some of the changes made and some that weren’t 

made.  She feels it’s time to decide on a recommendation. 
Hayden Williamson asked about the size of the fence next to existing townhomes and that the residents 

wanted something different and felt they were promised something else. 
Krisel Travis felt that what they proposed was sufficient for their needs, the fence was fairly close to new 

homes and thought 6’ would feel to enclosed.  She noted that if the HOA would participate with them in 
the costs they would be willing to go with something more.  They are trying to make compromises. 

Hayden Williamson encouraged applicant to conform to current residents wishes and expressed a wish that it 
be a condition of approval. 

Kirk Wilkins thanked applicant for addressing issues and also mentioned that the fence issue was something 
he has asked about before. He felt it was time to move on and break ground. 

Kara North got some clarification on the fence issue. 
Jarred Henline felt there was some clear misinformation between the developer and current neighbors but 

that they couldn’t push a certain fence on their private property.  He felt that it was time to go with staff 
recommendations and forward a positive recommendation. 

Eric Reese felt that if there were some compromises than its time to move on. 
Hayden Williamson asked staff if it would be appropriate to put a condition about the fence. 
Kimber Gabryszak said they could but there is nothing in current city code about that fence being required to 

match but in this case the development is creating a new code and things could be modified as needed. 
 
Motion by Jarred Henline Based on the information and discussion in the staff report and 

memorandum and discussion received tonight, I move to forward a positive recommendation to 
the City Council for the Legacy Farms Community Plan with the Findings and Conditions as 
outlined in the Report. Seconded by Kirk Wilkins Aye: Jarred Henline, Kara North, Kirk Wilkins, 
Eric Reese.  Nay: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson.   Motion Passed 4 – 2. 

 
Hayden Williamson voted no because of the fence issue. 

 
Motion by Kirk Wilkins Based on the information and discussion in the staff reports received tonight, 

I also move to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Legacy Farms 
Village Plan 1 with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report.  Seconded by Hayden 
Williamson. Aye: Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline. 
Nay: Sandra Steele. Passes 5-1 

 
Sandra Steele voted Nay based on significant safety issues the applicant ignored.  Also she felt there was 

not a descent to working with neighbors on the rod-iron fence.  She feels this is causing issues. This 
is why she is voting no on both items. 

 
A recess was taken at this time. Meeting resumed at 8:25 p.m. 
 
10. Approval of Reports of Action. 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the Reports of Action with the Commissioners. 
Café Rio – positive recommendation with conditions. 
Legacy Farms – positive recommendation on both items. 
 
Motion by Jarred Henline to Approve the Reports of Action and authorize the Acting Chair to 

sign and forward to the City Council.  Seconded by Kara North.  Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden 
Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  Motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
11. Approval of Minutes: 
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1. June 12, 2014. 
 

Motion by Sandra Steele to accept the minutes. Seconded by Jarred Henline  Aye: Sandra Steele, 
Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese,  Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  Motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
12. Commission Comments. 
 There were no Commission Comments. 
 
13. Director’s Report. 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed actions taken at City Council meeting.  She noted upcoming agendas. 
Mark Christensen, City Manager wanted Planning Commission to know that as a city they are starting to 

provide citywide training for all full time regular staff and a 4 hour seminar for part time staff.  It 
provides them with a way of how they communicate and offer customer service.  They are looking at 
how they can improve client interaction and customer service.  He is inviting Commission. 

 
Meeting adjourned by Eric Reese. 
 
Adjourn 8:36 p.m. 
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