
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, October 9, 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 Sail House located at 4500 South Redwood Road, Josh 

Romney and Paul Linford, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 
 

5. Approval of Reports of Action. 
 

6. Approval of Minutes: 

 
1. September 25, 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	
  
Sail	
  House	
  
October	
  9,	
  2014	
  
Public	
  Hearing	
  and	
  Concept	
  Review	
  
	
  

Report	
  Date:	
  	
   	
   	
   Thursday,	
  October	
  2,	
  2014	
  
Applicant:	
   Paul	
  Watson	
  
Owner:	
   Western	
  States	
  Ventures,	
  LLC	
  
Location:	
   Approximately	
  4500	
  South	
  Redwood	
  
Major	
  Street	
  Access:	
   Redwood	
  Road	
  
Parcel	
  Number(s)	
  &	
  Size:	
   16:003:0025,	
  57.955	
  acres	
  
Parcel	
  Zoning:	
   	
   	
   Agriculture	
  (A),	
  pending	
  RR	
  zone	
  
Adjacent	
  Zoning:	
   	
   R-­‐3	
  and	
  PC	
  (undeveloped	
  Teguayo	
  to	
  the	
  west)	
  
Current	
  Use	
  of	
  Parcel:	
   	
   Vacant	
  
Adjacent	
  Uses:	
   	
   	
   Vacant	
  (undeveloped	
  Teguayo	
  is	
  to	
  the	
  west	
  across	
  Redwood)	
  
Previous	
  Meetings:	
   	
   Concept	
  Plan	
  /	
  Rezone:	
  PC	
  Hearing	
  2/13/2014;	
  CC	
  Hearing	
  3/4/2014	
  
Previous	
  Approvals:	
  	
   Rezone	
  to	
  RR	
  –	
  Continued	
  until	
  accompanied	
  by	
  Preliminary	
  Plat	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Authority:	
   City	
  Council	
  	
  
Future	
  Routing:	
   City	
  Council	
  	
  
Author:	
  	
   	
   	
   Kimber	
  Gabryszak,	
  Planning	
  Director	
  

	
  
	
  
A.	
  	
   EXECUTIVE	
  SUMMARY:	
  	
  	
  

The	
  applicant,	
  Paul	
  Watson	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  owner,	
  is	
  requesting	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  Preliminary	
  Plat	
  
for	
  the	
  41-­‐lot	
  Sail	
  House	
  subdivision.	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  proposing	
  a	
  gated	
  community	
  of	
  one-­‐acre	
  lots,	
  on	
  
private	
  roads,	
  utilizing	
  septic	
  systems.	
  	
  
	
  
Staff	
  Recommendation:	
  	
  
Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  a	
  public	
  hearing,	
  take	
  pubic	
  input,	
  and	
  choose	
  
from	
  the	
  options	
  in	
  Section	
  I	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  Options	
  include	
  a	
  positive	
  recommendation,	
  continuance	
  with	
  
direction	
  on	
  information	
  needed	
  to	
  render	
  a	
  decision,	
  or	
  a	
  negative	
  recommendation.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
B.	
   BACKGROUND:	
  	
  	
  

There	
  are	
  no	
  previously	
  approved	
  applications	
  on	
  the	
  subject	
  property.	
  The	
  applicants	
  have	
  chosen	
  to	
  
pursue	
  approvals	
  for	
  a	
  large-­‐lot	
  subdivision	
  for	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  and	
  related	
  Rezone	
  applications	
  were	
  reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  on	
  
February	
  13,	
  2014,	
  and	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  on	
  March	
  3,	
  2014.	
  At	
  the	
  March	
  3	
  meeting,	
  the	
  Council	
  voted	
  
to	
  continue	
  the	
  rezone	
  decision	
  until	
  accompanied	
  by	
  the	
  preliminary	
  plat.	
  Minutes	
  are	
  attached	
  in	
  
Exhibit	
  5.	
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C.	
   SPECIFIC	
  REQUEST:	
  	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  requesting	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  41-­‐lot	
  subdivision	
  consisting	
  of	
  one-­‐acre	
  lots	
  served	
  by	
  septic	
  
systems,	
  an	
  increase	
  of	
  one	
  lot	
  from	
  the	
  concept	
  plan.	
  The	
  property	
  includes	
  land	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Utah	
  Lake,	
  
and	
  land	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Redwood	
  Road.	
  All	
  lots	
  are	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  one	
  acre.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  originally	
  requested	
  consideration	
  of	
  a	
  road	
  cross-­‐section	
  that	
  was	
  not	
  permitted	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  
standards.	
  The	
  applicant	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  adopt	
  an	
  additional	
  private	
  road	
  standard	
  for	
  “rural	
  
roads”	
  that	
  does	
  not	
  include	
  curb	
  and	
  gutter,	
  and	
  that	
  is	
  restricted	
  to	
  the	
  A,	
  RA,	
  and	
  RR	
  zones.	
  The	
  City	
  
has	
  since	
  adopted	
  a	
  rural	
  road	
  standard	
  similar	
  to	
  that	
  proposed	
  by	
  the	
  applicant,	
  with	
  additional	
  
requirements	
  such	
  as	
  an	
  adjacent	
  trail.	
  The	
  application	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  new	
  City	
  standard.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  subdivision	
  will	
  be	
  served	
  by	
  septic	
  systems,	
  rather	
  than	
  connecting	
  to	
  the	
  City’s	
  
wastewater	
  system.	
  Septic	
  systems	
  are	
  a	
  unique	
  request,	
  and	
  Staff’s	
  analysis	
  is	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  F	
  of	
  
this	
  report.	
  	
  
	
  
Community	
  amenities	
  include	
  a	
  proposed	
  trail	
  on	
  a	
  berm	
  along	
  Utah	
  Lake,	
  a	
  75’	
  wide	
  drainage	
  corridor	
  
and	
  trail,	
  and	
  open	
  space	
  along	
  the	
  lake.	
  A	
  clubhouse	
  parcel	
  that	
  was	
  originally	
  proposed	
  has	
  become	
  an	
  
additional	
  development	
  lot.	
  	
  
	
  

D.	
   PROCESS	
  
	
  
Preliminary	
  Plat	
  
Per	
  Section	
  19.13,	
  the	
  process	
  includes	
  review	
  by	
  the	
  Development	
  Review	
  Committee,	
  a	
  public	
  hearing	
  
and	
  recommendation	
  by	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission,	
  and	
  final	
  decision	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  
	
  
The	
  DRC	
  has	
  reviewed	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  provided	
  corrections.	
  The	
  applicants	
  have	
  resubmitted	
  a	
  revised	
  plat	
  
that	
  complies	
  with	
  all	
  required	
  corrections.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Following	
  the	
  Commission	
  recommendation,	
  the	
  decision	
  will	
  be	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  Due	
  to	
  the	
  
cancellation	
  of	
  the	
  November	
  4,	
  2014	
  Council	
  meeting	
  for	
  elections,	
  the	
  application	
  has	
  been	
  scheduled	
  
for	
  a	
  decision	
  at	
  the	
  October	
  21,	
  2014	
  Council	
  meeting.	
  	
  	
  

	
   	
  
E.	
   COMMUNITY	
  REVIEW:	
  	
  

This	
  item	
  has	
  been	
  noticed	
  as	
  a	
  public	
  hearing	
  in	
  the	
  Daily	
  Herald,	
  and	
  mailed	
  notice	
  sent	
  to	
  all	
  property	
  
owners	
  within	
  300	
  feet	
  at	
  least	
  10	
  days	
  prior	
  to	
  this	
  meeting.	
  As	
  of	
  the	
  date	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  no	
  public	
  input	
  
has	
  been	
  received.	
  

	
  
F.	
   REVIEW:	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Septic	
  Tanks	
  
The	
  applicants	
  propose	
  use	
  of	
  septic	
  tanks	
  for	
  the	
  development.	
  Staff	
  has	
  contacted	
  the	
  Utah	
  County	
  
Health	
  Department,	
  which	
  regulates	
  septic	
  tanks	
  in	
  the	
  County,	
  and	
  also	
  researched	
  State	
  law	
  concerning	
  
the	
  proposal.	
  	
  
	
  
As	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  this	
  research,	
  the	
  City	
  Code	
  was	
  amended	
  in	
  June	
  2014	
  to	
  permit	
  septic	
  systems.	
  Standards	
  
include	
  a	
  minimum	
  lot	
  size	
  of	
  one	
  acre,	
  limitation	
  to	
  the	
  A,	
  RA,	
  and	
  RR	
  zones,	
  and	
  protection	
  of	
  the	
  lake	
  
through	
  separation	
  requirements.	
  	
  

	
  

Page 2 of 15



 

Staff	
  recommends	
  Health	
  Department	
  approval	
  of	
  the	
  wastewater	
  systems	
  prior	
  to	
  final	
  plat	
  recordation	
  
be	
  a	
  condition	
  of	
  approval.	
  A	
  note	
  is	
  also	
  being	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  plat	
  to	
  put	
  property	
  owners	
  on	
  notice	
  that	
  
at	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  construction,	
  they	
  must	
  comply	
  with	
  Health	
  Department	
  requirements	
  in	
  place	
  at	
  time	
  of	
  
construction.	
  	
  

	
  
	
   Engineering	
  comments	
  

The	
  applicants	
  have	
  provided	
  a	
  water	
  study	
  and	
  infrastructure	
  plans,	
  which	
  have	
  been	
  reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  
City	
  Engineer.	
  The	
  water	
  study	
  indicates	
  that	
  an	
  additional	
  source	
  of	
  secondary	
  water	
  would	
  be	
  necessary	
  
to	
  support	
  the	
  proposal,	
  as	
  the	
  current	
  secondary	
  water	
  supply	
  is	
  not	
  adequate	
  to	
  maintain	
  adequate	
  
pressures.	
  The	
  City	
  Council	
  could	
  consider	
  allowing	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  culinary	
  water	
  for	
  secondary	
  water	
  uses	
  
such	
  as	
  landscaping,	
  however	
  the	
  City	
  Engineer	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  this	
  option	
  as	
  it	
  significantly	
  decreases	
  
the	
  available	
  culinary	
  water	
  available	
  in	
  the	
  Zone	
  2	
  system.	
  A	
  list	
  of	
  additional	
  conditions	
  and	
  
requirements	
  are	
  included	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  4.	
  	
  
	
  

G.	
   GENERAL	
  PLAN:	
  	
  	
  
The	
  site	
  is	
  designated	
  partially	
  as	
  Low	
  Density	
  Residential	
  on	
  the	
  adopted	
  Future	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map,	
  and	
  
partially	
  as	
  Mixed	
  Lakeshore.	
  	
  
	
  
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.”	
  	
  	
  
	
  
With	
  one	
  acre	
  lots,	
  the	
  Preliminary	
  Plat	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  property	
  can	
  be	
  developed	
  in	
  a	
  way	
  that	
  is	
  
consistent	
  with	
  this	
  use	
  in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan.	
  
	
  
The	
  General	
  Plan	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Mixed	
  Lakeshore	
  designation	
  “guides	
  development	
  patterns	
  at	
  key	
  
locations	
  along	
  the	
  Utah	
  Lake	
  Shoreline.	
  This	
  designation	
  accommodates	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  land-­‐uses	
  so	
  
long	
  as	
  those	
  land	
  uses	
  are	
  combined	
  and	
  arranged	
  to	
  create	
  destination-­‐oriented	
  developments	
  that	
  take	
  
full	
  advantage	
  of	
  the	
  scenic	
  and	
  recreational	
  opportunities	
  that	
  their	
  lakeshore	
  locations	
  provide.	
  
Appropriate	
  mixtures	
  of	
  land-­‐uses	
  would	
  include	
  retail,	
  residential,	
  and/or	
  resort	
  properties.	
  Low	
  Density	
  
Residential,	
  Medium	
  Density	
  Residential	
  and	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  land	
  uses	
  would	
  be	
  considered	
  
appropriate	
  for	
  this	
  land	
  use	
  designation.”	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  requested	
  low	
  density	
  residential,	
  and	
  is	
  developing	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  this	
  category,	
  
which	
  is	
  an	
  appropriate	
  land	
  use	
  in	
  this	
  designation.	
  	
  

	
  
H.	
   CODE	
  CRITERIA:	
  	
  

	
  
19.04,	
  Land	
  Use	
  Zones	
  
• RR	
  zone.	
  	
  Max	
  density	
  1	
  unit	
  per	
  acre.	
  Complies.	
  
• Use	
  –	
  complies.	
  Single	
  Family,	
  permitted.	
  	
  
• Density	
  –	
  complies.	
  41	
  lots,	
  0.725	
  units	
  per	
  acre.	
  
• Setbacks	
  –	
  complies.	
  Front	
  35’	
  (both	
  street	
  lines	
  on	
  corner),	
  Side	
  12’,	
  Rear	
  25’	
  
• Lot	
  width,	
  depth,	
  size,	
  coverage	
  –	
  Complies.	
  Minimum	
  of	
  1	
  acre,	
  100’	
  width.	
  	
  
• Dwelling/Building	
  size	
  –	
  complies.	
  Verified	
  at	
  time	
  of	
  building	
  permit.	
  
• Height	
  –	
  complies.	
  Will	
  be	
  verified	
  at	
  time	
  of	
  building	
  permit.	
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• Open	
  Space	
  /	
  Landscaping	
  –	
  complies.	
  No	
  requirement.	
  	
  
• Sensitive	
  Lands	
  –	
  Complies.	
  

o Density	
  –	
  complies.	
  Identified	
  and	
  not	
  calculated	
  into	
  density.	
  	
  
o Encroachments	
  into	
  lots	
  have	
  been	
  taken	
  care	
  of.	
  	
  

• Trash	
  –	
  complies.	
  Addressed	
  on	
  each	
  lot.	
  
	
  

19.05,	
  Supplemental	
  Regulations	
  
• Flood	
  Plain	
  –	
  complies.	
  No	
  lots	
  in	
  flood	
  plain	
  
• Water	
  &	
  sewage	
  –	
  complies.	
  Septic	
  &	
  City	
  Water	
  per	
  Engineering	
  requirements	
  	
  
• Transportation	
  Master	
  Plan	
  –	
  See	
  Engineering	
  comments.	
  
• Minimum	
  height	
  of	
  dwellings	
  –	
  complies.	
  Will	
  be	
  verified	
  at	
  Building	
  Permit.	
  
• Property	
  access	
  –	
  complies.	
  	
  

	
  
19.06,	
  Landscaping	
  and	
  Fencing	
  –	
  Complies.	
  
• May	
  need	
  to	
  verify	
  with	
  US	
  Army	
  Corps	
  that	
  proposed	
  plantings	
  in	
  drainage	
  is	
  acceptable.	
  Condition	
  

at	
  time	
  of	
  Final	
  Plat.	
  
• Landscaping	
  Plan	
  –	
  provided.	
  	
  	
  
• Planting	
  Standards	
  &	
  Design	
  –	
  complies.	
  	
  
• Amount	
  –	
  complies.	
  No	
  required	
  open	
  space	
  so	
  no	
  required	
  amounts.	
  	
  
• Additional	
  Requirements	
  –	
  complies.	
  Landscaping	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  on	
  a	
  per-­‐lot	
  basis.	
  	
  
• Fencing	
  &	
  Screening	
  –	
  Complies.	
  Previous	
  issues	
  with	
  privacy	
  fencing	
  have	
  been	
  corrected	
  to	
  reflect	
  

semi-­‐private	
  along	
  the	
  Lakeshore	
  Trail.	
  	
  	
  
• Clear	
  Sight	
  Triangle	
  –	
  complies.	
  Verified	
  through	
  building	
  permit.	
  	
  

	
  
19.09,	
  Off	
  Street	
  Parking	
  –	
  complies.	
  Provided	
  on	
  each	
  lot.	
  Minimum	
  20’	
  driveway.	
  	
  

	
  
19.12,	
  Subdivisions	
  
• Layout,	
  lot	
  design,	
  phasing	
  –	
  Potential	
  Issues.	
  

o Required	
  to	
  have	
  connectivity	
  to	
  other	
  neighborhoods.	
  19.12.06.1.c.	
  states:	
  “The	
  City	
  will	
  require	
  
the	
  use	
  of	
  connecting	
  streets,	
  pedestrian	
  walkways,	
  trails,	
  and	
  other	
  methods	
  for	
  providing	
  logical	
  
connections	
  and	
  linkages	
  between	
  neighborhoods.”	
  

o The	
  applicants	
  desire	
  a	
  gated	
  community	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  only	
  one	
  access	
  is	
  provided,	
  and	
  no	
  
connectivity	
  to	
  north	
  and	
  south.	
  Staff	
  recommended	
  during	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  that	
  the	
  developer	
  
consider	
  extending	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  internal	
  roads	
  to	
  the	
  subdivision	
  edge	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  
potential	
  for	
  additional	
  connection	
  to	
  future	
  adjacent	
  development.	
  	
  

o Potential	
  solutions	
  include:	
  
1. The	
  provision	
  of	
  a	
  road	
  with	
  an	
  emergency	
  gate	
  to	
  the	
  north.	
  
2. The	
  provision	
  of	
  a	
  public	
  trail	
  connection	
  through	
  the	
  cul-­‐de-­‐sac	
  to	
  the	
  north.	
  (A	
  large	
  trail	
  

corridor	
  is	
  already	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  South.)	
  
3. The	
  provision	
  of	
  a	
  road	
  easement	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  for	
  potential	
  future	
  connectivity.	
  

o Commission	
  discussion	
  is	
  requested.	
  
• Block	
  length	
  –	
  complies.	
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• Access	
  –	
  complies.	
  Less	
  than	
  50	
  lots	
  on	
  one	
  access.	
  	
  
o The	
  proposal	
  does	
  include	
  one	
  access	
  onto	
  Redwood	
  Road,	
  which	
  will	
  require	
  UDOT	
  approval.	
  	
  

• Pending	
  requirement	
  for	
  no	
  driveways	
  next	
  to	
  Redwood	
  –	
  complies.	
  Driveway	
  access	
  has	
  been	
  
prohibited	
  on	
  Sail	
  House	
  Drive	
  per	
  recommendations	
  in	
  Concept	
  plan	
  process.	
  	
  

	
  
Section	
  19.13,	
  Process	
  
• General	
  Plan	
  –	
  complies.	
  Low	
  Density	
  Residential.	
  	
  
• Natural	
  Features	
  –	
  complies,	
  preserved	
  where	
  possible.	
  	
  

	
  
19.25,	
  Lake	
  Shore	
  Trail	
  –	
  Complies.	
  
• Provided	
  along	
  shore	
  of	
  lake.	
  	
  

	
  
19.27,	
  Addressing	
  –	
  Complies.	
  
• Previous	
  duplicate	
  road	
  name	
  has	
  been	
  changed.	
  

	
  
Other:	
  
	
  
Slopes	
  –	
  there	
  is	
  potential	
  for	
  slopes	
  over	
  30%	
  to	
  be	
  disturbed.	
  The	
  City	
  Engineer	
  is	
  ensuring	
  that	
  Code	
  
compliance	
  is	
  met.	
  The	
  Canal	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  filled	
  in,	
  removing	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  sensitive	
  lands	
  from	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  
	
  
Wastewater	
  –	
  the	
  proposal	
  includes	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  septic	
  systems.	
  As	
  proposed,	
  they	
  comply	
  with	
  City	
  Code	
  
standards	
  including	
  100’	
  setback	
  from	
  Utah	
  Lake,	
  minimum	
  lot	
  size,	
  and	
  appropriate	
  zone	
  district.	
  	
  

	
  
I.	
   Recommendation	
  and	
  Alternatives:	
  

Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  a	
  public	
  hearing,	
  take	
  public	
  comment,	
  and	
  
choose	
  from	
  the	
  options	
  below.	
  	
  
	
  
Option	
  1,	
  Staff	
  Recommended	
  
“I	
  move	
  to	
  forward	
  a	
  positive	
  recommendation	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  the	
  Sail	
  House	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  on	
  
parcel	
  16:003:0025,	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  3,	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  and	
  Conditions	
  below:”	
  

	
  
Findings	
  	
  
1. With	
  appropriate	
  conditions,	
  the	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  

19.04,	
  Land	
  Use	
  Zones,	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  	
  
2. The	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  19.05,	
  Supplementary	
  

Regulations,	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  
3. The	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  19.06,	
  Landscaping	
  and	
  

Fencing,	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  
4. The	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  19.09,	
  Off	
  Street	
  Parking,	
  as	
  

outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  
5. The	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  19.12,	
  Subdivisions,	
  as	
  

outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  and	
  through	
  the	
  provision	
  of	
  a	
  ____________	
  connection.	
  
6. The	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  complies	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  19.25,	
  Lake	
  Shore	
  Trail,	
  as	
  

outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  
	
  
Conditions:	
  
1. All	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Engineer	
  shall	
  be	
  met	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  4.	
  	
  

Page 5 of 15



 

2. Connectivity	
  shall	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  through	
  _______________________________.	
  
3. Health	
  Department	
  feasibility	
  approval	
  for	
  the	
  septic	
  systems	
  shall	
  be	
  provided	
  prior	
  to	
  Final	
  

Plat	
  approval.	
  	
  
4. Any	
  other	
  conditions	
  added	
  by	
  the	
  Commission.	
  ___________________________________	
  
5. _________________________________________________________________	
  

	
  
Option	
  2	
  
“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:	
  	
  
	
  

1. ______________________________________________________________	
  
2. ______________________________________________________________	
  
3. ______________________________________________________________	
  
4. ______________________________________________________________	
  
5. ______________________________________________________________	
  

	
  
Option	
  3	
  
“I	
  move	
  to	
  forward	
  a	
  negative	
  recommendation	
  the	
  Sail	
  House	
  preliminary	
  plat	
  on	
  parcel	
  16:003:0025,	
  as	
  
identified	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  3,	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  below:	
  

	
  
1. ______________________________________________________________	
  
2. ______________________________________________________________	
  
3. ______________________________________________________________	
  
4. ______________________________________________________________	
  
5. ______________________________________________________________	
  

	
  
J.	
   Exhibits:	
  	
  	
  

1. Location	
  &	
  Zone	
  Map	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  7)	
  
2. Concept	
  Plan	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  8)	
  
3. Preliminary	
  Plat	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (pages	
  9-­‐10)	
  
4. City	
  Engineer’s	
  Report	
   	
   	
   	
   (pages	
  11-­‐13)	
  
5. March	
  4,	
  2014	
  City	
  Council	
  Minutes	
  	
   	
   (pages	
  14-­‐15)	
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Sailhouse                 
Date: October 9, 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:  Western States Ventures – Paul Watson 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  Approximately 4500 South Redwood Road 
Acreage:  56.47 acres - 40 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. 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. 
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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. 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. 

 
L. Developer shall grade out the existing abandon canal without impacting and/or 

disturbing wetlands. 
 
M. The developer shall follow the outlines set for in the City’s Culinary, Secondary, 

Sewer, and Storm Drain Master Plans. 
 

N. Developer shall provide turn-around’s at all temporary dead ends greater than 
150-ft compliant with International Fire Code and City Standards. 
 

O. Developer shall improve and dedicate, to City standards, the required half width of 
Redwood Road along the entire frontage. 
 

P. Developer shall provide and install formal landscaping and irrigation systems in all, 
detention basins areas. 
 

Q. Developer shall provide a lakeshore and drainage corridor trails in accordance with 
the City’s trails Masterplan. The lakeshore trail shall be above the 100-yr high 
water elevation in all locations and immediately adjacent to property lines where 
possible. 
 

R. Developer shall ensure all sensitive lands are placed in protected open space an 
out of residential lots. 
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S. Developer shall preserve natural drainages to the maximum extent practical and 
shall maintain a minimum setback of 100-ft from top of bank to the nearest 
structure unless adequate erosion control mitigation can be provided to justify the 
use of a lesser setback on the recorded plat. All trails and home finish floor 
elevations shall be a minimum of 2-ft above the 100-yr high water elevation of any 
adjacent drainage, lake, or waterway. 
 

T. Developer shall provide a comprehensive storm water model showing the 100-yr 
flow high water boundary along the natural drainages as well as a minimum 
freeboard of 2’. No lot shall contain any part of the drainage below the top of 
existing bank or the 2-ft freeboard boundary, whichever is the greater distance 
from the drainage flow line.  
 

U. Any culverts installed in the natural drainages shall be designed to convey the 100-
yr flow with a minimum freeboard of 18 inches. 
 

V. Developer shall show on final construction drawings and build with each plat all 
master planned infrastructure as directed by the City Engineer. Utility mains shall 
be extended to the boundaries of each plat to facilitate. 
 

W. Developer shall provide wetland delineation from a qualified professional and 
comply with all local, state, and federal requirements regarding their disturbance. 
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Planning Commission September 25, 2014 1 of 5 

City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 
September 25, 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: Jeff Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson,  
Staff: Sarah Carroll, Nicolette Fike 
Others: Tyler White, Brian Morrow, Mike Kelly, Curtis Leavitt  

Excused: Kara North, Jarred Henline 
 
Call to Order - 6:32 p.m. by Jeff Cochran 
Pledge of Allegiance – led by Tyler White 
Roll Call – Quorum was present  
 
Public Input Open by Jeff Cochran 

No public input at this time. 
Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 
4. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Site Plan and Conditional Use for Vista Heights located 

at 612 West Pony Express Parkway, Evans and Association Architects, applicant.  
Sarah Carrol presented the plan to the commission. The site includes a church building, a pavilion, a storage 

building, and associated parking and landscaping. The applicant is requesting the sod requirement be 
reduced to 33% sod for this site. In exchange for this reduction they are willing to exceed all of the plant 
count requirements and are proposing: 99 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 25 evergreen trees at 7’-8’ eight, 
630 five-gallon shrubs, 70 perennial plants and 78 grasses. 

Chad Spencer, for applicant, was present to answer questions. 
 
Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

No comments at this time. 
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 
Kirk Wilkins thanked the applicant for changes made in lighting and the entrance move. He was ok with the 

sod reduction and increased plants to give shade and look nice. 
Eric Reese asked about the entrances and if a median was put in on Pony Express which entrance would it 

impact. 
Sarah Carrol said if it went in it would only impact one entrance and they weren’t totally sure which entrance 

that would be at this time. 
Eric Reese appreciated the changes made to the plans as well and thought it was good. 
Hayden Williamson appreciated the changes to lighting and parking, he was ok with the reduction in sod. 
Sandra Steele was ok with the reduction in sod with the increased shrubs and trees.  She had a problem with 

the accessible parking spaces, she noted they should be located on the shortest accessible route of travel 
and she didn’t believe this fit that requirement.  

Jeff Cochran asked the applicant if there was a reason the handicapped stalls weren’t closer to the main 
entrance. 

Chad Spencer said there were a number of reasons some were technical and that they met the intent of the code 
as it was but they would look at it.  He knew there were some conflicts with unloading and issues with 
ramps and how the landscaping had to drain. They didn’t want ice to form and be a danger. 

Jeff Cochran thanked him for his answers and appreciated the xeriscape and conservation of water. 
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Chad Spencer wanted to point out that they had to add 8 light poles to meet the minimum light standards. 
 

Motion by Kirk Wilkins 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 

Vista Heights Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit on property located at 612 West Pony Express 

Parkway, with the findings and conditions found in the Staff Report.  Seconded by Hayden 

Williamson  

 
Sandra Steele asked if the motion could include trying to get the parking spaces on the shortest 

accessible route. 
Kirk Wilkins asked applicant if he could work with staff to try and meet that request with staff without 

making it a condition.  
Chad replied that he could. 
Sarah Carroll thinks there could be a small change to meet that recommendation. 
Kirk Wilkins thinks it meets the intent as stated and is not adding that condition as a requirement. 
 

Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins.  Motion passed 

unanimously 
 
5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Preliminary Plat for Mallard Bay located at between 

2800 South and 3000 South and Redwood Road, Holmes Homes, applicant. (Item Continued from the 

September 11, 2014 Planning Commission meeting) 

Sarah Carroll presented the Preliminary Plat.  She shared changes that have been made to the plans, applicant 
requests and Staff recommendations. The applicant would like privacy fencing and an entrance sign. 

Curtis Leavitt, for applicant, had a presentation to share. He shared their fencing proposal; their thoughts were 
that they would like to put in a concrete privacy style fence for aesthetics as well as a sound barrier for 
residences.  He had a few examples from around the city. He had examples where homeowners put in a 
privacy fence behind a semi-private fence and wanted to avoid that problem. They would like to have an 
entrance monument for nice curb appeal.   

Bryan Morrow, representing Rhino Rock Fencing, explained the product for fencing.  He also noted areas 
where homeowners try to make their yards more private by placing other products behind the main semi-
private fences. 

Curtis Leavitt also spoke about the open spaces and how they wanted all the city residents to use it, and they 
are requesting that the City accept all of the open space as public open space. 

 
Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

No public comments given. 
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 
Sandra Steele commended the developer on the naming of the development and the creative naming of the 

streets and the signage that gives it a nice sense of place.  She thinks without an HOA the areas open space 
areas will deteriorate.  She noted at the last Planning Commission meeting that there is pending ordinance 
that semi-privacy will be required along Redwood Road.  She noted it was to protect the view.  She is 
against the privacy fencing. She is concerned about the trails between the homes and who would maintain 
that area if they didn’t have an HOA.  As a general rule she is against HOA’s but in small areas like this, 
with entrance area and trails she is concerned about it becoming a no-man’s land and suggested an HOA to 
just take care of those areas.  She noted that the city has not liked to take care of parks that are under 5 
acres because of the loading and unloading equipment and time. She asked about the number of access 
points to the lake and noted that handicap van accessible parking spaces needed to be provided at each 
entrance. She asked about the size of the parking spaces. 

Curtis Leavitt responded to questions of the size for the parking spaces. They are 20 feet deep and the parking 
isle is 25 feet deep and the strips of landscaping on either side are 5 or 6 feet. 
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Sandra Steele thought when they are requiring public restrooms at a park that it should be the city  who 
maintains that.  She asked about the landscaping at the north end of the Redwood Road area and if the 
sensitive area was native vegetation. She is concerned about that because it is what they did along the golf 
course and she thinks it doesn’t look good and has been taken over by thistles and weeds. She asked if it 
was a requirement that it be natural. 

Sarah Carroll said she would need to check with Engineering. 
Sandra Steele would prefer to see it xeriscaped, if they had to make a choice.  
Hayden Williamson addressed the fencing; he understood the noise issues and would support the privacy if it 

wouldn’t go against code.  He is in favor of the city taking over the open space for areas that are trail 
connectives for the city, but they could figure out how to maintain their smaller parks. He doesn’t see the 
smaller parks getting a lot of use from the whole city. 

Eric Reese asked applicant why they didn’t want to have an HOA. 
Curtis Leavitt replied it was to give the owners the right to own their lots fee simple and not having an HOA to 

dictate a lot of things they could and couldn’t do. They would have to qualify for their loan with an HOA 
fee in the background.   

Eric Reese then asked if he would be willing to entertain having a limited HOA just to maintain some areas.   
Curtis Leavitt indicated that the challenges are insurance and resell-ability.  If there were a tremendous amount 

of amenities he could see having an HOA. 
Eric Reese would encourage applicant to look into an HOA to take care of the open space.  For the fencing, he 

asked if they could put a berm along the trail to help with privacy. 
Sarah Carroll indicated that a berm was required by the city. 
Mike Kelly said there is a trail corridor that they can put in about 3 foot high berms. 
Eric Reese would echo what the other commissioners have said.  He likes the idea of semi-private fencing 

along the arterial road.  He likes the sign proposed and thinks the development looks beautiful and 
appreciates the work they have done. 

Kirk Wilkins said for the safety of residents and travelers he supports having the driveways as far away from 
the entrance roads as possible.  He agrees with the 6’fence and walkways and the front setback.  He 
commented that if all the open spaces were city maintained then construction needs to respect the city 
recommendations. He is in favor of no HOA, but again, if the city is maintaining it than they need to work 
with the city closely so it’s not a liability.  He is in favor of the additional play features and open spaces. If 
the city is to maintain it, then it needs to be built to the city’s recommendations.  He noted that the small 
green spaces can tend to become dog parks that do not get cleaned up. As for the fence he thinks they need 
to comply with pending ordinance.  He noted that in other non HOA areas there are spots that do not get 
taken care of well like rocks that get a lot of weeds and things.  He agrees with Sandra Steele that if there 
are restrooms in the park the city should maintain it. If they do have an HOA he would support them in all 
they wanted in a nice entrance and other things they want to make it a beautiful development. 

Jeff Cochran said a lot of his comments echo Commissioner Wilkins.  On the Fencing along Redwood Road, 
he thinks the solid fence will help with noise.  He noted that Redwood Road would eventually be widened 
and the buffer would be lessened.  He would support a solid fence but is torn with the direction the code is 
taking.  He thanked them for bringing the development to the city and thinks it’s beautiful.   He thanked 
them for bringing driveways off Redwood Road access roads.  He has mixed feelings on the parks; he does 
question how much outside residents would use the parks.  He had a question on the southwest cul-de-sac 
and how it would work with future development, where some frontage of the circle met the edge of the 
plat. 

Sarah Carroll replied that there is a drainage channel opposite of it and that they wouldn’t be able to continue 
at that location to a future road. There is a stub just a little further east that will be easier to connect. Staff 
is asking that they keep it as a cul-de-sac. 

Mike Kelly noted that if they pulled the cul-de-sac back it made for a lot of inaccessible area on the narrow 
triangle corner.  

Jeff Cochran thought it was an odd looking cul-de-sac and suggested that they might want to relook at it again 
to gain more frontages on the cul-de-sac.  He asked Sarah how much landscaping the city currently 
maintained. 



Planning Commission September 25, 2014 4 of 5 

Sarah Carroll answered that along Redwood Road they maintained the trail corridor in some spots, it was a 
variety throughout the city. 

Jeff Cochran had mixed emotions about the HOA vs. having the city maintain it.  He agrees with 
Commissioner Steel that they could have some sort of limited HOA to take care of the open space and they 
could then make it very beautiful.  He thinks for this development an HOA would be able to take care of it 
better.  He likes the phasing plan included. 

 
Discussion on Motion 
Sandra Steele wanted to look up the amount it took to take care of the open spaces. (Estimated figures found 

were about $5000 a year per acre, $1800 of that was for transportation of equipment) 
Hayden Williamson wanted to discuss some things they could do to help with maintaining some of the open 

space. If there was to be an HOA then they could turn over more of the decisions to what would be in the 
parks to the developer. 

Kirk Wilkins thought that if the parks were public with the city maintaining them, then there should maybe be 
some amenities added so it’s not just a dog attraction and a source of contention. 

Jeff Cochran asked Sarah if it was all or nothing on the open space. 
Sarah Carroll replied that they could make a recommendation that the city accept certain spots and not others. 

Staff recommended that the city accept the open spaces. She explained how the parks would eventually 
function as trailhead parks when the lakeshore trail was completed. 

Hayden Williamson thought they could perhaps just do the one park. 
Eric Reese thought they could propose that the city could take it all over and we support staff 

recommendation. 
Jeff Cochran would like them to include in a motion that the developer reconsider the cul-de-sac area.   He 

would support staff’s recommendation on the open space. 
Kirk Wilkins said he would support staff with the condition that they agree on the number of amenities that 

they put in and the level of improvements as they are taking on the liability for the maintenance.  
Eric Reese would support staff recommendation. 
Hayden Williamson did not support staff. He thought it was more of a local benefit. 
Sandra Steele did not support the recommendation by staff because she thought someone would need to take 

care of the paths between homes and that would be a burden on the city.  There were mixed emotions on 
the other open space.  She thinks it could be a limited HOA to just maintain the open space. City could 
take care of parts. 

Jeff Cochran summed up that there were mixed emotions concerning open space. 
Sarah Carroll noted that they could defer that decision to City Council. 
Curtis Leavitt said they asked themselves how they could open up the area so the city could use it more. He 

noted the area that they have put for the parks along the lake is the most desired area of the subdivision. 
Some of the amenities are still to be determined. If they have to take it back to an HOA they may have to 
scale back and reconsider some of the amenities that are planned. 

 
Motion by Eric Reese that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council to approve the Mallard Bay Preliminary Plat, located at approximately 2800-3000 South 

Redwood Road, with the findings and conditions identified in the staff report. With the added 

condition that the applicant look into ways to reconfigure the cul-de-sac in phase one. And that the 

monument sign as presented by the applicant be approved.      
 

Sandra Steele would like to see something to work on the sensitive lands area on the north to be better 
landscaped, not left to native plants. 

 
Eric Reese amended the motion to suggest that the applicant look into xeriscaping the sensitive lands 

area in phase 2 around the drainage channel.   

 

Seconded by Sandra Steele 
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  Aye: Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins.  Nay: Hayden Williamson.  Motion 

passed 4 - 1 
 
Mike Kelly asked what the thought was behind wanting the xeriscaping; he said they were maxed out on their 

turf at 70%. 
Sandra Steele replied that her suggestion was either turf or xeriscaping but if it was a choice between rocks 

and weeds she would prefer not to see the weeds.  
Sarah Carroll said they still had time to work it out and let’s not make this decision here.  If City Council 

accepted it as public parks than they would need to comply with city and they didn’t need to take care of it 
tonight.  

 

6. Approval of Reports of Action. 

Sarah Carrol had the report of action on Mallard Bay, she went over Commissions discussion and the positive 
recommendation. 

  
Motion by Eric Reese to accept the report of action as presented by Sarah, Seconded by Sandra Steele.  

Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, 

Jarred Henline.  Motion passed unanimously 
 
7. Approval of Minutes: 

1. September 11, 2014.   
 
 Sandra Steele noted she had phoned in some corrections. 
 

Motion by Eric Reese to approve the Minutes of September 11, 2014.  Seconded by Kirk Wilkins. Aye: 

Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins.  Motion passed 

unanimously 
 
8. Commission Comments. 

 No comments given. 
 
9. Director’s Report. 

Sarah Carroll reported on the last City Council meeting and upcoming agendas.   
 
Meeting adjourned without objection by Jeff Cochran 
 
Adjourn 8:25 pm 

 

 

____________________________       ________________________ 
Date of Approval           Planning Commission Chair   

             Jeff Cochran 
 
 
___________________________ 
Lori Yates, City Recorder 
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