SARATOGA SPRINGS

Planning Commission Meeting
Thursday, January 8, 2015
Meeting held at the Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs

AGENDA

One or more members of the Commission may participate electronically in this meeting.
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. Approval of the Planning Commission meeting schedule for 2015.

5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Revisions to the Land Development Code, Section 19.09.11, Required
Parking. Presented by Sarah Carroll.

6. Concept Plan for Vasa Fitness located at 1523 North Redwood Road, Charlie Hammond, applicant. Presented by Sarah
Carroll.

7. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Conditional Use and Site Plan for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140
North, west of Riverbend Development, Blaine Hales, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak.

8. Public Hearing and Possible Decision: Plat Amendment for Lot 37 in the Aspen Hills subdivision located at 1641 North Lyndi
Lane, Kevin Tenney, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak.

9. Approval of Reports of Action.
10. Approval of Minutes:
1. December 11, 2014.
11. Commission Comments.
12. Director’s Report.

13. Adjourn.

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

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.



Annual Notice of Regular Meeting Schedule for the City of Saratoga Springs

Planning Commission

Held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Hall located at 1307 North Commerce Drive,

Thursday, January 8, 2015

Thursday, February 12, 2015

Thursday, March 12, 2015

Thursday, April 9, 2015

Thursday, May 14, 2015

Thursday, June 11, 2015

Thursday, July 9, 2015

Thursday, August 13, 2015

Thursday, September 10, 2015

Thursday, October 8, 2015

Thursday, November 12, 2015

Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah

Thursday, January 22, 2015

Thursday, February 26, 2015

Thursday, March 26, 2015

Thursday, April 23, 2015

Thursday, May 28, 2015

Thursday, June 25, 2015

Thursday, July 23, 2015

Thursday, August 27, 2015

Thursday, September 24, 2015

Thursday, October 22, 2015

Thursday, December 10, 2015
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L~ SARATOGA SPRINGS Planning Commission
< Staff Report

Code Amendment

19.09.11 — Required Parking
January 8, 2015

Public Hearing

Report Date: December 24, 2014

Applicant: Charlie Hammond with HD Saratoga, LLC
Land Use Authority: City Council

Future Routing: Public hearing(s) with City Council
Author: Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner

Executive Summary:

The applicant is requesting amendments to Section 19.09.11. “Required Parking” to reduce the
requirements for fitness centers. The applicant is proposing that the City reduce the requirement
from 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet and have indicated that other
cities where they have constructed require 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet or less.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public
comment, discuss the proposed amendments, and choose from the options in Section H of
this report. Options include a positive recommendation with or without modifications, a negative
recommendation, or continuance.

Background: The Land Development Code currently requires 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet for
fitness centers. The applicant has constructed fitness centers in other locations in Utah and has
indicated that this requirement is higher than other cities where they have constructed. The table
below indicates cities where VASA Fitness (formerly Gold’s Gym) is located, along with the
respective parking requirement and the amount the applicant provided.

REQUIRED PROVIDED
Gym Location SQ. FT. City Parking Requirement STALLS STALLS
Riverton | 45,7081 space per 200 sq. ft. (5:1000) 229| 238(5.2:1000)
Brickyard {SLC) 23,240/3 stalls per 1000 sq Ft {3:1000) 70 117 (5:1000)
South Jordan 19,8125 stalls per 1000 sq ft (5:1000) 99| 102 (5.15:1000)
Tooele 34,770|1 space per 300 sq ft {3.3:1000) 115] 191 (5.5:1000)
Sandy 59,877|5 stalls per 1000 sq ft {5:1000) 299 299

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 ¢ Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 -1-

801-766-9793 x107  801-766-9794 fax
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com



Additional research indicates the following requirements for nearby cities:

City Land Use Required stalls | Stalls required
per 1,000 sq. ft. | for a 20,000 sq. ft.
building
Saratoga Springs | Fitness Center 6 per 1,000 120
Eagle Mountain | Commercial, over 10,000 sq. ft. | 5 per 1,000 100
Provo Health Clubs 5 per 1,000 100
Orem Gymnasium and Athletic Club 4 per 1,000 80
Bluffdale Health Club 5 per 1,000 100
West Jordan Fitness Center 6.66 per 1,000 133
Draper Recreation/Entertainment Indoor | 3 per 1,000 60
OR OR OR
Personal Instruction Service 5 per 1,000 100

Specific Request:
This is a request to amend Section 19.09.11, “Required Parking” to reduce the requirement for
fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet.

Process: Section 19.17.03 of the Code outlines the process for an amendment:

1. The Planning Commission shall review the petition and make its recommendation to the
City Council within thirty days of the receipt of the petition.
Complies. The application was received on December 16, 2014, and the hearing is
January 8, 2015.

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

Complies. Please see Sections F and G of this report.

3. The Planning Commission and City Council shall provide the notice and hold a public
hearing as required by the Utah Code. For an application which concerns a specific parcel
of property, the City shall provide the notice required by Chapter 19.13 for a public
hearing.

Complies. Please see Section E of this report. After the Planning Commission
recommendation, a public hearing will be scheduled with the City Council.

4. For an application which does not concern a specific parcel of property, the City shall
provide the notice required for a public hearing except that notice is not required to be sent
to property owners directly affected by the application or to property owners within 300
feet of the property included in the application.
Complies. Please see Section E of this report.

Community Review: Per Section 19.17.03 of the City Code, this item has been noticed as a
public hearing in the Daily Herald; while the request is by one property owner, these amendments



are City-wide and no mailed notice was required. As of the date of this report, no public input has
been received.

A public hearing with the City Council has been scheduled and will be noticed for January 20,
2015.

General Plan:

Land Use Element

The General Plan has stated goals of responsible growth management, the provision of orderly and
efficient development that is compatible with both the natural and built environment,
establishment of a strong community identity in the City of Saratoga Springs, and implementation
of ordinances and guidelines to assure quality of development.

Staff conclusion: consistent

The parking requirements are important to growth management and orderly and efficient
development. The current parking requirement for fitness centers is 6 per 1,000 square feet which
is more than the applicant has provided at facilities that they have recently constructed or
expanded in other cities in Utah such as Riverton, Salt Lake City, South Jordan, Tooele, and
Sandy. Additional research by staff indicates that many nearby cities require 5 stalls per 1,000
square feet. The applicant provided data collected throughout the day on Thursday October 16,
2014 reflecting the number of hourly visits at their South Jordan location which is a 20,000 square
foot building. On that day the busiest times of day were 5:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with 77 visitors.
If each visitor drove a car at the peak times, this equates to a demand for 77 stalls for a 20,000
square foot building OR 3.86 stalls per 1,000 square feet.

The goals and objectives of the General Plan are not negatively affected by the proposed
amendments, community goals will be met, and community identity will be maintained.

Code Criteria:

Code amendments are a legislative decision; therefore the City Council has significant
discretion when considering changes to the Code.

The criteria for an ordinance (Code) change are outlined below, and act as guidance to the Council
in making a decision, and to the Commission in making a recommendation. Note that the criteria
are not binding.

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

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

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



Consistent. See Section F of this report.

2. the proposed change will not decrease nor otherwise adversely affect the health, safety,
convenience, morals, or general welfare of the public;
Consistent. The amendment will result in fitness centers that are not over-parked
and will not adversely affect the health, safety, convenience, morals, or general
welfare of the public.

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

Consistent. The stated purposes of the Code are found in section 19.01.04:

1. The purpose of this Title, and for which reason it is deemed necessary, and for
which it is designed and enacted, is to preserve and promote the health, safety,
morals, convenience, order, fiscal welfare, and the general welfare of the City,
its present and future inhabitants, and the public generally, and in particular to:

a. encourage and facilitate the orderly growth and expansion of the City;

b. secure economy in governmental expenditures;

c. provide adequate light, air, and privacy to meet the ordinary or
common requirements of happy, convenient, and comfortable living of
the municipality’s inhabitants, and to foster a wholesome social
environment;

d. enhance the economic well-being of the municipality and its
inhabitants;

e. facilitate adequate provisions for transportation, water, sewer, schools,
parks, recreation, storm drains, and other public requirements;

f. prevent the overcrowding of land, the undue concentration of
population, and promote environmentally friendly open space;
stabilize and conserve property values;
encourage the development of an attractive and beautiful community;
and
i. promote the development of the City of Saratoga Springs in

accordance with the Land Use Element of the General Plan.

s Q

The amendment is to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers so that it is
more consistent with parking requirements in neighboring cities and does not
create an over-abundance of unused parking stalls.

4. in balancing the interest of the petitioner with the interest of the public, community
interests will be better served by making the proposed change.
Consistent. The proposed change will modify the parking requirement for fitness
centers so it is similar to what neighboring cities require.

Recommendation / Options:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, discuss any public
input received, and choose from the options below.



Option A — Positive Recommendation

Possible Motion:

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, | move to forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council for the proposed amendment to Section 19.09.11 “Required
Parking” to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet
to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet, with the Findings below:

Findings:

1. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.1, General Plan, as outlined in
Sections F and G of this report and incorporated herein by reference, by supporting the
goals and policies of the General Plan.

2. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.2 as outlined in Section G of this
report and incorporated herein by reference, and will not decrease nor otherwise
adversely affect the health, safety, convenience, morals, or general welfare of the
public.

3. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.3 as outlined in Section G of this
report and incorporated herein by reference.

4. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.4 as outlined in Section G of this
report, and incorporated herein by reference.

Option B — Continuance
Possible Motion:

“I move to continue the amendments to Section 19.09.11 of the Code to a future meeting and
request the following information:

Option C — Negative Recommendation

Possible Motion:

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, | move to forward a negative
recommendation to the City Council for the proposed amendment to Section 19.09.11 “Required
Parking” to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet
to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet, with the Findings below:

Findings
1. The amendments do not comply with Section 19.17.04(1), General Plan, as articulated
by the Commission:
2. The amendments do not comply with Section 19.17.04, sub paragraphs 2, 3, and/or 4 as
articulated by the Commission:

3.
4.
5




Exhibits:

1. Proposed change to ordinance
2. Applicant request letter and research



Exhibit 1

19.09.11. Required Minimum Parking by Zone.

Fitness Center (5,000 sq. ft. or less)

6 5 stalls per 1000 sq. ft.

Fitness Center (5001 sq.ft. or larger)

6 5 stalls per 1000 sq. ft.




[Exhibit 2, letter from applicant |

VA S A

FilEE N ESS

December 16, 2014

City of Saratoga Springs
1307 N. Commerce Dr. #200
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045

To whom it my concern,

It is at the request of VASA Fitness, for the City of Saratoga Springs, to consider a code
amendment change for the required parking stall for a fitness center to be changed from 6 stalls per
1,000 sq ft to 5 stalls per 1,000 sq ft. In the 30 years VASA Fitness has been operating as Gold’s Gym
in Utah, it has been determined through extensive studies that the optimum parking ratio for a gym
facility to be 5 stalls per thousand, as evident in the attached parking ratios provided. In addition for
our 18 locations in the state of Utah, every governmental jurisdiction has a parking code
requirement for our use of 5 stalls per 1,000 sq ft.

Scott Felsted

VASA Fitness President

12592 5. BOO E.Orem, UT 84097 | VASAFITNESS.COM
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Exhibit 2:
Hourly visits at South Jordan Location
Thursday 10/16/14
Facility is 20,000 square feet


Exhibit 2, data provided by applicant from
recent build or expansion of sites,
included on page 1 of staff report

REQUIRED PROVIDED
Gym Location 5Q. FT. City Parking Requirement STALLS STALLS
Riverton | 45,708|1 space per 200 sq. ft. {5:1000) 229| 238 (5.2:1000)
Brickyard {SLC) 23,240(3 stalls per 1000 sq ft {32:1000) 70 117 (5:1000)
South Jordan 19,8125 stalls per 1000 sq ft (5:1000) 99| 102 (5.15:1000)
Tooele 34,770(1 space per 300 sq t {3.3:1000) 115] 191 (5.5:1000)
Sandy 59,877|5 stalls per 1000 sq ft {5:1000) 299 299
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Exhibit 2, data provided by applicant from recent build or expansion of sites, included on page 1 of staff report
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Exhibit 2, Spanish Fork Expansion
N Required parking: 4 stalls per 1,000 sq.ft.
\ for the gym area

SITE SUMMARY

TOTAL BUILDING AREA 48,425 GSF
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Exhibit 2, Spanish Fork Expansion Required parking: 4 stalls per 1,000 sq.ft. for the gym area


Exhibit 2: Tooele expansion
Required Parking: 3.33 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft.
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Exhibit 2: Tooele expansion
Required Parking: 3.33 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft.


SLC, Brickyard Plaza expansion
Required Parking: 3 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft.
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SLC, Brickyard Plaza expansion
Required Parking: 3 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. 
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Planning Commission
Staff Report
Concept Plan
VASA Fitness
January 8, 2014
Public Meeting
Report Date: December 24, 2014
Project Request / Type Concept Plan
Applicant: HD Saratoga, LLC / Charlie Hammond
Location: ~1523 North Redwood Road
Major Street Access: Redwood Road
Parcel Number(s) and size: 66:242:0006, ~2 acres
General Plan Designation: Regional Commercial
Zone: Regional Commercial (RC)
Adjacent Zoning: Regional Commercial (RC)
Current Use: Vacant
Adjacent Uses: Walmart, Zions Bank, T-Mobile, Dollar Cuts, Café Rio, O'Reilly
Auto Parts, Panda Express
Previous Meetings: Walmart Final Plat was approved 6-12-07
Land Use Authority: Review required by PC and CC
Future Routing: City Council
Planner: Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner
A. Executive Summary:

This is a request for review of a Concept Plan for VASA Fitness within the RC zone, to be located
at 1523 North Redwood Road, on Lot 6 of the Walmart Subdivision Plat. The plans indicate a
15,000 square foot building with a 5,000 square foot mezzanine. Per Section 19.09.11, 120
parking stalls are required (for 20,000 square feet). The plans indicate 106 total parking stalls
and the applicant is requesting a code amendment to the parking requirement for fitness centers
under a separate application.

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:
Lot 6 was created with the “Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision” plat that was recorded in 2007
(attached). The plat indicates that Lot 6 is 2.06 acres. A recent lot line adjustment between Lot 6
and Lot 8 was recorded on November 6, 2014 and reduced Lot 6 to 1.99 acres.

Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 ¢ Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com e 801-766-9793 x 106 ¢ 801-766-9794 fax



Specific Request:
This is a request for review of the Concept plan for VASA fitness, located in the RC zone.

Process:
Section 19.13.05 outlines the process for Concept Plans and states:

1. A Concept Plan application shall be submitted before the filing of an application for
subdivision or Site Plan approval unless the subdivision was part of a previous Concept
Plan application within the last two years and the application does not significantly
deviate from the previous Concept Plan.

2. The Concept Plan review involves an informal conference with the developer and the
City’s Development Review Committee and an informal review of the plan by the
Planning Commission and City Council. The developer shall receive comments from the
Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council to guide the
developer in the preparation of subsequent applications.

i.  The Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council
shall not take any action on the Concept Plan review.

ii.  The Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council
comments shall not be binding, but shall only be used for information in the
preparation of the development permit application.

Community Review:

There is no requirement to notice concept plans because the comments received from the
Planning Commission and City Council are not binding. Formal community interaction will occur
once a formal public hearing is scheduled for site plan review.

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: complies. The site and nearby properties are currently zoned RC. Nearby
uses include Walmart, Zions Bank, T-Mobile, Dollar Cuts, Café Rio, O'Reilly Auto Parts, Panda
Express, etc. The proposed access is off of a shared drive isle that has access onto West
Commerce Drive, Redwood Road, and SR 73; the direct access points line up with access to
adjacent businesses. The abutting commercial uses do not include a fitness center; thus, this
business will contribute to the conglomeration of commercial activities. The proposed business
location and proposed access locations will contribute to functional conglomerations of commercial
activities by lining up with access to adjacent uses and increasing the variety of uses in this
location.

Code Criteria:

The requirements for the RC zone are outlined in Section 19.04.22. The parking requirements are
in Chapter 19.09 and the Site Plan requirements are in Chapter 19.14. Pertinent sections of these
Chapters and sections are reviewed below.

Permitted or Conditional Uses: can comply. Section 19.04.07 lists all of the permitted and
conditional uses allowed in the RC zone. The proposed fitness center is larger than 5,000 square
feet and is thus a conditional use in the RC zone. A conditional use application is required with
the site plan application.



Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. The minimum lot size in the RC zone is 20,000 square feet.
The subject lot is approximately two acres.

Setbacks and Yard Requirements: up for discussion. Section 19.04.22 outlines the
setbacks requirements for the RC zone.

Front: Not less than twenty feet.

Complies. The front of the building is the north elevation and will face West
Commerce Drive. The plans indicate a 20 foot setback.

Sides: Thirty feet where adjacent to a residential or agricultural zone, twenty
feet when adjacent to all other zones. The City Council may reduce the side
setback to ten feet if in its judgment the reduction provides a more attractive
and efficient use of the property.

Up for discussion. The applicant is requesting a side yard setback of 10 feet on
the west side of the building. West of the subject site is a detention basin for
Walmart that will remain as green space and is approximately 60 feet wide. This
creates a buffer on the west side of the building and reduces the need for a 20
foot side setback.

Rear: Twenty feet for all uses except where a rear yard is located adjacent to a
residential or agricultural zone. In those cases, the rear yard shall be increased
to thirty feet. In the event that the rear of a building faces an arterial or collector
street, there shall be a setback of forty feet.

Complies. The rear of the building will face the proposed parking lot and will
also provide the main access to the building. The setback exceeds 20 feet. The
applicant has stated that the north side of the building will be designed with a
front facade.

Exceptions: The City Council may reduce no more than one setback requirement
by up to ten feet if in its judgment the reduction provides a more attractive and
efficient use of the property.

Complies. The applicant is only requesting one exception.

Other general requirements: 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.

Complies. The proposed building is further than five feet from the private drive
to the east that provides access to the site.

Structure Height: complies. No structure in this zone shall be taller than 50 feet. 7he
conceptual rear elevation Is attached and indicates a height of 32 feet.

Maximum Lot Coverage: complies. The maximum lot coverage in this zone is fifty percent.
The proposed site is 1.99 acre. The proposed building footprint is 15,000 square feet (0.34

acres).



Minimum Building Size: complies. Individual structures within this zone shall be a minimum
of 1,000 square feet above grade. The proposed building is 20,000 square feet above grade.

Development Standards: The following development standards shall apply to the Regional
Commercial Zone:

a. Architectural Review. The Planning Commission shall review the Site Plan and building
elevations. The Planning Commission may offer recommendations for Architectural
design of buildings and structures to assure compatibility with adjacent development and
the vision of the Land Use Element of the General Plan.

Can comply. The conceptual rear elevation is attached for review and comment. All four
elevations will be submitted with the site plan application.

b. Landscaping.

i. 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.

ii.  There shall be a minimum of ten feet of landscaping between parking areas and
side or rear property lines adjacent to agricultural and residential land uses.

iii.  All landscaping shall be completed in accordance with the approved Site Plan and
shall be installed prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the
building.

iv.  The Building Official may approve exceptions as seasonal conditions warrant.

v.  Any proposed change to the approved landscaping plan will require an amended
Site Plan approval.

vi. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner to maintain all approved
landscaping in accordance with the approved Site Plan and in compliance with
the requirements of Chapter 19.06, Landscaping.

Can Comply.
I The front yard area along West Commerce Drive will include not less than 20
feet of landscaping.

. The site is not adjacent to agricultural or residential land uses.
i, The landscaping shall be inspected prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy.

Uses Within Buildings: Complies. 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. 7he
proposed business is a fitness center. No outdoor uses are proposed.

Trash storage: Reviewed with Site Plan application. Section 19.14.04.5. requires trash
storage areas to be comparable with the proposed building and surrounding structures. 7his will
be reviewed with the site plan application as this information is not required for concept plan
review. The trash storage area is identified on the concept plan and appears to include three foot
landscape buffers on both sides.

Buffering/Screening Requirements: Can comply. This section requires fencing or
landscaping to buffer uses in the RC zone that abut Agricultural or residential uses. This section
also requires a minimum number of both deciduous and evergreen trees. There are not any
abutting agricultural or residential uses. Landscape requirements will be reviewed with the site
plan application as this information is not required for concept plan review.



Landscaping Requirements: complies. Twenty percent of the total project area is required to
be landscaped and all sensitive lands shall be protected. 7he plans indicate 21.2% of the site will
be landscaped. No sensitive lands have been identified within the project area.

Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when
calculating the number of ERUs permitted in any development. 7Ais site does not have any
sensitive lands.

Parking: up for discussion. Section 19.09.11 requires specific numbers of parking stalls based
on specific land uses and requires 6 stalls per 1000 square feet for fitness centers. 7he concept
plan indicates 5.3 parking stalls per 1000 square feet. The applicant has indicated that this
requirement exceeds the requirements in other Cities and exceeds their needs based on typical
use at their other sites and have submitted a request for a code amendment to reduce this
requirement to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet.

Landscaping in Parking Areas: can comply. Section 19.09.08 lists landscaping requirements
for parking areas. The plans appear to meet the requirements, but they will be reviewed in
further detail with the site plan application.

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 Site Plan application.

Staff recommends the following:

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

2. All requirements of the Fire Chief shall be met.

3. That the Planning Commission and City Council discuss the requested side yard
reduction.

4. The proposed number of parking stalls does not comply with the current code and the
applicant has submitted a code amendment application to reduce this requirement. This
will be a separate item on the same agenda as this concept plan.

Exhibits:

1. Engineering Staff Report

2. Location Map

3. Saratoga Wal-mart Subdivision
4. Concept Site Plan

5. Conceptual Rear Elevation
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City Council /S\_

Staff Report /

Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer (-~

Subject: VASA Fitness rad

Date: January 1, 2015 Z

Type of Item: Concept Plan Review SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

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

submittal and provides the following recommendations.

B. Background:

Applicant: HD Saratoga, LLC / Charlie Hammond
Request: Concept Plan
Location: 1523 N. Redwood Road
Acreage: 2.064 acres - 1 lot
C. Recommendation: Staff recommends the applicant address and incorporate the
following items for consideration into the development of their project and construction
drawings.
D. Proposed Items for Consideration:
A Prepare construction drawings as outlined in the City’s standards and

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

B. Consider and accommodate existing utilities, drainage systems, detention
systems, and water storage systems into the project design. Access to existing
facilities shall be maintained throughout the project.

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

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

E. 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. Water shall be cleaned to City Standards prior to discharge.



Developer shall meet all applicable city ordinances and engineering conditions
and requirements in the preparation of the Construction Drawings.

Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to
recordation of plats.

All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be
complied with and implemented into the construction drawings.

All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical
Specifications, most recent edition.

Developer shall prepare and record easements to the City for all public utilities
not located in a public right-of-way.

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.
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Planning Commission
Staff Report

Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit
Riverbend Medical

January 8, 2015

Public Hearings

Report Date:
Applicant:

Owner (if different):
Location:

Major Street Access:

Parcel Number(s) and size:

General Plan Designation:
Zone:

Adjacent Zoning:

Current Use:

Adjacent Uses:

Previous Meetings:

Wednesday, December 31, 2014

Blaine Hales

Saratoga Springs Professional Building, LLC
Riverbend Commercial, 41 E. 1140 N.
Redwood

51:508:0004, 1.63 Acres

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Agriculture, R-14, R-18

Vacant

Residential, Vacant

Riverbend MDA Extension approved June, 2014

Riverbend Commercial Plat approved March 11, 2008

Land Use Authority: City Council
Future Routing: CcC
Planner: Kimber Gabryszak

Executive Summary:

The applicant, Blaine Hales on behalf of the property owner, is requesting approval of a Site Plan and
Conditional Use Permit (CUP), for a ~¥9500 sq.ft. medical office building on a 1.6 acre parcel adjacent
to Redwood Road in the Riverbend development. Both a Rezone and General Plan Amendment to
change the property to Neighborhood Commercial were approved on November 18, 2014; a Concept
Plan for the proposed use was also reviewed at that time.

Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct public hearings and take public comment,
discuss the applications, and consider making a recommendation on the Site Plan and CUP
applications to the City Council. Options include a positive recommendation as proposed or with
modifications, negative recommendation, or continuance, as outlined in Section H of this report.

BACKGROUND:
The Riverbend commercial lots were approved in March of 2008 under the Riverbend Master
Development Agreement (MDA). The property was zoned Mixed Use in anticipation of potential

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
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mixed commercial, office, and residential development on the property, however the applicants wish
to pursue only commercial.

Exhibit B-1 of the MDA requires the “southernmost mixed use building” to be constructed prior to
any structures in Phase 4. The MDA was amended in July 2014 to extend the term and modify the
remaining residential units from a townhome format to a two-family and three-family format; as part
of that amendment, the mixed-use timeframe limitations were removed. Regardless, this building
has been submitted for approval prior to or concurrently with the residential units in phase 4.

CONCEPT PLAN

The Planning Commission reviewed a concept plan for the proposed medical office on October 23,
2014 and the City Council reviewed the plan on November 18, 2014 (Exhibit 3). The City Council also
approved a Rezone and General Plan Amendment to designate the property Neighborhood
Commercial to facilitate the proposed use. Minutes from these meetings are attached (Exhibits 9 and
10).

uDC
The Urban Design Committee reviewed the application on November 7, 2014, at which time the
architecture was reviewed more thoroughly. Their comments are below:

o White color — you can get too white. Ensure the white is not too glaring or stark. White can be
reflective, hard to look at, e.g. white vinyl fences are glaring with sun on them. How will the
white color look when things start rusting, dripping, showing water stains.

o Discussion on compatibility:

* Compatible does not mean “the same”

¢ The City should embrace some modern architecture

* Scale is compatible

* They do not want to see a large a larger version of the townhomes here

* Times Square vs. this site — if this site gets ahead of Times Square in the
process Times Square may have to be more compatible with this architecture

* Variety can be a positive element in a City

o South/Rear elevation — concern that this elevation is too monotonous. Needs to be broken up
through additional treatment.

The architect has since provided additional clarification:

o The white stucco was used to compliment and contrast with the other colors and materials
used on the building. It communicates a clean, professional Health Care Facility, which has its
own identity and recognition.

o We can add more rock to break the white.

o The rooftop mechanical will be concealed partially by the parapet walls. A screen will be
around each unit. TBD

o All materials used will be located on each elevation.

C. SPECIFIC REQUEST:
The Site Plan is for an approximately 9596 sq.ft. medical office building with three separate units.
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“Office, Medical” is a conditional use in the Neighborhood Commercial zone. The applicants have
requested approval of a CUP along with the Site Plan.

PROCESS

Site Plan
Section 19.13 summarizes the processes for Site Plans, and 19.14 outlines the requirements for Site
Plans.

The development review process for Site Plan approval involves a formal review of the request by the
Planning Commission in a public hearing, with a formal recommendation forwarded to the City
Council. The City Council will then formally approve or deny the site plan request in a public meeting.

Conditional Use

Sections 19.13 and 19.15 of the Code outline the process for new Conditional Uses, which follows the
same process as a new Site Plan: public hearing and recommendation by the Planning Commission,
and final action by the City Council.

COMMUNITY REVIEW:

The CUP and Site Plan applications have been noticed as public hearings 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.

GENERAL PLAN:
The site is designated as Neighborhood Commercial on the adopted Future Land Use Map. The goal
and intent of this designation is below:

Neighborhood Commercial. The Neighborhood Commercial designation is intended to
identify locations where small-scale neighborhood oriented commercial developments are to
be located. These commercial developments are to provide goods and services that are used
on a daily basis by the surrounding residents.

Tenant spaces in these areas shall be limited to 10,000 square feet. Neighborhood
Commercial developments should be large enough to accommodate functioning traffic
patterns but should not exceed 5 acres in size.

Parcels considered for this designation should be located in close proximity to residential
areas where pedestrian activity between residents and the development is likely to occur.
Improvements such as trails, seating and lighting that would help create gathering spaces and
promote pedestrian activity are expected and shall be considered and essential part of
developments in the Neighborhood Commercial areas.

Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational features as per the
City’s Parks and Trails Element of the General Plan.

Staff analysis: Consistent. The applicant is requesting approval of a medical office development that
would comply with the smaller building size and small-scale use as contemplated by the
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Neighborhood Commercial land use designation. Trail connectivity and appropriate landscaping are
proposed.

CODE CRITERIA:

19.04, Land Use Zones (reviewed according to NC zone) — Complies
o Use — medical office, Conditional Use in the zone.
o Setbacks — 25’ front/side/rear. 10’ reduction requested along Redwood Road. Complies if
Council grants 10’ reduction.
o Lot width, depth, size, coverage — 100’ width/frontage, 50% coverage, 15,000 max size,
complies
Dwelling/Building size — maximum 15,000 sq.ft. per building. Complies at 9596 sq.ft.
Height — 35" maximum, complies
Open Space / Landscaping — 25% required, 0.62 acres = ~44% provided
Sensitive Lands — n/a
Trash — provided

o O O O O

19.06, Landscaping and Fencing — Complies with conditions
o General Provisions
= Automatic irrigation required
=  Sight triangles must be protected
= All refuse areas (including dumpsters) must be screened
= Tree replacement required if mature trees removed
o Landscaping Plan — provided
o Planting Standards & Design — complies
= Tree size: complies. 2” caliper deciduous, 1.5” caliper decorative, 6’ height evergreen.
= Shrub size: complies. Most are 5 gallon, exceeding the requirement for 25% to be 5
gallon.
= Water conserving: complies. A number of drought tolerant species are proposed, and
a large amount of rock beds with shrubs.
= Rock limitation at shrub/tree base: complies. Mulch ring around trees and mulch area
around shrub base provided.
o Amount - complies
= Deciduous Trees: 7 for 15,000 sq.ft. plus 1 per additional 3000 sq.ft. of landscaped
area.
e 26,305sq.ft. =7 +3 =10 trees
* 26 provided
= Evergreen Trees: 5 for 15,000 sq.ft. plus 1 per additional 3000 sq.ft. of landscaped
area.
* 26,305sq.ft.=5+3=8
e 11 provided
=  Shrubs: 25 for 15,000 sq.ft. plus 1 per additional 3000 sq.ft. of landscaped area.
* 26,305=25+3=28
e 148 provided
= Turf: minimum of 25% required. 39.5% provided.
= Planting and shrub beds: maximum of 75%. 60.5% provided.
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o Fencing & Screening — complies with condition to provide screening
= Opaque fence or wall required along eastern property line.

19.09, Off Street Parking — Complies
o Dimensions — complies (9’ x 18’)
o Accessible — complies
= Provided
o Landscaping — complies
= |slands provided
= 10’ buffer / berm provided along exterior
= 8’ boundary strip provided along rest of parking area
o Pedestrian Walkways & Accesses — complies
= Site less than 75,000 sq. ft. so raised pedestrian walkways not required
o Minimum Requirements — complies
= Medical office requirement: 5 spaces per 1000 sq.ft.
= 9596 sq.ft. = 48 stalls required
= 58 stalls provided

19.11, Lighting: Complies
o Parking lot fixture design: black, metal, decorative base, arm and bell shade
o All fixtures: full cutoff
o Lumen: complies with maximum level

19.14.03, Site Plan Development Standards: Complies with conditions.

o Entire site included in site plan: complies.

o Buffering and screening: complies with conditions. Solid fence or wall needed between
residential and commercial sites.

o Access requirements: complies with conditions requiring off-street loading space if deliveries

are anticipated.

Utilities: complies.

Grading and drainage: complies.

Secondary Water System: complies.

Piping of Irrigation Ditches: n/a

Preliminary Condo Plat: n/a

O O O O O

19.14.04, Urban Design Committee: Complies with conditions

o UDC meeting must be held prior to PC meeting. Complies.

o Mechanical equipment shall be located or screened. Complies with condition to require
screening.

o Windows may be used as accents and trim; untreated metal prohibited. Complies as no
untreated metal proposed.

o Building lighting shielded and downward directed and no light trespass. Complies, lighting
and photometric plans show acceptable light levels, and fixtures are shielded and downward
directed.

o Trash enclosure location, design, and shielding: complies with separation standard and is
enclosed appropriately.
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Exterior materials of high quality: complies with condition that additional treatment be
provided to rear of building.

Landscaping shall comply with 19.06: complies. See analysis above.

Parking Lot, Building, and Street Lighting shall comply with 19.11: complies. See analysis
above

19.14.06.7 — Complies. See other specific code section analyses and exhibits.

o

o
o
o
o

o

o

Considerations relating to traffic safety and congestion — see Engineer’s Report
Considerations relating to outdoor advertising — see signage section

Considerations relating to landscaping — see landscaping section

Considerations relating to buildings and site layout — see 19.04 section

The effect of the site development plan on the adequacy of the storm and surface water
drainage — see Engineer’s Report

Adequate water pressure and fire flow — see Engineer’s report

Compliance with the General Plan, Code, and other regulations — see report Sections F & G

19.15, Conditional Use Permit.

The siting of the structure or use, and in particular:

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

o thelocation and possible screening of all outdoor activities;

o 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;

o thelocation and character of any display of goods and services; and

o thesize, nature, and lighting of any signs.

Staff analysis: complies. The proposed use is well below the maximum potential lot

coverage percentage, well below maximum building size, and has provided extra parking

to minimize impacts. No outdoor activities are proposed, no outdoor goods displayed, and

all signage has been reviewed for compliance with the Sign Code.

Traffic circulation and parking, and in particular:

o the type of street serving the proposed use in relation to the amount of traffic
expected to be generated;

o the adequacy, convenience, and safety of provisions for vehicular access and parking,
including the location of driveway entrance and exits; and

o the amount, timing, and nature of traffic generated by the proposed conditional use.

Staff analysis: complies. The proposal includes additional ADA parking as well as

additional standard parking above and beyond the minimum requirements in the Code.

Traffic circulation has been reviewed by the City Engineer and is sufficient.

The compatibility of the proposed conditional use with its environment, and in particular:
o the number of customers or users and the suitability of the resulting activity level to
the surrounding uses;
o hours of operation;
o adequacy of provisions for the control of any off-site effects such as noise, dust,
odors, light, or glare, etc.;
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o adequacy of provisions for protection of the public against any special hazards arising
from the intended use;

o 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.

o Staff analysis: complies. The road capacity is adequate for the anticipated vehicular
impacts, and while vehicles will share the same access road as a residential
neighborhood, the traffic generated by the use will not pass through this residential
neighborhood. No additional detrimental impacts are anticipated.

* The Conditional Use shall meet the following standards:

o 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;

o 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;

o 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;

o 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

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

Staff analysis: complies. The use is consistent with the General Plan (Section F), and will

not be detrimental to any persons. Increased impacts to City services will be negligible.

* When necessary, the land use authority may attach conditions to ensure compatibility with
the surrounding area and to mitigate harmful effects. Such conditions may include the
following:

additional parking;

water, sewer, and garbage facilities;

landscape screening to protect neighboring properties;

requirements for the management and maintenance of the facilities;

changes in layout or location of uses on the lot; and

any other condition the land use authority finds necessary to reasonably ensure that

the proposed Conditional Use will comply with the standards noted above.

Staff analysis: not necessary to mitigate impacts. Adequate parking and

water/sewer/garbage facilities are provided. Screening is provided. No changes in layout

are necessary.

O O O O O O

* The Land Use Authority 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.

Staff analysis of 19.15: complies. All above items have been provided or addressed.

Page 7 of 37



e 19.18, Signs. Complies with modifications
o Monument sign: complies

Maximum height 7’6", height proposed 7’6"
Maximum display area 45 sq.ft., display area proposed 33 sq.ft.

o Wall signs: Complies with modifications

2 elevations permitted wall signs: complies. Only one facade is proposed to have
signage.
One sign per tenant per elevation: complies with modification.
* Each tenantis less than 9,999 sq.ft., thus each qualifies for one sign per
elevation containing signage.
e Utah Valley Pediatrics proposes 2 signs; if the two signs are combined into
one, this criterion will be met.
Maximum size: 1 sq.ft. per 1 linear foot of each elevation. Elevation length ~107 feet.
Total signage area 90.47 sq.ft.: overall complies.
* Westlake Physical Therapy: 28.2 sq.ft.
* Lakeview Family Medical: 26.9 sq.ft.
¢ Utah Valley Pediatrics: 16 sq.ft. logo plus 19.37 sq.ft. letters, 35.37 sq.ft.
Maximum letter/graphic height: 3’ (36 inches)
* Westlake Physical Therapy: 28”, complies
* Lakeview Family Medical: 28”, complies
e Utah Valley Pediatrics: letters 27.75”, logo 48”, too tall. Must be reduced to
maximum of 36”.
[llumination: complies. Internally illuminations, with no visible light source.

Recommendation and Alternatives:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing on the Site Plan and
Conditional Use Permit, take public comment, discuss the applications, and then choose from the
options outlined below:

Option 1, Positive Recommendations

“I move to forward positive recommendation to the City Council for the Riverbend Medical Site Plan
and Conditional Use Permit, located on the ~1.63 parcel 51:508:0004, as identified in Exhibit 1 and
proposed in Exhibits 4, 5, 6, and 7, with the Findings and Conditions in the staff report:”

Findings

1.

The use is consistent with the General Plan Land Use Element, as articulated in Section F
of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference, as the proposed
office use and scale are contemplated in the Neighborhood Commercial land use
designation.

The Site Plan and Conditional Use comply with Section 19.04 of the Code, as articulated in
Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.

With modifications as conditions of approval, the Site Plan and Conditional Use comply
with Section 19.06 of the Code, as articulated in Section G of the Staff report, which
section is hereby incorporated by reference.
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4. The Site Plan and Conditional Use comply with Section 19.09 of the Code, as articulated in
Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.

5. The Site Plan and Conditional Use comply with Section 19.11 of the Code, as articulated in
Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.

6. With modifications as conditions of approval, the Site Plan complies with Section 19.14 of
the Code, as articulated in Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby
incorporated by reference.

7. The Conditional Use complies with Section 19.15 of the Code, as articulated in Section G
of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.

8. With modifications as conditions of approval, the sighage complies with Section 19.18 of
the Code, as articulated in Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby
incorporated by reference.

Conditions:

1. Allrequirements of the City Engineer shall be met.

2. An opaque wall or fence of not less than six feet in height shall be erected between the
existing residential development and the proposed site.

3. Loading space shall be provided, or verification that no deliveries are anticipated.

4. Additional architectural treatment shall be provided along the rear elevation to break up
the facade and meet the requirement that all facades receive equal treatment.

5. The applicant shall work with the Riverbend HOA to finalize a maintenance agreement for
the shared road.

6. The Utah Valley Pediatrics wall sign shall be reduced in graphic/letter height to 36” or
less, and shall be combined into one sign of less than or equal to the maximum square
footage.

7. Any conditions added by the Commission.

8.

Option 2, Continuance
“l move to continue the Site Plan and CUP to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and
Staff on information and / or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:

Option 3, Negative Recommendation

“ move to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council for the Riverbend Medical Site
Plan and Conditional Use Permit, located on the ~1.63 parcel 51:508:0004, as identified in Exhibit 1
and proposed in Exhibit 4, with the Findings below:

1.

The application does not comply with Code Section [19.04, 19.06, 19.09, 19.11, 19.13,
19.14, or 19.15) as articulated by the Commission:

a.

b.

C.
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Exhibits:

1. Location & Zone Map

2. Aerial

3. Concept Plan

4. Site Plan

Cover

Demolition

Utility

Grading

Details

Context

Landscaping

Photometric

Lighting Fixtures / Details
j.  Site Lighting Plan

Elevations

Signage Details

Floor Plans

City Engineer’s Report

Planning Commission Minutes 10/23/2014

10 City Council Minutes 11/18/2014
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(page 11)
(page 12)
(page 13)
(pages 14-23)

(pages 24-25)
(pages 26-29)
(page 30)

(pages 31-32)
(pages 33-35)
(pages 36-37)
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‘ /’ / // / // //// ””””” // // bfb'\ \
/ ! Y A e l 6 e, e / S . ]
| 4 Loy e e N APy / y o J i
= \ )// ~ g ‘\ /\ N NN R ————————————————e————————————————— i / v /// 4 -
2 \ i | \ \ /N / . N7 /
\ \ \ / e > /
\ \ \ , L _ / -
’ \l \\ \\ /// /// //// // 5 -
'8 \ \ \ . EX. FENCE T e L /
\\ N \\ N (TO REMAIN) e v , -
N \ \ \\ //\\\ ,,—’/’ /// /
\ \ T S LEI PROJECT #:
/
; 2014-1489
DRAWN BY:
BAP
CHECKED BY:
HATCH INVESTMENTS NKW
SCALE:
1" =20
NOTES: DATE:
1. ANY SEPTIC SYSTEMS OR WELLS WILL NEED TO BE
REMOVED/FILLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH STATE STANDARDS. 12/11/2014
2. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY LOCATION OF EXISTING SEPTIC
TANK & LEACH FIELD. SHEET
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N
EX. 8 SIDEWALK

EX. CURB &
GUTTER

4c

COMMERCIAL LOT C-2

EX. 5 SIDEWALK

~ - ~
Q d N
< - 4 g z g $ J h N
° = ~ — - e ? - Q Q h
o’ e?;x —_————— - = /ff/ AN \\
= < =z ANNERN EX. FIRE HYDRANT
<>| ™~ \\\tiiifi::i :::::’7::::::::::::::::::::::::E;/ \\\ AN
@ —_ _ T — — — — — — — — — -— N
9 e — N X. WATER VALVE
8 59 | NN CLUSTER EX. CATCH BASIN
Qgs 5 N ¢ ) N A o _EX. CENTER LINE (TP
0 S ” ~ -l A e N H ety I X SDME— — — — — — —— — — -
; Em sg}ékﬁzmﬁﬁ : //\//\//\/g B H A ____[EX 8 SEWER T FL:4509.61 77777777777MONUMENT
(= o . ( v AN T === - - S oSS S S - oA ——————————
1] e M-x3 - g EX-W ' oW / 2 /i(;/\/ N M P B &= W Ex- = EX-) EX- / EX-W EX- EX- EX-W EX— EX-W Ex- EX— EX-W EX- EX-W
m . S e — EX-SS EX-SS EX/SS @5 EX-SS EX-SS EX-SS EX-SS : EX-SS EX-SS — - \
& /> VZ Pz > EX—SS EX-SS EX-SS EX-SS EX—SS EX-BS EX— EX—SS EX-SS EX—SS EX—SS EX-SS
EX. 6" WATER 0SS L 1140 NORTH o \
g FX. 8 SEWER \(y/\ < e g B (EXISTING RIGHT— OF—WAY ROADWAY & P.U.E \ q.
i RO / WIDTH VARIES EX. 15" ADS
d8-x3 as—x3 asf-x3 as-x3 as-x3 \/ /d§§ & GS{Q/ as-x3 as-x3 as-x3 as—x3 0gmx3 - as—x3 as-x3 as-x3 as—x3 as-x3 as-x3 aS-X3———— @) I 7/X3L 15.00 FX. SMH
4 / / | ¥ os-x3-L=10. as~X .
Q/ S 7 < K7 / ’ T S=0.20% ’ (TYP.)
-] -p e o o @K\jM o o o B3 A/Z@ EX 16" RCP— //?;£~:ﬁw{e“%‘J“~*“P—‘%5-_?ﬁpaa~gf_*P—E@—“1¢/Z-”—_f”9”m“m”m
/ // — T T T T = = 7 7 I T
EX. 6” MASTER METER 3x3 BOX AL STORM DRAIN 27 _
» GRATE: 452219 , 21—
s%izﬁaplgﬁg ffffffffffffffffffffffff a_ _ FL OUT=4517.59 vy 7 2 EX. 6" PIJ T
—SS===Z===Z====_ | FL IN=4517.69 /) ) P
I vy / EX. 2" IRRIGATION A EX. PHONE
EX. IRR. BOX BN i STOP & WASTE g ' PEDESTALS
|___EX. STREET LIGHT N , /2// / EX. B” WATER EX. 4" WATER 15" ADS—U '
AN \\\i\\ BR o SIDEWALK payd STUBBED & PLUGGED _/- STUBBED & PLUGGED L=29.77 T
| —EX. IRR. BOX R _zz" S < S=0.17% EX. ROCK WALL
\ g ‘ % == - * /e
l === "" - / /
> > : —m===== ~ | INSTALL FIRST DEFENSE
! | EX. IRBIGATION L aeis 83 . - L « | OIL/WATER SEPARATOR
N 5] | EX. CURB & | o s | SEE DETAIL 1 SHEET
Il | GUTTER us os as > ” ) ) 8 S RIM: 451R23.88
N // l . N N | FL IN: 4509.74
|l / 6” FIRE LINE . . FL OUT: 4509.64
i L PATIENT DROP (CONNECT TO EX. 8" WATER) 15" ADS 3x3 BOX W/2.:25 | (CONNECT TO EXISTING STUB
OFF AREA . L=254.91 ORIFICE PLATE |
]l g / PROPOSED GRATE. 4515 1% l SEE DETAIL 1 SHEET 5)
§ 6” SEWER , . ) $=3.02% : 4515, !
| ; 2" CULINARY SERVICE FL O0UT=4509.79 |
|l l LATERAL Z ” FL IN=4509.89 EX. CONCRETE
| / . \\ ; (CONNECT TO EX. 4 I RETAINING WALL
} ‘\’ | | el pomNT—F—1 Z 12” ADS ? \C // . . WATER & INSTALL METER) L |
1L=27.16 ~' //
| H ;IZ‘ | OF SWALE S=0.52% \ /, \ 4 | |
| H i V \ I
N v . |
N ! LAND DRAIN I
|l | EX. 8’ SIDEWALK GRATE: 4523.44 3 |
NN AN FL OUT=4517.83 ) 15” ADS\\\ I
g EX. CURB & 1-102.55 I
/- | GUTTER —0.10% !
Tl | M L I
' | I
| o -0 ‘ [
| \ [
W \ L ) \ PROPOSED HEDGE
i \ \ v H ') S ! i (SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN
I : \\ H FOR MORE DETAIL)
} I | \ \ i U
I \ \ )j S
L \ \ ) PROPOSED DUMPSTER ! )
- \ v W/ TRASH ENCLOSURE ‘ W}
} [ \ (SEE DETAIL 7 SHEET 5) P i i
1
il Vo %7 al it
\ I \ \ g 1
I \ \ l O
) \ \ N ’| &
|y § Al b EX. ROCK WALL
/ \!
l

|
!

i | EX. P)IHONE
| PEDESTALS

I \ \

I \\ \

H VEX\\ POWER BOX
\
|

25 SETBACK—/

2

X

S

3x3 BOX
GRATE: 4512.50
FL:4510.05

-,

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
Rss

\

PROPOSED STORM
DRAIN SWALE
(SEE DETAIL SHEET 4)

B e e S N A S

EX. FENCE

HILJON

SCALE: 1" = 20°

10 20

40

- A Utah Corporation -

ENGINEERS

SURVEYORS
PLANNERS

3302 N. Main Street
Spanish Fork, UT 84660
Phone: 801.798.0555
Fax: 801.798.9393
office@lei-eng.com
www.lei-eng.com

%

O

<

=)

—

-

m

-

J

2

O :
nE|l 2
n- g
w g |
. 2 A
O = .
2 5
A <« I:
»o | =
05 -
zZs =
o

o

T

<

O

e

s

<

7

LEI PROJECT #:
2014-1489
DRAWN BY:
BAP
CHECKED BY:
NKW
SCALE:

1" =20
DATE:

12/11/2014

SHEET
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RIGHT—0F—-WAY)

REDWOOD ROAD
(EXISTING 180" WIDE

EX. 18" RCP—//i

STORM DRAIN

EX. 12" RCP
STORM DRAIN

Ny
EX. 8’ SIDEWALK

e

/

/ TBC:4523.33
(TAPER TO

APER TO_

QS

“EX. FS:4523.09

as-

f \

/ BOW:4523.36~

BOW:4523.36

e

A

\

Y
\

BOW:4523.36 \

BOW:4523.36-
BOW:4523.28 -

~—TBC:4522.90

N
~~-BOW:4523.36

~~TBC:4523.31

BOW:4523.36 \ \
BOW:4523.36-" \

/‘FS:4523.3

P
~F8:4523.30

TBC:4523.30

\-Bow:4523.26/

PATIENT DROP-OFF AREA GRADING DETAIL

SCALE: 1" = 10

COMMERCIAL LOT C-2

==

PR -

——77\

‘\
\
\ \P

(SEE DETAIL THIS PAGE) ™\
\,

EX. CURB &
GUTTER EX. 5' SIDEWALK
~N
~N
h N
NS
N AN
N
~~ NN
77777777777777777777777777 N
AN \
~— o N
T ————= e \Q AN
= e e NN
NN
\b N ~
‘ NI e ———— —_—————
(Jﬁo YQ\@ ~ S S e o
& \E::::::::::::::::::iii7777777**77*777**** 77777777777777777777
\\ \\\T iiiiiiiiiiiiiii :(\:::::::::::::::::\::::::::::::::::+:::::::::::
\\\\ AN AN hN
5 - ————— — N h A
O! :::::::::::7-::—:;;::: \\ \\ \\
-~ / \ 1140 NORTH N\ \
x , —e .
S N ) 8/3/ / (EXISTING RIGHT OP—WAY ,
as—-x3 as—x3 as—xai— 7 aS-XI———— — T sx3— - }/ X as4%3 J /_gs-xa as-x3 as-x3 '/os—xa y!IETH VARIE%)*XE 7/0s—x3 05-x3 as—x3 ,/ as-x3 05-x3 as-x3 ,(D\ as-x3
<\/ / ’Q/ A /\/ y f / / J // N\ 05*”\4’ as-x3
Q/@é// v /g/\/§ // FS;4515.94 FS:4514.93 //
\f%/\/\/ /7" | EX 15" RCP = e e TR e el e
S G | STORM DRAIN 27 \ / [ ———EX. 15" ADS
) S N D Y E=15:00
777777777777 / ////// ~ N~ Teamg AN / §=0.15%
—_——— e e e e e e — —(— ———— — — ———— = / 7 ~—_ T / ROXIMATE
) - i S g h TBC:4515.39 & )
EX. CURB & / A ya ) ” (TAPER TO FS)
GUTTER ] / R * .
/ ?// // -~ J \l >~ <5
\\ i 27 - _TBC:4516.82~ ; <
S //// -3 ;// y /7 //// L=
GRATE: 4522.19 V== EX. FS:14528.08° =7 7 - | ? S=
N FL O&E:igiﬁg B e — /F:S/ 152235 TBC:4516.09 I : ¥ |
. ='5X. FS:4522. (TAPER TO FS) || TBC:4515.60
= - TBC:4522.38 — = ! |
12” ADS (TAPER TO FS) | o (TAPER TO FS) - : g |i
L=27.16 o s 7 S !
S=0.52% BOW:4523.36 - f TBC:4516.02 : TBC:4515.64 ~¥3X3 BOX
BOW:4523.36 ™~ TB\C'4522'44 ! GRATE=4515.17
BOW:4523.42 N\ s = s
\ & 15" ADS :\
TBC:4522 9\9 o L10R>
_ : 99\ B ] S=0.16%
BOW.4523.\42 | y \\ / [TBC:4522.56 — // \
BOW:4523.42 [ TBC45R159 oy TBCHSRLEL TBC:4517 2077y~ TBC451713 )
N / -TBC:4522.21 / |
BOW:4523.40 BOW:4523 69 / / ©
: . /
\ / LAND DRAIN TBC:4522.56 e / Q \
/ GRATE: 4523.44 : TBC:4522.21 N i
EX. 8 SIDEWALK (© BO\ME@AO [TBC:4522.56 gf / -3.6% 3
§ BOW:4523.40 — BOW:4523.40 X ! ,” \
7
EX. CURB & / - v 3% & /
CGUTTER (,' BOW:45_2pEﬁ5 /// FS:4521.90 } oI //, \ L /
| /
| ] /
|\\ S / // 0@-2 % ,/ ///
\ / ! /
\ , INSTALL ADA RAMP- / \ /
! / AND LOWER SIDEWALK L %f’)< /
\ FOR ADA! ACCESS -0 TBC:4521.72 TBC:4521.38 TBC:4517.35 TBC:4517.00 /
| \ ~FS:4521.37 j J
,' l\ 7‘@(52/ ________ // </\‘\
/ N CFS:4621.902 4244 /) - TT T T j ~,
\ _—-
/ FF=4523.50 AN -7 ARB%IT%CCESS / :'
/ \ __-7TBC:4522.17 / 4517 ]
/ \ FS:4521.68 \ ! /
/ . . \ i . 4 ]
/ ) TBC:4522.56 [ /FS:4521.38 TBC:4520.10 TBC.4519.(EE—3/, | TBC:4517.13 /
/ 7 TBC:4522.66 | <207 e : /
Y. - ! e |7 ! /
/ -7 s B
\ . o ] “’} . I & 3x3 BOX
\ - WoF g7 / 9 ket Pt 6/61/ / oI‘J GRATE=4512.50
- / T & / [ TBC:4521.60 ) g X \
i\ FS: 4523.40 " ~FS: 4523.40 y 7z ‘ iz \
™ - TBC:4522 16 ———————— __ _TBCi4520.507Z __“TBC4619.94 7 TBCASI7.687 - TRCAS |
N yd s,
| N ________,/_//________,7________ <
/ /// ______________ - /// \‘I
T Y _Téﬁ“i_:__:::::::‘\:::/i:::::,_____ ‘;
%
)
/

\
DRAIN, SWALE TOP OF POND = 4515.38/

HIGHWATER = 4514.38

-
-
——

4d

EX. CATCH BASIN

(TYP.)

EX-SD

as-x3

INSTALL OIL/WATER SEFARATOR

SEE DETAIL 1 SHEET 5

(CONNECT TO EXISTING STUB.
CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY FL &
LOCATION AND CONTACT ENGINEER
IF DIFFERENT FROM WHAT'S SHOWN)

LEGEND

FLOW CURB & GUTTER
NEW CONCRETE
FLOW ARROW

HLI0ON

SCALE: 1" = 20’

- A Utah Corporation -

ENGINEERS

SURVEYORS
PLANNERS

3302 N. Main Street
Spanish Fork, UT 84660
Phone: 801.798.0555
Fax: 801.798.9393
office@lei-eng.com
www.lei-eng.com

SARATOGA SPRINGS PROFESSIONAL BUILDING
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH
GRADING PLAN

REVISIONS

BOTTOM OF POND, =4
4
7

DETENTION POND (3,655 CF)
VOLUME REQUIRED = 3,412 CF.
PEAK DISCHARGE = 0.3 CFS

HIGH WATER DEPTH = 1.9

FREEBOARD = 1.0’
TOTAL DEPTH = 2.9'
3:1 SIDE SLOPES

4:1 MAX SLOPE>\4-'/<
1’ MAX. DRAINAGE SWALE PLACE STRAW

WATTLE EVERY 50 FEET FOR
EROSION CONTROL

DRAINAGE SWALE & GRASS DRAINAGE SWALE

i
i
5
LEI PROJECT #:
2014-1489
DRAWN BY:
BAP
CHECKED BY:
NKW
SCALE:
1ll = 20!
DATE:
12/11/2014
SHEET
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de

NOTES:
1. DESIGNED FOR AASHTO HS-20 LOADING.

2. DESIGNED ACCORDING TO ASTM .
C857-87  AND ASTM C858-83. - A Utah Corporation -

3.ALL SUMPS TO BE GROUTED WITH FLOW

CHANNELS FORMED INTO THE BOTTOM OF E N G | N E E RS
THE BOX TO MINIMIZE DEBRIS
ACCUMULATION

4.BICYCLE SAFE GRATES ONLY. PROVIDE S U RV EYO R S

— 2’0" f— TYPE 13 "A" GRATE, D&L 1-3516, OR TYPE
16 "L" GRATE, D&L 1-3517.

w 5. POUR CONCRETE COLLARS ARQUND P LA N N E R S

CIRCUMFERENCE OF PIPE ON EXTERIOR OF

L

12/10/2014 4:58 PM

BOX.
10% OF RISER 3302 N. Main Street
SECTION SPALLED 6. USE NON—SHRINK GROUT ARQUND = N
REPLACE SECTION 2’:”0,, 1"%0 CIRCUMFERENCE OF PIPE ON INTERIOR OF Spanish Fork, UT 84660
S0"[2.475 Box Phone: 801.798.0555
CORNER CRACKING 4'-0"|3,300
+3.50 (MIN) REPLACE SECTION e 4:57% Fax: 801.798.9393
+2.92 (MIN) 1 - VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL 6—0" 5,84 office@lei-eng.com
T A DISPLACEMENT OF 1/4" OR www.lei-eng.com
+2.00 . ¥ MORE, REPLACE SECTION < - :
®\ 7 /—® ONE OR MORE CRACKS
0.00 REPLACE SECTION —
= | = ] DRIVE ™ N — SEE CHART
N P APPROACH S FOR HEIGHTS @
s 11 120 — R © @
134, vy MIN) ) ANY CRACKS — BICYCLE SAFE GRATE A N \ @ @
£ 102 - , REPLACE SECTION -1® 8"~ &
PLAN VIEW ,J' < SIDEWALK GROUTED FLOW i @ <;>b
= —~ D T I "
®/’ 78 \ CHANNEL . ¥ (e : 8 @ &
5 EXPANSION \ r o]
e IF RISER IS 2
% JOINT REQUIRED THE BASE N l A\
NOTE: &1 PARKSTRIP SETTLEMENT. SPALLING OR DEPRESSIONS IS POURED WITH A | 1Y 2 s
2 WHICH ALLOW WATER TO POND TO 1/4” SHIP-LAP™ JOINT | , @
MULTIPLE INLETS ARE POSSIBLE, BUT A 90° OR GREATER 6.50 3}; DEPTH UNDER A 10 FT, STRAIGHT EDGE - | p—— — . @
ANGLE BETWEEN ALL PIPES MUST BE MAINTAINED : fde REPLACE SECTION ] Ll e
: SEE CHART 5 . -
. BASE FOR HEIGHTS ! it
Parts List P A HT. | WT, ¥
303,140 PLAN VIEW
ITEM SIZE DESCRIPTION 4:-0:: g.('{] 32
1 48in  |1.D. CONCRETE MANHOLE ﬁﬁ?ﬁ
2 INLET CHUTE (W/ FLOATABLES TRAP)
EQUIPMENT PERFORMANCE KNOCK—-QUT __
3 OUTLET CHUTE Q TYPICAL 2, —4*;
OPPOSITE WALL ’
18 in (MAX THE STORMWATER TREATMENT UNIT SHALL ADHERE TO THE HYDRAULIC ) o
4 (MAX) |INLET PIPE (BY OTHERS) PARAMETERS GIVEN IN THE CHART BELOW AND PROVIDE THE REMOVAL NOTES: ] t
5 18 in (MAX) [QUTLET PIPE (BY OTHERS) EFFICIENCIES AND STORAGE CAPACITIES AS FOLLOWS: REPLACEMENT IS REQUIRED IF ANY COMPONENT HAS ONE OR MORE OF KNOCK—OUT 5 z
THE CONDITIONS NOTED ABOVE, OTHERWISE REPAIR SECTION UNDER - y .
6 HIGH FLOW BYPASS PEAK HYDRAULIC FLOW: 6.0 cfs THE DIR%CWOrT og THE CITYVENGI\NEER.w' NN TYPICAL OPPOSITE WALL | o e -
, SEDIMENT STORAGE CAPACITY: 1 Cu. yd. & I ——
7 30in FRAME AND GRATE OR SOLID COVER OIL STORAGE CAPACITY: 180 Gal. == &5 I |
=== < ] I
== > ! | J
E':": | e \ wknock-ouT |l —
=2 - TYPICAL OPP, SIDE |
SS= I : Trp. OPP. SIDE ;) :: |:
S I H |2 :
H dl'o mmm 4' FIRST DEFENSE I P L ' I | LN
JLLLLLY & - . h ety 5 PO el = gl
ya it . GENERAL CONFIGURATION RS, JauEr TR I3 K, e coueo Sy e [01]
Irflterna.tloTnal ATNANCED DRANAGE SYSTENE, WG 680 Ibs. 600 Ibs. SIDE VIEW SECTION A
stormwater . . . + _ —_—
THE DOWNSTREAM !Z)EFENDER-E; AND FIRST THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN PREP‘ARED_EIASED ON INFORM!.'_\.TQL'JH PROVIDED T\CI ADS UNDER THE N 70 INWOOD ROAD, SUITE 3 " \
AND SUBELIED B HIDRO ITEANATIOMAL i SHALL REVIEWY THAS DRAWINE PRIOR T0 GONSTRUCTION. |1 18 THE LLTAMATE RESPORGIILITY OF THE ROCKY HILL, CT 06067 DRAWN: JM SCALE: 14" = 1 (—ME e\ DATE
AND ALL TRADEMARKS ARE THE PROPERTY OF DESIGN EMGINEER TO ENSURE THAT THE PRODUCT|S) DEPICTED AND ALL ASSOCIATED DETAILS MEET V: BEB-B92-2654 APRIL 2014
HYDRO INTERMATIONAL PLC. ALL APPLICABLE LAWS. REGULATIONS, AND PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. F: B66-328-8401 . .
CHECKED: PAGE: 1_OF | DEFECTIVE CONCRETE (||~ wcwwe | GUTTER INLET 4
REPLACEMENT BOX
CRITERIA — SARATOGA  [Zimessv SARATOGA  [mEimeesd. O -
APPROVED: UT 84045 CHECKED: | APPROVED: UT 84045 -
= SPRINGS CITY | EEmmm SPRINGS CITY | s T <
N
OIL/'WATER SEPARATOR DETAIL 2 DEFECTIVE CONCRETE REPLACEMENT DETAIL 3 [GUTTER INLET BOX DETAIL o E —
X s <
SIDEWALK §
| I 7 N e 30— SIDEWALK <
—== §" 24" ———==f —= & 24— -
_ # + CONCRETE THICKNESS = T m
T - R T RADIUS pe , 6"1 B3 ' RADIUS e UNTREATED ROAD BASE = T
Yy |- . : | R , : m
12" . - ? 14" + - ! [} .
; N ORI . x N RGP R 10" LANDING 6"WIDE
RESIDENTIAL e T e B" RES, COMMERCIAL AR SRR CRUNCET LI e o COMMERCIAL SIDEWALK SHALL BE 2% MONOLITHIC CURB m
\ | | (1/4" PER FOOT)
T
=TT =TT UNTREATED ROADBASE SIDEWALK <
- SEE NOTE 3
T ©
6" COMPACTED UNTREATED 6" COMPACTED UNTREATED
BASE COURSE BASE COURSE HEIGHT = 1° MINIMUM °
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL UP OF GUTTER BY 1 1/2" MAXIMUM PARALLEIL 10.75
30" HIGH BACK CURB AND GUTTER 30" HIGH BACK CURB AND GUTTER PERPENDICULAR PEDEiSTRI;\N IiA-’VIP ’ P
FOR USE ON ARTERIALS & COLLECTORS FOR USE ON ARTERIALS & COLLECTORS PLAN VIEW PEDESTRIAN RAMP ' <
" " a-5'-Q" O
24— 24— RADIUS 1 1/2" SPLIT FACE BLOCK TO
[T l— 18— al 10% MAX. SLOPE o - S'MIN - MATCH EXTERIOR FINISH
N P N P i ~ 50 ya il - NO L AT S S Y — RECIEVING BOLLARDS (TYP.) OF PROPOSED BUILDING <
T DRIVEWAY BREAK—
#‘ » + T | ) oot I S Ploen h: = OVER ANGLES CURB LINE CURB LINE © 6"WIDE MONOLITHIC TRASH ENCLOSURE ;o4 m
] SR . . e ) N RIARTEIT O @ i~ @ oON Lo O CURB IF REQUIRED :
o 1) v RADUS | 4 oy [ I RADIUS | 4 B i 1IN Ravp BREAK=OVER ALE O el —= \ =
12" RES | " | . SEE NOTE 4
) R R S L X 2" RES. COMMERCIAL IR SRR L 10 1/2" EXPANSION JOINT " DETECTABLE N
PR R R COMMERCIAL A AT 6"MIN,UNTREATED 6"MIN.UNTREATED
AR PR I ¥ . DS SECTION 'A DETECTABLE BASE COURSE N BASE COURSE
=== WARNING SECTION C-C
L I SURFACE SECTION B-B O 0Ol
t BOLLARD TYP.
7 3/4" . DRIVE APPROACH DIMENSIONS o <>
6" COMPACTED UNTREATED 6" COMPACTED UNTREATED NOTES: REVISIONS
BASE COURSE BASE COURSE 1. EDGE CONCRETE WITH 1/2" RADIUS EDGING TOOL. DIMENSION [LEGNTH ACCORDING TO ZONE NOTES: 6.00 1 -
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL 2. PLACE 1/2" EXPANSION JOINT BETWEEN DRIVEWAY APRON AND CURB W 12%:-%: m RRE;.;?LEENJ#&L ZZ%NNegs SLOPE TABLE - |
24" HIGH BACK CURB AND GUTTER 24" HIGH BACK CURB AND GUTTER AND IN THE DRIVEWAY CENTERLINE IF "W" IS GREATER THAN 20°. FILLER 30'-0" MAX. COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL ZONES ITEM MAX. RUNNING MAX. CROSS 1. CONFIGURATION OF RAMPS AND LANDINGS MAY BE CHANGED \ OPAQUE FACED OR SOLID - -
FOR USE IN LOCAL & MINOR COLLECTORS FOR USE IN LOCAL & MINOR COLLECTORS MATERIAL SHALL BE FULL DEPTH OF CONCRETE PLUS 1", WITH TOP SET 0'—6" RESIDENTIAL ZONES SLOPE * SLOPE * gg;U:"'R‘JEfATE’\'J‘"éETSEEgFFSIER'SA#ERégﬁoﬁ"gggs'v%’:l_A\’;"ERYSLOPE GATE REQ'D W/ LATCH 2 -
FLUSH WITH TOP OF CONCRETE. T 0'—8" INDUSTUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL ZONES L | TANDING _?_mH) (b) m THE USE OF FLARES, CURBWALLS, ETC. ARE AT THE |
- 3. USE UNTREATED ROADBASE UNDER CURB, GUTTER AND SIDEWALK. ® | RamP 8.33% (1V:12H) (c) | 2% (1Vi48H) (d) DISCRETION OF THE ENGINEER. L i ' .
— e f——— T 3 v A 48! > 3 -
TURAL GR ol & M COMPACT TO 95% OF THE MAXIMUM DRY DENISTY (D { TRANSITION o% (V:20H) (o) i_ (:z‘:g:) ) 2. PERPENDICULAR AND PARALLEL PEDESTRIAN RAMPS SHOWN ON HEAVY DUTY CONCRETE REQD
ATURAL GROUND " 1 1/2” RADIUS 4. DIFFERENCE IN SLOPE OF DRIVEWAY RAMP AND THE SLOPE OF A LINE SIDEWALK I — (1V:48H) THIS (DRAWING, ARE ACCEPTABLE FOR USE AT MID BLOCK ORS . .
1 1/2" RADIUS . ) BETWEEN THE GUTTER AND A POINT ON THE ROADWAY 5' FROM THE FRONT FLARE 0% (1V:10H) —— INSTALLATIONS. W :
ASPHALT % s 170 T EDGE OF THE GUTTER SHALL NOT EXCEED 15%. REDUCE DRIVEWAY RAMP ST 5C FOR EXAMPLES OF CORNER INSTALLATIONS. 4 -
/2" -, " PE, NOT GUTTER PE, WHERE REQUIRED. x
ol _/ o 6 SLOPE, NOT GUTTER SLOPE, WHERE REQUIRED SLOPE TABLE i%“é'\égﬁ,fﬁofé\}?,ﬁ'NWLTI_EE %SCE)%TS'OSNLSPFE 3. PROVIDE DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE FOR FULL WIDTH
. b 12°-14 T e LT 5. ALL CONCRETE SLABS WITH A LENGTH/WIDTH RATIO GREATER THAN 2:1 2= IS PERPENDICULAR TO PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL. OF RAMP, LANDING, OR CURB CUT. SEE DETAL A, DWG 5A, FOR - -
. % RO N e 6"-8" SHALL HAVE CONTRACTION JOINTS INSTALLED AS REQUIRED TO STAY WITHIN OIMENSION. | ZONE DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE DIMENSIONS. 5 -
14 I L TR PR 2:1 RATIO, (a) TRANSITION RUNNING SLOPE NEEDS TO BE
‘ ET] BRI (®12% MAX.|RESIDENTIAL ZONE CONSTANT ACROSS ENTIRE CURB CUT. WARP b T AR A o AT o EOCE NOTES: ] ;
ﬁéﬁzﬁ 6. BACK EDGE OF SIDEWALK TO BE SET AT AN ELEVATION 2% HIGHER 6% MAX. |INDUST. AND COMM. ZONE GUTTER PAN TO MEET REQUIRED TRANSITION £ )
i il B, BACK EDGE OF SIDEWALK 1O GUTTER PAN TO MEET LINE. 1. ENCLOSURE SHALL BE 6’ TALL MIN. —oieTF
#4 ReBAR L &é 2@es oc . 7. SIDEWALK TO BE A MINIMUM OF 5 FEET WIDE UNLESS OTHERWISE (®13% WAX.|RESIDENTIAL ZONE EXCEPTION: 5. PROVIDE DETECTABLE WARNING SURFACE THAT CONTRASTS 2. ENCLOSURE DIMENSIONS MAY VARY DEPENDING UPON INTENDED USE. §
10" 0.C. 6" COMPACTED 6" COMPACTED— | 430" | Sorainn, 6% MAX. |INDUST. AND COMM. ZONE (b) SLOPE REQUIREMENTS DO NOT APPLY AT WITH ADJACENT WALKING SURFACE, EITHER LIGHT—ON—DARK 2014-1489
. N REATED o AL N ©15% WAX.| RESIDENTIAL ZONE MID—BLOCK CROSSINGS. OR DARK—ON-LIGHT, ACCEPTABLE COLORS INCLUDE: YELLOW.
™1 6" M 8, MATERIALS, CONSTRUCTION, AND WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE IN 6% MAX. |INDUST. AND COMM. ZONE (c) PARALLEL RAMPS ARE NOT REQUIRED TO EXCEED DRAWN BY:
ACCORDANCE WITH CITY'S STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS. 15—FEET IN LENGTH. 6. USE CLASS AA(AE) CONCRETE
" FALL-OUT CURB AND GUTTER (d) CROSS SLOPE REQUIREMENT DOES NOT APPLY ) ) BAP
6" CURB WALL AT PERPENDICULAR RAMP MID-BLOCK CROSSING. 7. USE UNTREATED BASE COURSE UNDER ALL CONCRETE FLATWORK. CHECKED BY:
J NKW
= T Mo ) ||
- Sowoceus FLARE DRIVE ’—" e B — HANDICAP ACCESSIBLE | — N.T.S
CURB & GUTTER DRAW;;\-T:'NAMF; : DRAV;?::K;;\\AME; 1 L] ]
DET AILS STREET STANDARDS AP PROACH RATN B ‘ C RAMP T C DATE:
_I-_"I'L I'd 1307 N, COMMERCE DR. \# ( 1307 N. COMMERGE DR, | o~
SARATOGA oo | SARATOGA A —— SARATOGA e 12/11/2014
SPRINGS CITY TR sPRINGS CITY | e ] SPRINGS CITY | L
CURB & GUTTER DETAILS 5 |FLARED DRIVEWAY APPROACH DETAIL 6 HANDICAP ACCESSIBLE RAMP DETAIL 7 [ TRASH ENCLOSURE DETAIL Page 18 0
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o ENGINEERS
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\\\/J \ /// 422255:553\ ~_
Y \ e SIa 0N PLANNERS

3302 N. Main Street
Spanish Fork, UT 84660
Phone: 801.798.0555
Fax: 801.798.9393
PLANT MATERIALS SCHEDULE office@lei-eng.com
777777777777777777777777 www.lei-eng.com

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY.
- T S T S S S S e e e — — — — TREES
CD Cedrus deodara ¢ E  Deodar Cedar 6'-8' 2
CF  Cedrus deodara 'Karl Fuchs' & E  Deodar Cedar 6'-8' 5
FP  Cercis canadensis 'Forest Pansy' D Eastern Redbud 1.5" cal. 2
FS  Fagus sylvatica 'Dawyck Purple' D Columnar Purple Beech 8-10' 4
GT  Gleditsia triacanthos 'Skyline' & D Honeylocust 2" cal. 9
PF  Malus 'Prairie Fire' ¢ D Flowering Crabapple 2" cal. 3
MS  Malus 'Spring Snow' & D Flowering Crabapple 2" cal. 8
PN ___ Pinus nigra e E  Austrian Pine 6'-7 4
Total: 37
SHRUBS
CA  Cornus alba 'Bailhalo’ Ivory Halo Dogwood #5 7
o CS  Cornus sericea 'Baileyi' Redtwigged Dogwood #5 25
e —————————— i W — CD  Cotoneaster dammeri 'Lowfast' e Cotoneaster #5 20
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ i PO  Physocarpus opulus 'Summer Wine' & Ninebark #5 26
o OL  Prunus laurocerasus 'Otto Luykens' English Laurel #5 12
T - PS  Prunus laurocerasus 'Schipkaensis' Shipka Laurel 36" - 48" 6
RF  Rhamnus frangula columnaris Tallhedge Buckthorn #5 4
SB  Spirea bumalda 'Anthony Waterer' Spriea #5 13
SJ  Spirea japonica 'Magic Carpet' Spirea #5 32
TC _ Taxus cuspidata densiformis Japanese Yew #5 3
Total: 148
GRASSES
CA  Calamagrostis acutiflora 'Avalanche' & Feather Reed Grass #1 28
KF  Calamagrostis acutiflora 'Karl Foerster' ¢ Feather Reed Grass #1 7
SG __ Panicum virgatum 'Shenandoah' ¢ Switch Grass #1 32
Total: 67
¢ Indicates water-wise (drought tolerant) species
LANDSCAPE MATERIALS LEGEND
~_+_+.-. Lawn Areas - 10,400.0 sq. ft. (39.5%)

“.“.".". Lawn areas shall be a hydroseed mix or cut sod. Hydroseed mix shall match City standard and

shall be applied to a prepared base of six inches (6") of screened top soil. Cut sod shall be

L . . . . JEaeE C RS applied to a prepared base of four inches (4") of screened top soil. Apply hyrdoseed or sod

L g N 3| CA] x4 £ once irrigation and finish grading has been completed. All lawn areas shall be 100% irrigated
N < with pop-up spray heads and rotors.

Decorative Rock Areas - 15,905.0 sq. ft. (60.5%)

Decorative rock areas shall include planter beds within the open space and landscaped
parkstrips along Talus Blvd. Planter beds should be constructed with twelve inches (12") of
screened top soil for planting and shall be two to three inch (2"-3") Southtown rock blend.
Apply decorative rock to a depth of four inches (4"). Prior to install of decorative rock, DeWitt
Pro5 weed barrier shall be applied to the planter beds. All trees within decorative rock areas
shall be watered by point-source drip irrigation.

m Natural Bark Mulch Area - 180.0 sq. ft.
Natural bark mulch areas shall include tree rings around deciduous and conifer trees within
lawn areas. See Tree Planting note #12.

Concrete Mow Curb - 500.0 lin. ft.

Concrete mow strip shall be six inch by six inch (6" x 6") flat concrete curbing, stained light
brown to complement decorative rock mulch. Concrete mow strip shall be installed once finish
grading has been completed, but prior to installation of plant materials and sod.

TREE PLANTING NOTES:

1. All deciduous trees shown on this Landscape Plan shall be two and one half inch caliper (2.5" cal.) balled
and burlapped nursery stock. Balled and burlapped trees showing obvious signs of damage to the root
ball and/or trunk shall not be acceptable.

|
J I \ A PO
|

REDWOOD ROAD

2. All conifer trees shown on this Landscape Plan shall be six to seven feet (6' - 7') in height, balled and
\ »j:ﬁ:ﬁ:j:j:j:ﬁ:j:j:j:ﬁ:j:j:j‘ﬁ’j‘j:j:j:j:j‘j‘j{‘j‘j‘}j burlapped nursery stock. Balled and burlapped trees showing obvious signs of damage to the root ball
H \::::::j:j:j:::j:j:j:::j:j:j,:,1‘:t,G.T‘:‘:‘:‘:‘:‘:‘ > ) = and/or trunk shall not be acceptable.
H \ \I1113jIjIjI13jIjIjI13jIjIjI13jIjIjijljijijijljijijijj'j k = 3. Tree holes shall be dug two times (2x) the diameter of the root ball and only as deep as the root ball.
‘ \ T T T T T T T T i RGOS 4. Tree root ball shall be at least twelve (12") inches in diameter per each one (1") inch of tree caliper and
H \i'i*I‘i'i'i*I'i'i'i*I'i'i'i*I'i'i'ﬁ*ﬁ'i'i'ﬁ*ﬁ'i'i'i*ﬁ'i < = : at least eighteen (18") inches deep. Root ball shall be wrapped tightly with no loose parts.
‘ H \ \3:ICA ' 5. Tree should be set in the center of the hole and stood upright. The root flare should be visible and
‘ H \ ] L PROPOSED ::\(;:Itfad at, or slightly above, finished ground level. The root flare should never be below finished ground
‘ \ :1:ﬁjfjﬁiijfjfjﬁiijfjfjﬁ:’s'I':PO':’:CC':’:C R BUILDING 6. Trees shall only be lifted by the wire basket. Never lift trees by grasping trunk or limbs, or by attaching
I s - i any e of iy or choKer

7. Do not remove the wire basket from balled and burlapped trees during planting. Bend the top wire loops
down into hole after cutting twine or rope from around the tree trunk.

8. Once the hole has been backfilled two thirds (2/3) the depth, cut and remove the top third of burlap.

9. Remove all strings, rope, stakes, taping, tags, flagging, and any other such items.

10. Backfill hole with excavated material and compact only enough to hold tree in place. Never use
mechanical compaction. Top soil, mulch, or peat moss may be added to excavated material if high
quantities of clay soils are present, but should not completely replace excavated material. Backfill
material should cover root flare slightly, but should not be piled against trunk.

11. Water generously to soak entire root ball and backfill material. Additional backfill material may need to be
added as soil settles below root flare.

12. Form a mulch ring around the base of the tree. Mulch ring shall be five feet (5') in diameter and three (3")
to (4") inches deep. Do not pile excessive mulch or decorative rock around tree trunks.

H \ 1] CF
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L 1 SG to allow room for the plant to expand and grow naturally.

SARATOGA SPRINGS PROFESSIONAL BUILDING
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\ BRI tsR S oot X L 5 TSRS ’ : ‘ 5.5 ROTE
1 S B b e TR e : ; N ‘ A7 a0e 6\ : S eaa 2% e A oA aeay T alptats stacstataiNiy ar e g atp b R azatata: X0 z e N INE SHRUB PLANTING NOTES:
j T e D D T A= S . e e XL ORI AN VWA FER NN ST E . A A A AR 1. All shrubs shown on this Landscape Plan shall be five gallon (#5) containerized nursery stock.
H / “““““““““““ ¢ o . 4 - P b ; X< 3 ETEN ] _ T 2. Hole should be dug at least twice the diameter of the root ball and only as deep as the root ball.
H T T T T B . i . 2 3 s > . 3l = =9 s / 2 AL AL . /. 1 | PF 3. Gently remove plant from the container, lightly rub all sides of the root ball to expose ends of roots,
/ ‘ . Z and place in the center of the hole. The top of the root ball should be at finished ground level.
L{ 4. Backfill the hole with parent material. Top soil or soil pep may be added to parent material, but should
/ not replace parent material.
\ L - S - RO/ A St AL BN RIS N o . e . e R\ NN > s <X HITIN NS J 7 ; 1M N < 7 / e oD 3 & 5. Compact soil enough to hold plant in place. Never use mechanical compaction.
\ ~ - = " - —— — i s ¥ - : 2 : ), 0=0.9-9:0:0.:0 005 )S0-9=0:050- 50 )= 3 95 BN e 6. Generously water to soak entire root ball and backfill. A soil water ring should be formed around the
outside of the root ball. Backfill material may need to be added after material has settled.
\ 7. Mulch shall be added to a depth of three (3") to four (4") inches and at least twice the width of the
root ball.
' 3 SG 8. For weed barrier cut a hole for the plant at least one and a half (13) times the diameter of the root ball
|
1| GT 5| PO 1|GT 1| SG 5|SG 1|GT 1/CD 2| PN 10| PA 1| PN 10| PA 1|PN
5|SG 4| CA 2| PO 1|GT
e
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LEI PROJECT #:
(ia" Found Cormet 2014-1489

#3 Rebar

Plant so that top of root ball is
even with or slightly higher
than the finished grade.

Plant so that top of root ball is
even with or slightly higher
than the finished grade.

Turf DRAWN BY:

Two strands of twisted 16 gauge

al. wire attached to 12" nylon stra
g v P gal. wire attached to 12" nylon strap AKC
Hardwood 2"x2" stakes —— Formed 4" high continuous Shredded Mulch an
(or metal depending on conditions), Hardwood 2°x2" stakes ’ tree well (for water retention) '
driven firmly into subgrade (min (or metal depending on conditions), c Plant s'-.m.Jb at or slightly CHECKED BY:
18") prior to backflling. Stake driven firmly into subgrade (min Backfill - 50% native soil and above finish grade Finish Grade
above first branches or as 18 )a%;%;tzéfﬁtggﬁﬁéssgfgz 50% organic amendment (peat moss) Root ball - remove container prior AKC
necessary for firm support ) to planting
necessary for firm support Undisturbed native soil
Subgrade -
Shredded Mulch Shreddod Muleh SCALE:
reaae uicl
Formed 4" high continuous . . 1 " - 20'

tree well (for water retention) Formed 4" high continuous
tree well (for water retention)

Backfill - 50% native soil and 3 . . DATE:

50% organic amendment (peat moss) 0% Backfill - 5d0% "taz"’e fO'I an<; -
o Organic amendment (peat moss,

Undisturbed subgrade . . ’ 1 2/1 1 I201 4

Undisturbed native soil

SHEET

2 x root ball diameter

2 x root ball diameter

DETAIL CONIFER TREE PLANTING DETAIL DETAIL DECIDUOUS TREE DETAIL DETAIL SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL DETAIL CONCRETE MOW CURB DETAIL

LP-01.1 NO SCALE LP-01.2 NO SCALE LP-01.3 NO SCALE LP-01.4 NO SCALE
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THESE DRAWINGS OR ANY PARTS THEREOF, AS INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECTS AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED OR USED ON OTHER WORK WITHOUT THEIR WRITTEN CONSENT
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ELECTRICAL GENERAL NOTES:

1. EXTERIOR LIGHTING LEVEL
MAXIMUM  24.4 FC 4h
MNIMUM 0.1 FC
AVERAGE 2.4 FC
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ATTACH GROUNDING CONDUCTOR TO
HINGE ASSEMBLY/POLE WITH
THREAD—FORMING MACHINE SCREW THAT
ENGAGES NOT LESS THAN TWO THREADS

HINGE ASSEMBLY

\

/ POLE
BRANCH CIRCUIT
/ CONDUCTORS

vl GROUNDING
/ CONDUCTOR(S)

BASE COVER

ATTACH GROUNDING—
CONDUCTOR TO MOUNTING
PLATE WITH EXOTHERMIC
WELD

<7

{]
Al\—CONDUIT(S)

|_— ANCHOR BOLTS

/— POLE BASE

KEYED NOTES:

@POLE BASE DEPTH BELOW GRADE SHALL
BE 10% OF POLE HEIGHT PLUS 3 FEET

(APPROX. 5 FT)

GENERAL NOTES:

1. ALSO REFERENCE CITY DETAILS LP.2
AND LP.2b.

4 Bolts at 90 Degrees 3/4"

Dia x 18" Long x 3" Hook Bolts #6
to have a 3.5" projection out

of the concrete. BOLTS TO GE ’

GALVANIZED 5/8"X8’ CU CLAD GROUND

ANCHOR BASE DETAIL 12" BOLT
CIRCLE 7/8" x 1" HOLES TO
ACCOMMODATE UP TO 3/4" DIA

SEE FIXTURE SCH&DULE FOR HEIGHT

FIXTURE HEAD

POLE, COVER, AND ANCHOR
BOLTS BY DIV. 16 CONTRACTOR

3/4" CHAMFER

2'-0" DIA. BASE EXPOSED PORTION TO
HAVE RUBBED FINISH

”

&

PAVING AS PER SITE PLAN

an

"N
d
I \(5) # 4 RE-BARS
™~ CONDUIT JBY DIV. 16 CONTRACTOR.
BURY 24" MINIMUM BELOW GRADE.
. a SEE SITE ELECTRICAL PLAN FOR
CONDUIT SIZES

T # 4 TIES AT 12" 0C.
—]| |-

UNDISTURBED OR COMPACTED EARTH

BOIT
POLE LIGHT GROUNDING DETAIL POLE BASE DETAIL
SCALE: NONE SCALE: NONE
ELECTRICAL KEYED NOTES:
LOCATION DESCRIPTION DEPTH 18" MAX.
FINISHED GRADE WIDTH @ ORIENTATION OF FIXTURE INDICATES ORIENTATION OF OPTICS NOT ORIENTATION OF
BELOW CONCRETE SLAB (NOT TRAFFIC) 14 INCHES — — POLE FIXTURE HEAD. FIXTURE HEAD ORIENTATION SHALL BE DETERMINED BY
BELOW TRAFFIC SURFACES 34 INCHES ‘HH — — ‘HH -~ UND_II_STURBED OWNER OR CITY. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD ROTATE OPTICS AS INDICATED.
PARKING LOT (PAVED OR NON—PAVED) 34 INCHES ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ EARTH \
OTHER LOCATIONS 28 INCHES 16" WARNING TAPE
UTILITY SECONDARY 34 INCHES* n
UTILITY PRIMARY 48 INCHES* 12" BELOW GRADE

(SEE NEC TABLE 300.5)
* VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS WITH LOCAL POWER COMPANY
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

DEPTH (SEE TABLE)

BACKFILL
;COMMUNICATIONS CONDUIT

|, ~—SCREENED BACKFILL

|_—CONDUIT WITH PULL ROPE

R R

12" MIN. OR CABLE AS SHOWN ON
ONE-LINE DIAGRAM.
6" MIN. L.—SELECT BACKFILL

TRENCHING DETAIL

SCALE: NTS

ROYAL ENGINEERING

ELECTRICAL MECHANICAL
23356 SOUTH STATE SUITE 100 PROVO, UTAH 84606

PHONE: 8013762228 FAX: 8013765.2676
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LIGHT FIXTURE SCHEDULE

FIXTURE FIXTURE

FIXTURE DESCRIPTION REMARKS

REVISIONS

4
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_— _EMG FIX'II;‘LJSRE SCHEDULE DRAWN BY
(ertuc:“;actmc ‘::J;&% Wm” t:m ‘"—"ﬂ" %‘ﬁm LRM
DSI LD 1 MSO/KNP | 120 | - | 19 | s | 1 1 -
A
=
LT Z
= O 35
) 10
. S
% LL] 8
r
L]
— s
VIA LIGHTING CONTROL\ : f’:"
: Y :
N—’ <]: S
Bl £
il €L
AR
v el
-
D) F
1
¥y N — & ——/ | —
ATING CONTROL
F1 \ 1
+12° Fi ?C(
E’?é > \ % <
N ¥ LL]
b 1
" ¥ 2l
- . =
L | _ o O
\ iﬁz’ M -IF-112’ U LIJ
O
L
LL
— L 1 1 —] - 1 — L —] - — = — = —] — | CD>
prd
. LL]
Al
'
— <
o0

ROYAL ENGINEERING

ELECTRICAL MECHANICAL 12/23/2014

2335 SOUTH STATE SUITE 100 PROVO, UTAH 84606
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Exhibit 5
Elevations
5-0 1'-0" 9-0 /-ALUMINUiA CAP . ELEV. 123,_0,;
TOP OF PARAPET
12'-4" o
ALUMINUM CAP YA ALUMINUM CAP . .
| | | | | /7 ALUMINUM AP 7 /7 MUMNOH P
. AREVIEW FAMILY EoTLAKE 3 I direction viewer is facing,
MEDICAL PHYSICAL THERAPY ~ . TAHVALLE % L . .
R R = ‘u'° EDIATRICS i not direction elevation IS
® ® ® ® ® _
. . ® | facing.)
‘E” ) . ELEV. 109'—0"
@ |@ o @ @ @ @ @ @ @ TOP OF WINDOW
e % Also note: sign dimensions
\ have been modified per
| | | signage  exhibit.
SIGN 1 - 22.9 SQ. FT.
SIGN 2 — 26.0 SQ. FT. EXTERIOR FINISH SCHEDULE
SIGN- 3 = 41.1 5Q. FT. /3 FAST ELEVATION E1 STONE-#1200TW CRAFT SPLIT MODULAR, CREATIVE MINES
All ' SCALE: 1/8" =1-0" E2 STUCCO—#BBO ULTRA WH|TE, SYNERGY
TOTAL 900 5Q. FT. E3 PORCELAIN TILE-#RIDGE AV16 9x36, RIDGE AVO8 6X36 RANDOM
INSTALL, ACACIA VALLEY, DAL TILE
E4 STORE FRONT—CLEAR ALUMINUM
E5 WINDOWS—CLEAR ALUMINUM
F6 WALL PANEL 1—YELLOW, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION
SERIES
F7 WALL PANEL 2-RED, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION
SERIES
/-ALUMINUM CAP
| /-ALUMINUM CAP
. | 7-8 °
2 o < ELEV. 119'—6"
5 5 7 @ - - “45 TOP OF PARAPET
ELEV. 117'—6" =
TOP OF PARAPET $ )
® ® ® )
| —_— . . ¢ ELEV. 111'—0"
B TOP OF STOREFRONT
ELEV. 109'—0" )
TOP OF WINDOW $ ® ® ® ®
e e R R S i
L ___ L A __ I |
EXTERIOR FINISH SCHEDULE
E1 STONE—#1200TW CRAFT SPLIT MODULAR, CREATIVE MINES a0\ WEST ELEVATION
F2 STUCCO—#330 ULTRA WHITE, SYNERGY All )/ SCALE: 1/8" = 1-0°

E3 PORCELAIN TILE-#RIDGE AV16 9x36, RIDGE AVO8 6X36 RANDOM
INSTALL, ACACIA VALLEY, DAL TILE

E4 STORE FRONT-CLEAR ALUMINUM

ES WINDOWS—-CLEAR ALUMINUM

E6 WALL PANEL 1-YELLOW, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION
SERIES

E7 WALL PANEL 2-RED, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION

SERIES

PRELIMINARY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

. HARRIS ARCHITECTURE

3520 N UNIVERSITY AVENUE #200, PROVO UT 84604 | 801-377-6303 | WWW.HARRIS-ARCHITECTURE.COM

A NEW PROIECT FOR

RIVERBEND MEDICAL OFFICES

SIDE ELEVATIONS

1-2015
LOCATION

A2.1

acicmcmmcamcas
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(Note: directions refer to
direction viewer is facing,
not direction elevation is
facing.)

Also note: sign dimensions
have been modified per 
signage exhibit.
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REVISIONS
/-ALUMINUM CAP DRAWN BY
FLEV. 121'—6" NN AP UTP
TOP OF PARAPET } I = o
FLEV. 119’—6” ) ) . ) /-ALUMINUM CAP ; _cl‘ /-ALUMINUM CAP ) ) ELEV. 119’—6” el /-ALUMINUM CAP_ ) FLEV. 119,—6”
ELEV.TOﬁ 7QEGEARAPET P | | | 5 o ot | | | TOP OF PARAPEF/ ALUWNOM AP @ | | ® | I 11T7Qﬁ69F PARAPET
TOP OF PARAPET B o e e e e e e j B QB TOP OF PARAPET
B = e
= = =71 -]
— . N N — . . N - T 1T - T T .
® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® 1 -1 &7 ® ® ®
, ” —_]i I [ - 5 I ) = I [ - =
ELEV. 111°-0 [ ] — 1 -! I £ i = e e ] | = e T N == o N B ]
TOP OF STOREFRONT = . e ] ] ] e e .
e T e
[ e e ® ®
I B () 5 c— e | § N c— T
| —= 9 —) s
i e O e T =
=1 =1 =
[ | —— 1. =11 1.
I [ ][ I ]%]{ — ] - ]%] — - - — ] ][ &
e T
O LD - ) )
o = o e B )= o e O = o e 0
| | | | | | | | | | |
ri__ri ______________ rJ_ _________ rJ_ ____________________________________________________ I_J_ __________________________________ _l_J ________________________________________ rJ_ ____________ _r_l ______________________ J_]_ ________________________________________________________________________ J__r____J__I
L _____ L ___ - __ - - _____ l - _ e ____] - ___ d________ R 1 __ |
EXTERIOR FINISH SCHEDULE 1] 3
E1 STONE—#1200TW CRAFT SPLIT MODULAR, CREATIVE MINES (Y &
E2 STUCCO-#330 ULTRA WHITE, SYNERGY 5
E3 PORCELAIN TILE-#RIDGE AV16 9x36, RIDGE AVO8 6X36 RANDOM m SOUTH ELEVATION ) =
INSTALL, ACACIA VALLEY, DAL TILE Al SCALE: 1/8" = 1'=0" %
F4 STORE FRONT—CLEAR ALUMINUM | &
E5 WINDOWS—CLEAR ALUMINUM () ¢
E6 WALL PANEL 1—YELLOW, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION E
SERIES LLI £
E7 WALL PANEL 2—RED, FIBER CEMENT, NICHIHA ILLUMINATION — =
SERIES —_ 8
(Y £
o
< ¢
] §
ALUMINUM CAP m g
ELEV. 123'-0" $ B ) B B B . B B ya =
TOP OF PARAPET ad 2
=
= =
FLEV. 119°—6" $ ) /-ALUMINUM CAP | | | | | | E <l g
TOP OF PARAPET ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ = ALUMINUM CAP /7~ ALUMINON P ELEV. 117'—6" I 3
= - } TOP OF PARAPET
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— = :" | | | § =
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River Bend Medical Office

, (IR
PN

- - - - - - I 6’ - 0" I

SIGNS & GRAPHICS

RIVER BEND
e MEDICAL OFFICE

Saratoga Springs

BILLING ADDRESS:

Saratoga Springs

SPECIFICATIONS FOR FABRICATION AND INSTALLATION: I e n a nt 1 CONTACT NAME:
Blaine Hales

« Internally illuminated cabinet built to UL specifications >'-6" PHONE:

« Quantity: One (1) 801-360-9178
- Overall length of sign: 6"-0"

- Overall height of sign: 7'-6“ Te n a nt 2
« Depth of signage: 2'- 0"

- Total square feet: 45

« Retainer size: 2°
- Face type: Polycarbonate with digitally printed vinyl graphics

12-22-14
DESIGN NUMBER:

SALES PERSON:

DESIGNER:

- Mounting method: Brick Base (done by someone other than Creative Signs) Natalie Taylor
« llluminated with high output fluorescent lamps/ballasts (12" centers) TS DRAWNG WAS CREATED 10

PROPOSAL AND CANNOT BE COPIED
OR REVISED IN ANY FORM. THE ORIGI-
NAL IDEAS HEREIN ARE THE EXCLUSIVE

« Primary electrical requirement: 120 volt (installed by someone other than
creative signs) Timer or photo-cell (installed by creative signs)

PROPERTY ~ OF  CREATIVE SIGN &
GRAPHICS. DRAWING IS REPRESENTA -

TIONAL ONLY: SCALE, SIZING AND
COLOR MAY VARY, REFER TO
PROPOSAL FOR EXACT SPECIFICA-
TIONS
S e £
\ Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign. © LA e
Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
Each sign must have: 1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit
2. Junction box installed within 6 feet of sign 2-0"
3. Three wires: Line, Ground, Neutral
X
SALES PERSON SIGNATURE:
e X
DATE:

2102 N. Main St. Spanish Fork, UT. 801-798-9892 Contractor License number: 8146985-5551 page 26 of 37
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Riverbend Medical - Reverse Lit Channel Letters

WESTLAKE

(RS
AN

SIGNS & GRAPHICS

Riverbend Medical

INSTALL ADDRESS:

PHYSICAL THERAPY ==

CONTACT NAME:
145"

Blaine Hales

o o PHONE:
- ¢ TOP OF PARAPET

| - Night View: 801-377-7785

MEDICAL [ | [ PHYSICAL THERAPY UTAH VALLEY

[ [ [ [ [ w PEDIATRICS
® g @ S ®
[ [ [ [ [ 9 ] ®

| \‘ ‘@ [— ‘@ ‘ | S ® ® B
[ [ ] [ [
[ [

28”

ELEV. 119'-6" g
TOP OF PARAPET P

0

12-30-14

DESIGN NUMBER:

=

| ELEV. 109'-0"
5 4¢_mp_r—5070 WINDOW
S

G)
1 €
@)
=1

SALES PERSON:

DESIGNER:

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED REVERSE-LIT CHANNEL LETTERS: — Natalie Taylor

THIS DRAWING WAS CREATED TO

ASSIST YOU IN VISUALIZNG OUR
3 PROPOSAL AND CANNOT BE COPIED
.040" ALUMINUM . PRIMARY ELECTRICAL OR REVISED IN ANY FORM. THE ORIGI-
. 3"RETURN W N\ (NEC 600-5) SEE NAL IDEAS HEREIN ARE THE EXCLUSIVE
" ELEC. NOTES PROPERTY ~OF  CREATIVE SIGN &
OVE I'a" HEIght! 28 .080" ALUMINUM —= . i FASTENERS AS GRAPHICS. DRAWING IS REPRESENTA -
LED —~ i=p REQD. BY LOCAL TIONAL ONLY: SCALE, SIZING AND
” ) = i JURISDICTION COLOR MAY VARY, REFER TO
Overa" I_en th‘ 145 19" CLEAR LEXAN™ T@gﬁ PROPOSAL FOR EXACT SPECIFICA-
o = ALUMINUM TIONS
\\ ENCLOSURE
° - CUSTOMER APPROVAL:
TOtaI Sq. Ft.. 28.2 LISTED BUSHING p ?VA—LED POWER
%ﬂﬁ' £ SUPPLY
° = 2" ALUMINUM WIREWAY
Face: Black onomn b w4
R BI k . .090" ALUMINUM X
o —U L BACKER PANEL
Eturns. ac 3/16' DRAIN HOLES —— B
N.TS. LISTED

:
Trim Cap: Black N ELECTRICAL NOTES y4
Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign.

H 1 . H Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
I"umlnatlon' I'ED I"umlnatEd Each sign must have: 1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit X
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Exhibit 8
City Engineer's
C1 TY OF Report

City Council /S\_

Staff Report /

Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer (-~
Subject: Riverbend Medical rad

Date: January 8, 2015 Z

Type of Item: Site Plan Approval SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

A. Topic: The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan application. Staff has reviewed the
submittal and provides the following recommendations.

B. Background:

Applicant: Blaine Hales
Request: Site Plan Approval
Location: Riverbend Commercial, 41 E. 1140 N.
Acreage: 1.626 Acres — 1 Lot
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.
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Final plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, UPDES
and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements.

All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical
Specifications, most recent edition.

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.

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.

Developer shall remove all existing wells and septic systems within the site in
accordance with State standards.

Developer shall protect the existing retaining wall along the east property line.

Lighting plan shall comply with the City’s Land Development Code and Engineering
Standards and Specifications.
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PC Minutes,

Concept Plan

Hayden Williamson wouldn’t want to make it a condition, just a suggestion. He thanked them for the phase
changes. He feels that we have the HOA vs. the City discussion a lot. He doesn’t want to take care of
every open space but doesn’t want to force every development to be an HOA.

Scott Langford said the general policy was anything over 5 acres was easier for the city to maintain. He feels
this follows that guideline.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they have been having that discussion internally and are working to draft
amendments to the code to be clear for what they are looking for on amenities and will be bringing that
forward in the near future.

Sandra Steele likes that they are agreeing to do the sod. She is always concerned with native grasses because it
becomes a weed problem. She asked what we require for detention basins, was it native or could it be sod.

Jeremy Lapin said they actually prefer sod for detention basis, debris basins were different. This has 2 debris
and one detention. Sod would do well in the detention area.

Sandra Steele thought if they put sod in that basin she feels it would be quite a large area that would be usable
for the residents. It might be a good size that would not be as hard for the city to maintain. She thinks if
they take out the native along the south corridor and sod the basin it would be good.

Jeremy Lapin thinks the areas along the south would be hard for the parks department to get to. He would
suggest only the detention basin on the East.

Sandra Steele thinks where there are larger lots that there is a certain amount of recreation on their own lots. It
might be nice to have a bench along so parents can sit and watch their kids but any further improvements
she doesn’t know if that is necessary. She will let council decide on the maintenance. She wanted to add a
condition that they not have final plat approval until they had secondary water.

Jeff Cochran asked Paul Linford to comment on his landscaping thoughts.

Paul Linford noted that there is a marketing issue here, the last thing they want is something to not be
appealing. If they finish they would want to put some benches in and things to make it appealing. He
thinks if they can get to the areas with lawn mowers they would sod them, it’s not that much more cost
than other native grasses they would have to plant. It comes down to working with staff and making it
look great for marketing.

Jeff Cochran asked if staff had a position on maintenance.

Scott Langford noted that it might be nice for the applicant to look at grading and details that would make an
efficient design for user and maintenance standpoints. If they could modify condition 5 to be more flexible
so they have time to work with them before it comes to City Council and he would have a better
understanding to present at that time.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that the city weighs the benefit to the overall community as well as the residents in
that particular neighborhood. It’s a significant cost over time, about $5000 an acre/year but this, with a
trail corridor and over all access, they could look into maintaining it.

Jeff Cochran reviewed discussion. Driveways, open space, street naming

Motion by Kara North 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
Beacon Point Preliminary Subdivision Plat on approximately 63.64 acres of property as shown in
Exhibit 2 and generally located at 4300 South Redwood Road, with the findings and conditions listed
in the staff report. With the following clarifications or revisions: with the exclusion of condition 5,
that being removed; and that applicant work with staff with respect to open space and whether that
meets the recreational needs of the residents; that the applicant work with staff to revise the street
naming issues that are not currently in compliance with City Code; and that the final plat not be
recorded until secondary water issue is resolved; and that driveways that are shared must have a
private driveway with a minimum length of 20 feet between the shared driveways in compliance
with section19.09.11 of City Code. Seconded by Sandra Steele. Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden
Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Kara North. Motion passed unanimously.

8. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Concept Plan, General Plan Amendment, and Rezone
and for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140 North, Blaine Hales, applicant.

Planning Commission October 23,2014 7 of 10
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Kimber Gabryszak presented the plan. The property was zoned Mixed Use in anticipation of potential mixed
commercial, office, and residential development on the property; however, the applicants wish to pursue
only commercial. The elevations will be going back to the Urban Design Committee. She reviewed code
compliance. Comments from the Riverview HOA were forwarded to the Planning Commission. Staff is
recommending that a positive recommendation be given.

Blaine Hales, for applicant, noted they are mainly just trying to put a medical office on this site. He spoke on
the setback requests; he thought there may have been an error when the original owner dedicated the area
to the city, they gave too much. They took some measurements from the UDOT right of way and they are
back 43 ft. they are 56 feet from the road. They thought, easier than trying to negotiate with the city, how
about they make the setback a little less deep at that point which would create the same purpose. In this
specific zone it hadn’t been included and that is why he is asking for this. He is asking for 15ft. which
would be equal to the other zones, but would be ok with 10 ft. They don’t need more land; they are just
trying to get the building a little closer to the street for visibility.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran

Alan Johnson, representing Riverbend HOA. the issue is on 1150 N. there is an island and they want to
know who would be responsible for maintaining it and right now no one is maintaining it. Also, on
1140 N. being a public access, they asked who is responsible for snow removal. There is a wall that
separates the residences with the property proposed here, the townhouses are lower than the grade and
the wall is leaning over and they are asking builder not to put any heavy equipment along that wall.

Laurie Johnson noted that their home backs up to these two properties. In 2007 the owners said the house
would be removed at that time and it still hasn’t been removed. She hopes they will look out for the
residences of Riverbend. She considers that the area has become the slums of the city and every bit of
help that can come from the city or developer is appreciated. The home sales are being dropped
because of it and she hopes the city can help.

Blaine Hales noted he had contacted the seller/developer and was told that he was maintaining the island
and the road but as soon as it’s done developing it would all go to the HOA and they would take care
of it. Mr. Hales is ready to take their share of the responsibility.

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Sandra Steele feels neighborhood commercial is a good fit here. She feels this design elevation does not fit
with the neighborhood. She thinks they could look at being more compatible with the neighborhood. She
thinks the trash collector needs more space. She asked if anyone on the staff looked at the designing
guidelines.

Lynn Lomond, Architect was present and they had wanted the building to be professional looking with its own
identity.

Sandra Steele said they still had to follow the design guidelines; she wants him to look closer at it. She said if
they are having physical therapy the ADA required that 20% of the parking needs to be accessible that
means 3 parking spaces just for that office. She will let them work that out. She thinks the parking spots
may be too far away for accessible spaces.

Hayden Williamson didn’t really have any comments; he would ask that they do their best to follow the code
requirements.

Kirk Wilkins agrees that Neighborhood Commercial is a good fit here. He asked if the medical office would be
part of the HOA.

Blaine Hales said it was in beneficial interest to both parties to participate in it.

Kirk Wilkins would like to hear feedback on the roof lines.

Lynn Lomond, Architect. They consider this a professional medical building and that it needs to have its own
identity. It’s not a strip mall; they don’t want it to blend in so well that it doesn’t stick out a little as a
medical professional building, also so that they can find it quickly. They think the colors will make it look
more fun, especially for pediatrics. They see a lot of medical buildings that have more architectural design
to them.

Kirk Wilkins asked what the hours of operation were.

Planning Commission October 23,2014 8 0f10
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Brian McCune, M.D. said there would be potential for after-hours but it would be within constrains of
Residential Commercial.

Kirk Wilkins asked what would prevent lights of cars from splashing on the neighborhood. He asked if they
may be taking care of the wall that was falling down.

Blaine Hales said they thought they had been asked to put up a wall and they were planning on that. He hadn’t
worked with the falling wall and wasn’t sure on that.

Kirk Wilkins asked if we could put a condition in or just ask them to work with the neighborhood. He worried
that if they brought the setback forward and the Road needed widened that it might be too close.

Blaine Hales explained that the property line was already so far set back that if the roadways widened that they
would have to tear out other office buildings along the road before they ever got as far back as them.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that to separate the zone there could be an effective screen; she defined it from the
code.

Kirk Wilkins asked if they were amenable to that.

Blaine Hales said he thought it was already on the plan.

Kara North said that she forwarded the notes from the HOA to the City staff. She is a resident of that
development. She thanked the developer for coming to this area. She likes the plans and the distinction
they want to make, she is ok with that design. With respect to fencing and lighting she recommends they
work to meet code. She is ok with the 15’ setback because of the wide space. She is not surprised that the
prior developer did not take care of things. They appreciate them coming in.

Jeff Cochran asked about snow removal and wasn’t it a responsibility of the HOA?

Jeremy Lapin said they are not aware of any existing maintenance requirement but they recommend that an
agreement be worked out with the HOA and new developer.

Jeff Cochran is in favor of the rezone and thinks it makes good sense. He has no concerns with the building;
he thinks it’s just fine.

Sandra Steele thinks the building somewhere else would be great but that our code is so specific on this area
and we should address the code and why we don’t think it should comply.

Kara North noted that ‘compatible’ is subjective and that the interior of their units are extremely modern and
that their design is similar to what has been approved elsewhere.

Sandra Steele thinks there are some very specific ‘shalls’ in the code that should be followed.

Jeff Cochran encouraged them to take all their feedback and work with staff to comply with the code.

Motion by Kara North, I move to forward positive recommendation to the City Council for the General
Plan Amendment and Rezone of the ~1.63 parcel 51:508:0004 from Mixed Use to Neighborhood
Commercial, as identified in Exhibit 1, with the Findings and Conditions listed in the staff report.
Seconded by Hayden Williamson Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk
Wilkins, Kara North. Motion passed unanimously.

Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Revisions to the Land Development Code (Section 19.04,

Neighborhood Commercial Setbacks).

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the revision to the code.

Hayden Williamson asked what was standard in the rest of the code.

Kimber Gabryszak said the only other thing consistent was 10’ the setback being reduced varies widely and
that they are requesting this be 15 feet, there is a range of setbacks with a 10° exception.

Blaine Hales said it doesn’t require them to ever allow it; it just gives them the option so if they feel it is
worthy they can do that. He would like to have the 15’ setback.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran
No public input at this time.
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Sandra Steele said we need to remember we are not just changing it for this property. She feels to give this
extra 5 feet, then others will request it. She thinks to continue with the 10’ as in the other areas would be
more appropriate.

Planning Commission October 23,2014 9 0f10
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Exhibit 10
CC Minutes,
Concept Plan

Councilwoman Call is not comfortable with any more than 58 until approval from FFSL.
Councilman Willden said we make it an approval subject to that instead of bringing it back?
Kevin Thurman didn’t think it would be a problem.

Aric Jensen is alright with that.

Motion by Councilwoman Call to approve the amendment to the Riverbend MDA, increasing the
maximumn density from 38 units to 62 units, provided that proof of ownership and a settlement
with FFSI, be provided to staff and all meeting all setbacks. Second by Councilman Poduska, Aye:
Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Nay: Councilwoman Baertsch

Motion passes 3-1.

Motion by Councilman Willden to approve the Riverbend Preliminary Plat and siteplan with the
findings and conditions in the Staff report, modifiving condition #1 from 62 to 61 units and
incorporating the previous condition that the additional units are subject to proof of ownership
and also incorporating the additional conditions from the Planning Commission, Seconded by
Councilwoman Call. Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska Nav:
Councilwoman Baertsch Motion passes 3-1.

A five minute break was taken at this time.

6. Public Hearing: General Plan Amendment and Rezone for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140

North, West of Redwood Road, Blaine Hales, applicant.

a. Ordinance 14-27 (11-18-14): An ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting
amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs’ Official Zoning Map for certain real property
(Riverbend Medical); instructing the City staff to amend the City Zoning Map and other Official
Zoning records of the City; and establishing an effective date.

Kimber Gabryszak presented the Plan amendment and rezone. due to a parcel dedicated to the city that was
larger than needed this property is already set back several extra feet from Redwood Road, they are
requesting a reduced setback because of that. She reviewed staff recommendations. Planning
Commission recommended that it be 10° exception to be consistent. She reviewed UDC comments.

Public Hearing — Opened by Mayor Miller
fenniter Klingonsmith wanted to thank Council for working to oppose the prison in Saratoga.
Laurie Johnson had a concern from the HOA that there is a wall along the East of this property that is
leaning and they are concerned that no heavy equipment is used along this wall that will make it fall.
They are concerned what type of fence and what type of lighting will be done and if it will shine in
residences.
Public Hearing - Closed by Mayor Milier

Blaine Hales said they were willing to work with the HOA and that if something happens to the wall they
will take care of it. They are not sure exactly what they will do along the fence, perhaps a hedge. They
are excited and they think this building is needed in the community and they’re ready to go.

Councilman Peduska was on the Urban Design Committee and they all liked the plan. He doesn’t have a
problem changing the zoning. It seems the simplest way to fix the problem.

Councilman Willden did not have any concerns with the rezone request. As for the concept plan it looks

-great. He knows they would fix things, like the wall, but could we add it as a condition to help the
owners. He likes the idea of a hedge.

Kimber Gabryszak noted it could be added when it came back for a site plan.

Councilwoman Baertsch appreciated that they worked with the neighbors and staff. They, as Council and
staff, discussed what would be the best thing to do for this situation. They feel this is an area they can
make this change through zoning and change to the Code. She is ok with the architecture. She thinks the
hedge will be a fantastic buffer. Overall, it’s a good project.

Councilwoman Call agrees with everything else and thinks it’s a great product.
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Motion by Councilman Willden to approve Ordinance 14-27 (11-18-14): An ordinance of the City of
Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs’ Official Zoning
Map for certain real property (Riverbend Medical); instructing the City staff to amend the City
Zoning Map and other Official Zoning records of the City; and establishing an effective date
including all findings and conditions and direct staff to amend the ordinance to include the general
plan amendment. Second Councilwoman Baertsch, Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman
Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska Motion passed unanimously.

7. Concept Plan for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140 North, Blaine Hales, applicant.
Discussion under item 6.

8. Public Hearing: Revisions to the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code. (Section 19.04,
Neighborhood Commercial Setbacks)
a. Ordinance 14-28 (11-18-14): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting
amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land Development Code and establishing an effective date.
Kimber Gabryszak said this was a request to add the exception to allow council to reduce one setback
requirement. She noted some recommended changes by Planning Commission and Staff.

Public Hearing — Opened by Mayor Miller — no input at this time.
Public Hearing - Closed by Mayor Miller

Motion by Councilwoman Call to approve Ordinance 14-28 (11-18-14): An Ordinance of the City of
Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land Development Code and
establishing an effective date. Second Councilman Poduska.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted to include the additional conditions Kimber Gabryszak included tonight,
“The setback reductions does not increase the building footprint on the site, and The setback is along
a collector or arterial frontage, and The setback does not abut residentially developed or zoned

property.”

Amended motion to include the conditions accepted by Councilwoman Call and Councilman Poduska.
Kevin Thurman had some additional concerns with the footprint that were then discussed.

Wording was changed on the document shown on screen: iv. Exceptions: the City Council may
reduce no more than one setback requirement by up to ten feet if:

a) The setback is along a collector or arterial frontage, and

b) The setback does not abut residentially developed or zoned property.

New Motion by Councilwoman Call to approve Ordinance 14-28 (11-18-14): An Ordinance of the City
of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land Development Code
and establishing an effective date with the findings on the screen. Seconded by Councilman
Poduska. Ave: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman
Poduska Motion passed unanimously.

Policy Meeting Adjourned at 9:40p.m

~——-Mayor Jim Miller

]

Date of Approva
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/K SARATOGA SPRINGS Planning Commission
- Staff Report

Plat Amendment

Aspen Hills Lot 37
Thursday, January 8, 2015
Public Hearing

Report Date:
Applicant:

Owner:

Location:

Major Street Access:

Parcel Number(s) & Size:

Parcel Zoning:
Current Use of Parcel:
Previous Meetings:
Land Use Authority:
Future Routing:

Type of Action:
Author:

Wednesday, December 31, 2014
R&M Pools

Bethany C. Tenney

1641 N. Lyndi lane

Aspen Hills Drive

34:429:0037, .23 acres

R-3

Residential

Code Amendment, Pool Setbacks, September 16, 2014
Planning Commission

None

Administrative

Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director

Executive Summary:

The applicant is requesting approval of a plat amendment to reduce the Public Utility Easement

(PUE) from 10’ to 5.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public
comment, discuss the application, and vote to approve the request with the findings and
conditions in Section H of this report.

Background: In the fall of 2014 the applicant applied for a permit to install an in-ground pool. At
that time, the pool hole had been excavated, and it was determined that the excavation violated
an increased setback requirement of 25’ that only applied to certain corner lots, as well as
encroached into the PUE. Further research indicated that the increased setback requirement was
not necessary, and the applicant submitted a Code amendment request. On September 16, 2014
the City Council approved the Code amendment. The applicant also worked in the interim to
obtain releases from the appropriate utilities to reduce the PUE from 10’ to 5’.

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
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Specific Request: This request is to reduce the interior PUE from 10’ to 5’.

Process: The Planning Director is the Land Use Authority for only those plat amendments
involving lot combinations and lot line adjustments. The Planning Commission is the Land Use
Authority for all other plat amendments not involving a road. As this request involves a PUE but
not a road, the Planning Commission is the Land Use Authority and must hold a public hearing
and vote to approve, deny, or continue the application.

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. As of the date of this report, no public
input has been received.

General Plan: Lot 37 is designated as Low Density Residential on the Land Use Map, which
designation contemplates 1-4 units per acre. As the single-family lot is 0.23 acres in size, and as
density and configuration of the lot is not affected, the lot remains consistent with the General
Plan.

Code Criteria:
Section 19.12.09.3 outlines the requirements for a plat amendment:

3. Plat amendments may be approved if:

a. No new dwelling lot or dwelling results from the plat amendment; and
Complies. No new lot or dwelling will be created.

b. The number of lots or parcels does not increase; and
Complies. The number of lots will remain the same.

c. The amendment does not result in remnant land that did not previously exist; and
Complies. No remnant land will be created.

d. The amendment does not violate conditions of approval for the original plat; and
Complies. A 10’ PUE was not a condition of approval.

e. The amendment does not result in a violation of applicable zoning requirements; and
Complies. No other aspect of Code such as density or lot size or parking will be
affected.

f. If all requirements of Utah Code Chapter 10-9a are met.

Complies. 10-9a requires that any plat amendment affecting a public easement shall
only meet the following criteria: that there is good cause for the amendment, and that
neither the public interest nor any person will be materially injured by the amendment.
The good cause is to permit use of the lot similarly to other lots with 5 PUEs; and
there will be no material injury as 5’ PUEs are common in the City with no detrimental
impact.

No other Code section is affected; the density, use, intensity, lot size, lot configuration, parking,
and other aspects of the lot will remain the same as originally approved.

Recommendation and Alternatives:
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Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, discuss any public
input received, and make the following motion:

“I move to approve the Aspen Hills Lot 37 Amendment as located in Exhibit 1 and proposed in
Exhibit 3 with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff report:”

Findings:
1. The application is consistent with the General Plan Land Use Element as outlined in
Section F of this report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.
2. The application complies with Utah State Code Section 10-9a as outlined in Section G
of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.
3. The application complies with Code Section 19.12.09.3 as outlined in Section G of this
report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.

Conditions:
1. Allrequirements of the City Engineer shall be met.
2. All requirements of the Building Official shall be met.
3. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission.

Alternatives
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

I move to deny the Aspen Hills Lot 37 Amendment as located in Exhibit 1 and proposed in Exhibit
3 with the Findings below:

1. The application is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated by the

Commission:
2. The application does not comply with Code Section 19.12.09.3, as articulated by the
Commission:
3. The application does not comply with State Code Section 10-9a, as articulated by the
Commission:
Attachments:
1. Location & Zone Map (page 4)
2. Aerial (page 5)
3. Modified Plat (page 6)
4. Utility Releases (pages 7-10)
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Exhibit 1
Location [/ Zone

Zoning & Planning

e e o

December 28, 2014 1:4514
City Parcels R-2 - Low Density Residential NC - Neighborhood Commercial ? 0.05 0;1 0;2 mi
U City Boundary R-3 - Low Density Residential MU - Mixed USe l') 0.075 0.'15 073km
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Exhibit 2
Aerial

Zoning & Planning

December 29, 2014 1:1,128

City Parcels 0.0125 0.025

L S T S
0 0.0z 0.04
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Exhibit 3
Amended Plat

LOT 37 EASEMENT AMENDMENT SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

I, CORY IVAN SQUIRE, DQ HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
-WITHIN LOT 3?, PLAT B, ASPEN HILLS SUBDIVISION i ‘ —- AND THAT | HOLD CERTIFICATE NUMBER 5561206 AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE

STATE OF UTAH. | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT HAS BEEN CORRECTLY DRAWN TO
THE DESIGNATED SCALE AND IS A TRUE AND CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE FOLLOWING
DESCRIPTION OF LANDS.

CORY . SQURE DATE
UTAH PLS ND. 5561206
ow)

\ 1 (SEE. SEAL BEL
ASPEN HILLS BLVD _
| 1 COMMERCE DR * BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

e
@' aMOd Goone>

Locoted within the City of Saratoga Springs, County of Utah, State of Utah.
All of Lot 37, Plat B, Aspen Hills Subdivision.

Surveyor's Narrative
k It is the intent of this plat and the survey on which it is based to amend the public utility casements within
P B P Y
p— - AT A e Lot 37, Plai B, of the Aspen Hills Subdivision as requested by Bethany C. Tenncy, the current lot owner.
E P q ¥ Y Y
FORT RO i Said subdivision plat shows a typical detail of casement locations and their respective widths based on

il : CF.DAR front and rear yard orientation. This however can present some room for interpretation when considering

1 T corner lots and the dwelling or address orientation. Therefor it is also the intent of this plat to graphically
; J 2 p rap|
| depict and dimension, in relation to the Lot lines, the amended public utility easements specific 1o Lot 37
P Y P
as shown hereon.

) i VICINITY MAP
y - 1an61 ! (NOT TO SCALE) OWNER'S CONSENT
\ SIDNEY ! o

(1660 NORTH)

800 WEST

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S) OF RECORD OF LAND THAT IS ADJACENT TO THE PUBLIC

| UTILITY EASEMENTS IN LOT 37, PLAT B, ASPEN HILLS SUBOIVISION, DO HEREBY CONSENT TO

| A PARTIAL EASEMENT VACATION AND THE EASEMENT AMENOMENT AS SHOWN AND
DIMENSIONED UPON THIS PLAT.

|

|

|

|

; EAST | 66.90°

| S w pae ACKNOWLEDGMENT
___________ WP | STATE OF UTAH
f ™ | couNTy oF uTaH} 5

ON THE DAY OF . AD. 20__ PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE
ME THE SIGNERS OF THE FOREGOING CONSENT WHO DULY ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME
THAT THEY DID EXECUTE THE SAME.

Bethany C Tenney

ST

i

LANE

My COMMISSION EXPIRES

o

B

2
F

NOTARY PUBLIC (SEE SEAL BELOW)

ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, APPROVES THIS PARTIAL VACATION AND AMENDMENT OF
EASEMENTS WITHIN LOT 37 OF PLAT "B" ASPEN HILLS SUBDIVISION AND HEREBY ACCEPTS

| THE AMENDED EASEMENTS AS SHOWN AND DIMENSIONED HEREQN FOR THE PERPETUAL USE
| OF THE PUBLIC

122
20 W

¥

L
=]

—— o /|
0

Lot 37 E

Plat "B" =l |

Aspen Hills Subdivision ‘
|

:

W

000

(

THIS DAY OF AD. 20

(Bethany C Tenney) “
(34-429-0037)

| = m o=e—— . TEER
| MAYOR CITY RECORDER
|

10" P.U.E.

(SEE SEAL BELOW)

FIRE CHIEF APPROVAL

APPROVED THIS. DAY OF AD. 20 . BY THE CITY FIRE CHIEF

........... CITY FIRE CHIEF

PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL

APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD, 20,

gy THE SARATOGA SPRINGS pLANNING COMMISSION

CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION
SARATOGA SPRINGS ENGINEER APPROVAL ==

APPROVED THIS, DAY OF AD. 20 BY THE CITY CIVIL ENGINEER (]

CITY CIVIL ENGINEER =

0 20 a0 SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY
I —

APPROYVED THIS DAY OF . AD. 20
SCALE 1"=20"

SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY

LOT 37 EASEMENT AMENDMENT
WITHIN LOT 37, PLAT B, ASPEN HILLS SUBDIVISION

Includes the Vacation of Prior Public Utility Easements within Lot 37 of Plat "B" Aspen Hills Subdivision
Saratoga City, Utah County, Utah

FINAL PLAT

PREPARED BY: Suryeyor s Seal Notary Public Seal City Engineer Seal Clerk Recorder Seal

s o CIsS
Bethany C Tenney

1641 N LYNDI LANE PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYING
295 NORTH 200 EAST

SARATOGA SPRINGS., UT 84045
P.U.E. = PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT PHONE (B01) 786-0330

Page 6 of 10


saratogasprings
Typewritten Text
Exhibit 3
Amended Plat


Exhibit 4
Releases

Saratoga Springs, Utah
September 26th

Taylor Mcpherson
1641 N Lyndi LN
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045

Dear Taylor Mcpherson:

We have reviewed your request as it pertains to Encroaching the South & West Public Utility Easement on
Lot 37, in Saratoga Springs, Utah. CenturyLink has facilities in said Public Utility Easement{(s) therefore
we will require all associated Facilities to remain. We have no objections to your proposal for the building
of any structure. If any relocation of CenturyLink facilities are required as a result of this action, any and
all costs will be the responsibility of the developer/property owner,

RW14-018-26UT has been assigned to this request.

This letter should satisfy your requirements to secure a building permit.

If you have any questions re garding this matter please contact Ryan Allred at 385.223.06084.

Sincerely, Lo

Ryan Allred
Engineer II

STATEOF __UTAH )

88
COUNTY OF _UTAH )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged, subscribed and sworn to before me

by Ryan Allred as Engineer 11 of Centwry Link,

on behalf of said corporation, this 29 day

of _September 2014,

. N BARNEY
PR Notarvdgﬂltﬁsfi\c. State of Utah
=3 Commission # 649969
My Commission Expiras
Dagsmbar 132, 2015
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Comcast Cable Communications. Inc.

| m CO St éiﬁOLEky glﬁ;ﬁ?'wos

801401-3041 Tel
801 255-2711 Fax

September 12, 2014

Mr. Justin Loera
1641 Lyndi Lane
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84095

Mr Loera,
Comcast of Utah Il grants you permission to encroach on the public utility

easements located parallel and adjacent to the south and west of the property
located at 1641 Lyndi Lane, Saratoga Springs, Utah.

Sincerely,
Paul Cabibi

Design and Planning
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Space above for County Recorder’s use

PARCEL LD #
DISCLAIMER OF UTILITY EASEMENT

The undersigned, QUESTAR GAS COMPANY, a corporation of the State of Utah,
Grantor, hereby disclaims and releases any rights, title or interest which it may have in and to the
following-described real property in Utah County, Utah, to-wit:

All public utility easements, excepting the easement(s) or portion of easement(s)
running adjacent and parallel to the street(s), located within Lot 37, Aspen Hills
Plat B Subdivision, located in the Southeast quarter of Section 10, Township 5
South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Utah County, Utah; said
Subdivision recorded in the Office of the County Recorder for Utah County, Utah.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this disclaimer and release of any right, title or interest has
been duly executed on September 11, 2014,

QUESTAR GAS COMPANY

By: /QZ&@& éfﬁ/‘mﬂq\_

Attorney-In-Fact

STATE OF UTAH )

) ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

September 11, 2014, personally appeared before me

\((/ \{ ( L itin » who, being duly sworn, did say that he is Attorney-In-Fact for

QUESTAR GAS COMPANY, and that the foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of said

corporation by authority of a resolution of its Board of Directors, an official certification of
which is recorded as Entry #90575:2013, Page 1, in the Office of the Utah County Recorder.

J / x{x/a i’ AU Ml it~
v Mary Public

JAMIE MANZANARES
Notary Public $tate of Utah
My Commission Expires on:
June 6, 2016
Comm. Number 656432
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7> ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER

A PACHCORP DOMPANY

American Fork Estimating
70 North 200 East
American Fork, Utah 84003

September 5, 2014

Bethany C Tenney
1641 N Lyndi Ln
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045

Dear Bethany

As you requested, Rocky Mountain Power hereby consents to a proposed 5° encroachment
of the utility easement along the South and West boundaries of lot #37, Aspen Hills
Subdivision, located at 1641 N Lyndi Ln, Saratoga Springs, Utah.

However, this consent does not waive or relinquish any rights necessary to the operation,
maintenance, renewal, construction, repair, or removal of Power Company lines, conduit,
or other power facilities, which are or may be located on said easement. Also, all
clearances must be maintained from Power Company lines.

As consideration for the Power Company granting you permission to encroach upon said
casement, it will be necessary for you to hold the Power company harmless from any and
all claims for personal injuries or damages to property when such injuries or damages,
directly or indirectly, arise out of the existence, construction, installation, maintenance,
condition, use or presence of your structures upon said easement. Rocky Mountain Power
Company shall not be responsible for any damages to structures or property located on said
easement.

Sincerely,

Mark Steele
Estimator
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City of Saratoga Springs
Planning Commission Meeting
December 11, 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, Hayden Williamson
Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Lori Yates, Nicolette Fike, Scott Langford, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin
Others: Nancy and JC Hart, Ken Warton, Nathan Campton, BA Martin, Jim Parker, Krisel Travis, Angelina S
Doyle, Thane Smith, Neil Infanger, Heather Williamson, Camden Williamson
Excused: Jarred Henline, Kara North

Call to Order - 6:36 p.m. by Jeff Cochran
Pledge of Allegiance - led by Nancy Hart
Roll Call — Quorum was present

Public Input Open by Jeff Cochran
No Public input.
Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran

4. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Conditional Use Permit for Angelina’s Daycare located at

4123 Captains Street, Christian Doyle, applicant.

Scott Langford presented the information pertaining to the permit application. There were a few changes to the
conditions. The yard has been fully fenced and they have installed a play structure, so condition 7 may be
stricken.

Angelina Doyle, applicant, noted that the neighbors have all supported them in having a daycare.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran
No input.
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Kirk Wilkins asked about the turnaround area for cars.

Scott Langford noted that it was pretty standard size and there weren’t any red flags.

Kirk Wilkins was concerned that there may be exposed wires in the partially finished basement. He thanked
them for complying with the other conditions.

Angelina Doyle said that had been taken care of. The City inspector had also been by and indicated everything
was safe.

Hayden Williamson noted it looks like it is meeting code. He asked about the arrival and pick up times and
possibility of lots of cars at once.

Angelina Doyle didn’t think there would be any traffic problems. The kids won’t all be coming at the same
time.

Sandra Steele thanked her for going through the licensing process. She asked if the applicant planned on
having any children under the age of two. (yes) Sandra noted the Fire Marshall did not think she was going
to have younger children and if she is going to keep children under two in the basement she needs a
basement exit besides just a window. If the applicant wants to have children less than two years she cannot
approve it at this time. The applicant could see if they can get an approved stairway in a larger window
well. The Fire Code is the way it is and that cannot be changed. If there was space upstairs they could
swap for the basement than it may work. Perhaps the best answer was to say all children under two would
have to stay upstairs. She is also concerned with the extra traffic on the dead end street.
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Jeff Cochran thanked the applicant for going through the process, many people don’t. He reviewed the options
for the Fire Code problem. He thought 16 children seemed a lot; he received clarification from staff on the
allowed number. (With two caregivers it was 8 kids per caregiver.)

Motion made by Kirk Wilkins to approve the Home Occupation for the Angelina’s Lil Angels Daycare,
located at 4123 South Captains Street, with the findings and conditions found in the staff report with
the exception of striking condition 7 and adding the condition that children under two not be
allowed in the basement. Second from Hayden Williamson.

Kevin Thurman read the Fire Code and it read “below first level and above first level” so they should say
no child anywhere else besides the main floor.

Kirk Wilkins amended the motion to say that all other circumstances would follow code, that a child
under two could not go downstairs into the basement or above to the upstairs;

Kimber Gabryszak suggested adding a friendly amendment to say unless appropriate egress is provided
that meets the adopted Fire Code.

Kirk Wilkins and Hayden Williamson accepted the previous amendments.

Jeff Cochran asked him to address swapping the square footage from the upstairs.

Kirk Wilkins added an additional condition that square footage, in the event that they have a child
under two, be swapped from the basement to the upstairs, including any greater square footage
above.

Ave: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Motion passed
unanimously.

5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Preliminary Plat and Site Plan for Jordan View Landing
(previously River Heights and Sunset Acres) located between Crossroads Blvd and 400 East, Ivory
Development, LL.C, applicant.

Kimber Gabryszak presented the plans. She reviewed changes that have been made since the Concept plan.
She reviewed suggestions from the UDC.

Ken Watson, applicant, noted he had been working with Kimber Gabryszak. He thought their landscaping was
probably pretty good. They are adding landscaping between units to break up the wall of garages. They
don’t have a problem with wrapping the buildings with brick. They are opposed to having a gate between
them and other communities, simply for security purposes. He doesn’t think there are any trails coming
from anywhere else. He noted where if they were to flip units to front loaded, that it would have to
decrease from a two car garage to only one. They would like to do the two car garages. The can go with
the semi-private fence along 400 E. He noted there are 3 different color options.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran
No input at this time.
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Sandra Steele was disappointed that the elevations, floor plans and renderings in the packet do not seem to
match. She wanted to know if they were the elevations they would actually get.

Ken Watson noted that there were three stories in the floor plans. He couldn’t make a rendering for every little
situation. These were shelf plans from Ivory homes and the units here were what we would see. They may
see a side entry on the end units. If he does have side units on there, perhaps they could fence in the
individual’s back yards if they had to flip the units and have a single car garage.

Sandra Steele sees that parking is more important than having a front loaded unit. They need to keep as much
parking as they can. She would like to see 4 color palettes.

Ken Watson said he could do that.

Sandra Steele thought that the Code defined that there should be pedestrian connectivity.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they are providing sidewalks along the collector and pedestrian walks within the
development and they are providing connectivity with their trails and easement for potential future roads.
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Ken Watson said they are meeting those requirements.

Sandra Steele didn’t have more concerns with connectivity. She thinks before it goes to council it should have
the finalized color palettes and elevations and everything so they know what they are sending forward.

Ken Watson feels they have provided those.

Sandra Steele would like to see what they come forward with, if they come up with more stone or brick for
instance. She has concerns with approving something when they are not exactly sure what they are getting.

Hayden Williamson feels they meet code, there are some good suggestions made but he doesn’t have to sell
the product. Ivory Homes has a good reputation. He thinks the product and layout look good and doesn’t
have any concerns.

Kirk Wilkins asked why there was a suggestion to flip the units.

Kimber Gabryszak replied that there a concern that they would be facing back yards.

Ken Watson noted that there was a solid vinyl fence and a grade change and a remote chance that would be
able to see into neighbors back yards.

Kirk Wilkins would rather see the Dual car garage. He reviewed some of the UDC comments.

Ken Watson responded that he was fine with wrapping brick, opposed to flipping units, and semi-private fence
on 400 E. was fine. He is fine with colors submitted and can submit another, and they don’t want gates.

There was still some disagreement whether the elevations in the packet matched the product that would be
built here.

Kirk Wilkins said he would like to see the plans be consistent and correct.

Jeff Cochran thanked the applicant for being here tonight. He clarified with staff that the Code doesn’t prohibit
the direction of the units. The UDC tries to ensure quality without micro-managing. He is opposed to the
units not facing the street. He suggested that they could flip those units and keep the two car garage by
sacrificing a few of the units. He asked if there was parking by the basketball court. He noted that parking
is a problem in dense developments.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they are meeting their parking requirement and along the basketball court was a
City road and they don’t typically allow parking along there.

Jeff Cochran asked about the elevations and suggested staggering units to break up the garage wall.

Ken Watson said architecturally that was not possible.

Kevin Thurman noted that we don’t have architectural standards for residential units; the Code is more about
quality materials. We cannot require things in a condition that are not part of the Land Development Code.

Jeff Cochran said for the most part they do meet Code requirements. He does agree with an additional color
palette needed.

Discussion was held as to what direction the Planning Commission would like to take with a recommendation.

Motion made by Hayden Williamson to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the
Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat/Site Plan on parcels 58:032:0102, 58:032:0100, and
58:032:0101 as located in Exhibit 2 and detailed in Exhibits 5 and 6, with the Findings and
Conditions in the staff report; with the additional conditions that floor plans and elevations match
and be consistent prior to City Council meeting, and color palettes be consistent prior to City
Council meeting. In addition, brick treatment shall be added to rear elevations, to ensure
consistency of all elevations; Side elevations facing streets shall be treated similarly to the front
elevations; the fencing along 400 E. shall be semi-private; and Four total color palettes shall be
provided. Second from Kirk Wilkins.

Ayve: Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins. Nay: Sandra Steele Motion passed 3-1.

Sandra Steele voted no because the renderings they had been given have never been what they were supposed
to get, never been correct.

6. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Legacy Farms Village Plans 2, 3, 4 and 5 located at
approximately 400 South and Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant.
Kimber Gabryszak presented the Village Plans for Legacy Farms. She reviewed the staff report and
recommendations and conditions. Village Plan 1 was approved in July this year. She noted the maximum
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density total exceeds the approved 1055 ERUs to allow for flexibility within each Village Plan to build up
to or less than the maximum to meet market demands. However; once they reach 1055 units they are done.
They have removed conditions 6, 7, 8, 11 and 12 4, 5, and 9.
Krisel Travis went over the time frame they hoped could happen for this project. She showed the current plan
for Tickville wash pipe and noted it had taken some extra time. They home to have approvals by March.
Greg Haws went over several changes that were just recently sent to the Planning Commission in response to
City comments, including language regarding the extension in all the plans.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran
Nancy Hart was concerned with lot sizes of 3800 and 3400 sq.ft. with 0-5” setbacks. She noted that the
traffic outlet to Redwood Road was not to have a light until 2020. She thought the issue with Tickville
wash was still not resolved and asked if they had met with Laura Ault from the Utah Lake. She
wondered about community gardens where no green space was shown for it on the plan. She felt VP 2
and 4 had a mish mash of styles and it didn’t feel like a neighborhood. Large and smaller lots mixed
together. She noted the gravel in the VP 4 drainage ditch and it was no longer having grass. She
noticed the revised plan was presented to the commission but not to the public ahead of time. There is
not picture or plan of what is going to go into Leisure Villas, whether it’s multiple levels or twin
homes etc. She assumes there are two club houses and pool. She mentioned the school district has not
committed to a school yet. The same issues seem to be there still from before. She does not like some
of the street names.
Jim Parker asked what the plan on 400 South was, if it was to be widened or how it would handle the
traffic. He asked about the 12’ driveways to twin homes and thought it was too narrow.
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Jeremy Lapin responded that they had a plan on 400 S. to widen it to three lanes. D.R. Horton will provide
ingress and egress and the city will coordinate to finish missing segments. The developer will be doing
curb & gutter on the south side. They will install a light at the 400 S. Redwood Road. intersection when
the traffic warrants it. Tickville drainage has conditions in the staff report that they will not be allowed to
build in the flood plain until the FEMA maps are amended. There are portions not in the flood plain that
are not affected on that. He noted they are also building Riverside drive between 400 S. and Pioneer
crossing in the near future that will take away some congestion going to Redwood road.

Krisel Travis addressed the small lots and transitions, the lots were actually 4000 to 4500 sq.ft. They comply
with the community plan. The Community gardens are not required to be shown, they could be put it into
an open space if the product around that wanted to have that. The bigger detail will come with the
individual plats. The O lot lines were removed, everything has a 5° setback now. The school district has
been presented with the contract for the school. They want to orient it to the west and they would like to be
open in the fall of 2017. The 12’ driveways in the past have not had any problems. The Fire Chief did not
express any concern. The gravel drainage in the landscape area; the grass makes a mucky area and
breeding ground for mosquitoes the gravel allows it to drain better. The final plats will have more details
and we will be able to address those things better at that time.

Sandra Steele didn’t like getting new information walking in the door, she feels it’s only fair that they and the
public get that information ahead of time so that the public can come and comment on it if they need to.
She started with concerns on VP 5 and was concerned about the elevations and thinks it may end up a
patchwork quilt. She wonders if we need to look at it closer and have them stick to the same standards.
She likes what they have done in Lehi where they are all the same.

Krisel Travis said they have said they can’t have the same product right across or right next door, but they
could on the corners.

Sandra Steele asked about a trail going through the village area and the safety issues, it needs some sort of
fencing.

Krisel Travis said they want to make it secured but they like the open feel, more than likely there would be a
fence but maybe some pass-throughs.
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Sandra Steele asked about parking near the clubhouse; she feels the safety of that needs to be looked at when it
comes to the plat process. She asked about the length of the driveways, her concern is maneuverability but
with two together, 36’, it seems ok. She would like to see a minimum of 24°. Her concern with all of these
Village Plans is that they have the flexibility to amend their plans but the city doesn’t have the same
flexibility. She would like to see what does and doesn’t work with the first plan and see if something needs
to be tweaked with the next plan. She feels that has been taken away from the city. She knows things can
change and she is uncomfortable approving anything past what they did in plan 1. Until the Tickville wash
CLOMAR is in their hand things will still change. She questions the rush and would like to see us slow it
down and look through it more carefully. She feels especially VP 5 will likely change. She asked about the
twin house elevations and the around the corner setting and if they were all like that.

Krisel Travis said there are only 3 cases where it’s not that way.

Sandra Steele complimented that on village 4 the snow stacking doesn’t seem to be a problem. On Village 2, if the
school isn’t ready than that plan may be premature as well.

Krisel Travis noted that the Village plan doesn’t need to note orientation now, that is detail that would come with
the final plats.

Sandra Steele is still concerned about snow stacking where it is, she would like to see how it actually works.

Krisel Travis said the snow stacking areas would be additional parking, not part of the required and they would not
allow parking from Nov. to March. They will be marked on the final plats.

Sandra Steele clarified that she was concerned about snow piling up and blocking maneuverability and people
getting stuck. She asked on the rear loaded townhomes, if they were still there on Victoria In. in VP 2.

Krisel Travis said they have a 20’ two car drive and 12’ travel lane to back out on to.

Sandra Steele asked on the cottage lots.

Krisel Travis said it’s only in village plan 1, the other plans are shown only as an option.

Sandra Steele asked about the 5’ fencing and where you would place things like air conditioning units. They can
be too close, especially so emergency crews cannot get past them. She asked them to consider putting the
fences just in the back and not the side.

Krisel Travis noted where in the plan it noted the fence layout and noted Commissioner Steele’s suggestion.

Sandra Steele asked if they have met with the Utah lake Commission.

Krisel Travis said they have and they have coordinated with them for what is required for discharge.

Jeremy Lapin said they will have to get a permit from FFSL and they only would need it from the Army Corps if it
was within their jurisdiction.

Sandra Steele asked about the detention basin, if the bottom was left in gravel, what would be the depth that the
water would be there for great periods of time.

Krisel Travis said the pond is being designed to hold about 1.8 ac./ft.

Sandra Steele is wondering if there could be a compromise with some grass.

Krisel Travis said that would be in the plats when they come. For the most part they will be grass.

Jeremy Lapin said they have several detention ponds throughout the city where the sod is not an issue but
sometimes if it happens it’s more of a workmanship issue.

Sandra Steele would like Jeremy Lapin to work with D.R. Horton to get the best product.

Hayden Williamson agrees that the detention basin was expected to be more green space from previous
discussions.

Krisel Travis said the gravel would be minimal; most of it would still have grass and trees. It has always been a
detention basin in the plans. Those plans will come forward with final plats. They understand it’s a sensitive
issue

Hayden Williamson said he was impressed with a previous plan for meandering trails and rock walls. He asked
what the difference was between townhomes or senior living ERU’s. (none.) He thought that lower impact
there would be advisable. He asked about a trail on the south west side and if there was a fence between the
trail and the community.

Krisel Travis said there would be gated connections with semi-private fences.

Kirk Wilkins asked about the underground pipes and the safety to block people from getting in.

Krisel Travis said FEMA conditions are that it needs to be open with manholes for maintenance. The trail will be
widened in a section to help vehicles get to areas for maintenance.
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Jeremy Lapin said it’s inaccessible unless someone was climbing a fence, on the west side it’s 150 ft. off of the
road, the access road will have a gate. They have taken reasonable precautions to keep people out. They also
don’t anticipate flooding issues due to the large capacity.

Kirk Wilkins asked about the code for the double fencing.

Kimber Gabryszak responded that they drafted an amendment but it was tabled so there is nothing prohibiting that.

Kirk Wilkins asked what the benefit was to approve plan 5 now.

Krisel Travis said it gives the ability and confidence to proceed with the Church and purchasing, if not it would
delay the process and take away entitlements.

Kirk Wilkins asked if the gravel would change the greenspace requirement.

Krisel Travis said no, it did not.

Jeff Cochran said the project is overwhelming. They are looking at 1200-1500 units tonight, why the rush to
approve all these plans tonight. He sees that they have done a thorough job and it looks great, the products
look good, but it’s a ton of information, why so much so quick?

Krisel Travis they approved a community plan that they couldn’t’ do more than 1000 units, the lotting concepts
have not changed from the Community Plan. The same verbiage in Village Plan 1 is the same as these Village
plans except for the few small changes they highlighted tonight. She wished the process allowed them more
time to review it, but its 856 lots, that hasn’t changed. The reason for the rush is to get the project going in the
city and give them the entitlements to close with the Church. Village plan 1 does not give them enough
entitlements to purchase the plan. They have to have at least the village plans approves to vest their densities.

Jeff Cochran asked why the new changes were not included in the packet.

Kimber Gabryszak said they weren’t done until this week.

Jeff Cochran asked how FEMA affected the village plans and if there was any reason that it would restrict them
from approving the plans tonight.

Jeremy Lapin said there are several restrictions where they could build. The worst case scenario is they would lose
those areas to develop. His understanding was that these layouts would be locked unless they brought a new
plan. If they had so many units and some of the area was unbuildable they could transfer a little but it would
need an amendment for bigger changes.

Kimber Gabryszak said there are some provisions for transfer of density out of the flood plain, but without an
amendment they could not shift very much. Anything more than a minor shift would require an amendment.

Jeff Cochran asked if next to single family homes, are those densities locked in?

Kimber Gabryszak said in some areas the lot types are locked in.

Jeff Cochran asked if we could lock the density in some of the areas.

Kimber Gabryszak said there still is a requirement to transfer some density away from existing neighborhoods.
You could possibly recommend that there not be a density transfer allowed in a specific block.

Krisel Travis said as long as it gives them the same product ranges in Block type they are fine with that. She thinks
it’s pretty tight and already restricted. It would be pretty impossible.

Kirk Wilkins asked how close they were to the maximum.

Krisel Travis said they are pretty close to the maximum now.

Jeff Cochran thought it would be nice to have a condition there.

Kimber Gabryszak thought it might already be covered.

Jeff Cochran thought the church sites were small

Krisel Travis said that came from the church, she said they had even increased them a bit.

Sandra Steele said their density is already written in stone with the community plan. She is not sure that we need to
be worried about it. She feels they are rushing us along where we don’t feel comfortable.

Krisel Travis indicated that by passing the plans tonight it gives us the confidence to go forward with the purchase.
It lays out the roadways and infrastructure. She apologized for the uncomfortableness of the speed at which
they felt they needed to move. She appreciated their efforts in Village Plan 1 and the Community Plan. She is
not asking them to approve the final plats those still have to come in later. This is just the view of what this
could look like.

Sandra Steele asked if they could change the shared lanes during the plat process

Kimber Gabryszak said no, unless there was a health and safety issue that came along that superseded it like from
the Fire Chief.
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Hayden Williamson said given that they can’t move forward and purchase the property until they get this plan he
would like to move forward.

Kirk Wilkins did feel like they were rushing this along, it gives them certainty but it does take away our flexibility.

Jeff Cochran understands the need to move forward but feels they are in a difficult situation tonight.

Sandra Steele thinks they need to table it so that the public has a chance to look over what they have been given
tonight.

Kevin Thurman said they could take comment from the public if they so choose. He doesn’t recommend that they
open public hearing again but just take public comment at a future point. If they continue this there needs to be
some sort of code finding that they say they need additional information to see if it’s met.

Boyd Martin said he knew it was hard with a lot of information at this time. There is still a lot of detail to come
with the final plats. He doesn’t want to spend millions of dollars and then go through this process with every
single Village Plan. He feels they are good to go on this and he wants to close. He needs some level of comfort
that he can move forward with these conceptual Village Plans.

Motion from Kirk Wilkins to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Legacy Farms
Village Plan [2, 3, 4, 5] with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report; with the additional
condition that there be combined minimum of 24 ft. (driveways) backing space; and that they remove
conditions 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 and that density does not transfer into block type 1. Second from Hayden
Williamson.

Hayden Williamson thought they determined that they didn’t need the condition of the density transfer.

Kimber Gabryszak thought it was still necessary but they didn’t need to identify the density because it’s
already called out. Also on the combined minimum 24, could they change that to backing space because
it’s not the driveway, and could it be just village plan 5?

Sandra Steele thought it was a concern everywhere.

Kirk Wilkins revised the condition of the Motion that with the 24’ driveway that it is with backing space.

Ave Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson. Nay: Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion tied.

7. Approval of Reports of Action.
Kimber Gabryszak went over the reports of Action for Legacy Farms. It moved forward with a negative
recommendation with a tie vote.

Motion by Sandra Steele to approve the Report of Action and have our Chair sign it. Second from
Hayden Williamson. Ave Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion

passed.

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the Jordan View Landing Report. It received a positive recommendation.

Motion made by Hayden Williamson to approve the Report of Action for Jordan View Landing. Second
made by Kirk Wilkins. Aye Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion

passed.

8. Approval of Minutes:
1. November 13, 2014.

Motion by Sandra Steele to accept the minutes as corrected. Seconded by Hayden Williamson

9. Commission Comments.
No comments.
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10. Director’s Report.
Kimber Gabryszak reviewed what happened at the last City Council Meetings.

Meeting adjourned without objection by Chairman Jeff Cochran

Adjourn 10:25 pm

Date of Approval Planning Commission Chair
Jeff Cochran

Lori Yates, City Recorder
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