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CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Tuesday, February 3, 2015 

                      Meeting held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 

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

  
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 
Councilmembers may participate in this meeting electronically via video or telephonic conferencing. 
  

 
POLICY SESSION- Commencing at 7:00 p.m. 
 

• Call to Order. 
• Roll Call. 
• Invocation / Reverence.  
• Pledge of Allegiance.  
• Public Input - Time has been set aside for the public to express ideas, concerns, and comments. Please limit repetitive comments. 
• Awards, Recognitions and Introductions. 

POLICY ITEMS 
 

1. Consent Calendar: 
a. Award of Design Contract for Benches Plat 8 Park. 
b. Final Plat for Heron Hills Plat A located at 3250 South Redwood Road, Steve Larson, applicant. 
c. Resolution R15-4 (2-3-15): Addendum to resolution of the City of Saratoga Springs pertaining to the City Street Lighting Special 

Improvement District to include additional subdivision lots. (Heron Hills Plat A) 
d. Open Space and Phasing Plan for the Heron Hills development.  
e. Approval of the Ironwood (Saratoga Springs Development Plat 17) Sewer and Storm Drain reimbursement agreement. 
f. Approval of Resolution R15-5 (2-3-15): A resolution appointing Rebecca Call as Mayor Pro-Tempore for the City of Saratoga Springs 

and establishing an effective date. 
g.  Minutes: 

i.  December 9, 2014. 
ii.  January 9 and 10, 2015. 
iii. January 20, 2015. 

2. Public Hearing: Consideration and Possible Approval to Amend the City of Saratoga Springs City Code, Section 19.09.11 (Required Parking), 
Charlie Hammond, applicant. 

a. Ordinance 15-3 (2-3-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land 
Development Code and establishing an effective date. (Section 19.09.11, Required Parking) 

3. Concept Plan for VASA Fitness located at 1523 North Redwood Road, HD Saratoga, LLC/Charlie Hammond, applicant. 
4. Public Hearing: Consideration and Possible Adoption of the City of Saratoga Springs Water Conservation Plan. 

a. Ordinance 15-4 (2-3-15): Adopting the City of Saratoga Springs Water Conservation Plan. 
5. Consideration and Possible approval of the Site Plan and Conditional Use for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140 North, west of 

Riverbend, Blaine Hales, applicant. 
6. Continued discussion of the Rezone, General Plan Amendment and Community Plan for the Wildflower development located 1 mile west of 

Redwood Road, west of Harvest Hills, DAI/Nathan Shipp, applicant. 
7. Motion to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the character, 

 professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual. 
8. Adjournment. 

 
Notice to those in attendance: 
 

• Please be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting.  
• Please refrain from conversing with others in the audience as the microphones are sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.  
• Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
• Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (e.g., applauding or booing).  
• Please silence all cell phones, tablets, beepers, pagers, or other noise making devices.  
• Refrain from congregating near the doors to talk as it can be noisy and disruptive. 

 

 



City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Mark T. Edwards, Capital Facilities Manager 
Subject: Award of a Park Plan Design Contract 
Date: February 3, 2015 
Type of Item:  Award of Proposal 
 

Description: 
 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the award of the Park Plan Design of a 5.91 acre park parcel in The Benches 
neighborhood.   
 
B. Background:  
 

The City of Saratoga Springs has recently acquired funding to develop these parcels through a 
long awaited settlement with the original developer. The open space concept plans were 
developed by the developer and City Staff which were approved by the planning Commission 
and City Council as part of the Conditions of Approval. The City still intends to use the original 
concept as a template for the development of the parcels. The park concept plan includes a 
baseball diamond, soccer field, passive play space and playground. Staff is considering the 
installation of a restroom in the park. The Engineer will provide a cost for design services as an 
Additive Alternate. The pedestrian corridor that is routed between homes includes manicured 
turf, trees and concrete walkways. The Park Design Plan will provide an overall concept design 
for the park.  
 
C. Analysis:   
 
The City issued a request for proposals in December of 2014 from all qualified engineering 
firms. Proposals were received from 4 different engineering firms on January 20, 2015 and 
evaluated by the selection committee based on five components: Qualifications, Key Personnel, 
Project Approach, Project and Client Experience, and The Proposed Fee. The results of the 
committee’s evaluation are attached as well as the original Request for Proposals (RFP). 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the City Council award the Park Plan Design to 
Project Engineering Consultants (PEC) in the amount of $38,470. 
 



Proposed Amount

JUB Engineers Inc (w/o restroom) $64,825

JUB Engineers Inc (with restroom) $84,225

Landmark Design (w/o restroom) $50,505

Landmark Design (with restroom) $65,505

Logan Simpson Design Inc (w/o restroom) $43,113/ $44,763 *

Logan Simpson Design Inc (with restroom) $54,013

Project Engineering Consultants (PEC) (w/o restroom) $32,870/ $35,270 *

Project Engineering Consultants (PEC) (with restroom) $38,470

*Logan Simpson Design Inc Geotech Report $1,650

*Project Engineering Consultants (PEC) Geoteach Report $2,400

BIDDER

BID Tab for Benches 8 Park



Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Heron Hills Plat A 
Final Plat 
February 3, 2015 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    January 27, 2015 
Applicant: Steve Larson 
Owner:    Old Towne Square LC 
Location:   Approximately 3250 South Redwood Road 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 16:002:0023, 16:002:0021, 16:002:0025, 16:002:0020; 

Approximately 52.93 acres within these parcels 
Land Use Map Designation: Low Density Residential 
Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential  
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3, and R-3 PUD 
Current Use of Parcel:  Undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses:  RV park and undeveloped land 
Previous Meetings:  Concept Plan Review with Planning Commission, 4-25-13 

Concept Review with City Council, 5-7-13 and 8-6-13 
Preliminary Plat: 2/27/14 PC, 3/25/14 CC, 11/13/14 PC 

Previous Approvals:   Preliminary Plat approved by City Council, 12-2-14 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council  
Author:   Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 

 
A. Executive Summary: This is a request for final plat approval for Heron Hills Plat A 

which consists of 15 lots and 0.91 acres of open space within 7.92 acres in the R-3 
zone.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public 
comment at their discretion, discuss the proposed final plat, and choose from 
the options in Section “F” of this report. Options include approval with conditions, 
continuing the item, or denial. 
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B. Background: The preliminary plat for the Heron Hills development was approved by 
the City Council on March 25, 2014 and after re-noticing was again approved on 
December 2, 2014. The overall project includes 119 lots of which 52% may be in the 
9,000-10,000 square foot range. The City Council approved the requested lot size 
reduction because the applicant is providing a public park adjacent to the lake rather 
than placing lots in that location. The code currently states “In no case shall the City 
Council grant a residential lot size reduction for more than 25% of the total lots in the 
development”. However, this restriction was added to the code on June 3, 2014, which 
was after the March 25, 2014 approval.  
 

C. Specific Request: This is a request for Final Plat approval for Plat A of the Heron Hills 
Development.   
 

D. Process: Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Final Plats require approval by 
the City Council.   
 

A. Community Review: Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, 
this item was noticed as a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to 
all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property. Public input was received at 
a public hearing on February 13, 2014. A few months later City staff was informed that 
not all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property received notice of the 
February 13, 2014 public hearing and a new public hearing was requested. After staff 
was notified of this, mailing labels for the new notices were created in-house and mailed 
to property owners within 300 feet of the property at least 10 days prior to the October 
23, 2014 public hearing and the November 13, 2014 public hearing with the Planning 
Commission.  A public hearing was not required for the December 2, 2014 City Council 
meeting where the preliminary plat was reviewed and approved.  Final Plats do not 
require notices to be mailed.  

 
During the first public hearing nearby residents expressed concern about the location of 
the intersection of the southern access and Redwood Road. This location has been 
approved by UDOT and meets their requirements. At the later public hearings concern 
was expressed by the El Nautica boat club members regarding the re-alignment of their 
access and the El Nautica southern property line. The applicant revised the preliminary 
plat to leave the El Nautica access as it is; this was approved by UDOT as this is 
considered an existing driveway. The parcel data found on the County website indicates 
that there is a gap in the property lines between the El Nautica boat club property and 
the applicant’s property that is owned by Cedarstrom. The County maps also indicate 
that the southern boundary fence for El Nautica is partially on the applicant’s property. 
In order to address this, the applicant will leave the fence where it is and quit claim 
deed a sliver of his property that falls north of the fence line to the abutting property 
owner. Notes related to this issue can be found on the approved preliminary plat 
(attached).  
 

B. General Plan:  The General Plan recommends Low Density Residential for this area. 
The Land Use Element of the General Plan defines Low Density Residential as one to 
four units per acre. The proposed plan consists of 2.82 units per acre; thus, the 
proposed density is consistent with the General Plan.  
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E. Code Criteria: The property is zoned R-3, Low Density Residential. Section 19.04.13 
regulates the R-3 zone and is evaluated below. 
 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the 
permitted and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  The final plat will provide 
residential building lots that will support single family homes, which are permitted uses 
in the R-3 zone.  
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies, as approved with the Preliminary Plat. 
19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size in the R-3 zone is 10,000 square feet and 
outlines criteria that may be evaluated for consideration of a lot size reduction to 9,000 
square feet.  
 
During the Preliminary Plat review, the City Council granted approval of lot size 
reductions to allow 52% of the lots to be 9,000 to 9,999 square feet because the 
applicant was willing to dedicate a lakefront park to the City rather than placing lots in 
this location. While the lakefront property has the highest value to the applicant, the 
applicant was willing to dedicate a lakefront park in exchange for the lot size reductions 
and the City Council saw this as a rare opportunity to preserve land that extends into 
the lake for public use.  The dedication of a lakefront park allows the City the 
opportunity to consider lakefront amenities that will be open to the public in the future 
such as a non-motorized craft launch, a dock, or beach improvements. Plat A includes 
10 lots within the reduced size range (7.75% of the total lots). The remainder of the lots 
in Plat A are 10,000 square feet or larger in size.  
 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. Section 19.04.13(5) outlines the 
setbacks required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
 

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

 
The typical lot setback detail shown on the final plat indicates that these setbacks are 
being met. The setbacks will be reviewed for compliance with each individual building 
permit.  
 
Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the 
front building setback. The proposed lots are a minimum of 70 feet wide at the front 
building setback.   
 
Minimum Lot Frontage: complies. Every lot in this zone shall have at least 35 feet of 
frontage along a public street. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.  
 
Flag Lots: complies. The definition for flag lot states: “Flag lot” means an L-shaped lot 
comprised of a staff portion contiguous with the flag portion thereof, the minimum width 
of the staff being thirty feet and the maximum length determined by the City of 
Saratoga Springs. The staff for lots 114 and 115 are 30 feet wide. Section 19.12.06.2.c. 
states “for subdivisions with more than 50 lots: no more than 5% of the total lots are 
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allowed to be flag lots.” This development has 129 lots and two of them are flag lots, 
thus meeting this requirement. 
 
Maximum Height of Structures, Maximum Lot Coverage, Minimum Dwelling 
Size: can comply. No structure in the R-3 zone shall be taller than 35 feet. Maximum 
lot coverage in the R-3 zone is 50%. The minimum dwelling size in the R-3 zone is 1,250 
square feet of living space above grade. These requirements will be reviewed by the 
building department with each individual building permit application.  
 
Open Space: The R-3 zone requires 15% of the total project area to be installed as 
open space to be either public or common space not reserved in individual lots. Such 
open space shall meet the definition in Section 19.02.02 which states:  

 
 
  “Open space”: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Finding: complies. After subtracting 1.89 acres for the Redwood Road 
dedication, this phase consists of 6.03 acres. Plat A includes 0.91 acres of open 
space (15% of 6.03 acres) for the Redwood Road trail corridor along the west 
side of the road. The overall open space landscaping and amenities has been 
reviewed in a separate staff report on the same agenda as this item. The open 
space will be improved by the developer and owned and maintained by an HOA. 
A public access easement is required for the Redwood Road trail.  
 

Sensitive Lands: complies.  

 The R-3 zone requires that sensitive lands shall not be included in the base 
acreage when calculating the number of ERUs permitted in any development and 
no development credit shall be given for sensitive lands. The proposed 
development did not include the sensitive lands in the base acreage when 
calculating the density. The density calculation for the entire project is based off 
of a net project area of 45.74 acres and equates to 2.82 units per acre. The net 
acreage excludes the UDOT right of way and the sensitive lands.   
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 The R-3 zone requires all sensitive lands to be placed in protected open space. 
The plans indicate such. The sensitive lands are within the City and HOA owned 
open spaces.  

 The R-3 zone requires that no more than 50% of the required open space area 
shall be comprised of sensitive lands. For the entire project, the sensitive lands 
are equal to 42.05% of the open space. There are no sensitive lands in this 
phase. 

Note: This phase does not include sensitive lands. 
 

Trash Storage: complies. Each future home will have an individual garbage can.  
 
Second access: complies. The Code requires a second access once the development 
reaches 50 lots. The proposed plans indicate a second access and the phasing plan shall 
take into consideration this requirement.   
 
Phasing: can comply. Section 19.12.02(6) requires City Council approval of phasing 
plans. The phasing plan is being presented to the City Council on the same agenda as 
this final plat report. If the Council approves the phasing plan, this requirement will be 
met. The phasing plan shall include a proportionate share of open space and amenities 
in each phase and shall meet second access requirements.  
 
Fencing: complies. Section 19.06.09.6. states: “Fencing shall be placed along property 
lines abutting open space, parks, trails, and easement corridors. In addition, fencing 
may also be required adjacent to undeveloped properties. In an effort to promote safety 
for citizens using these trail corridors and security for home owners, fences shall be 
semi-private.” A six foot tall semi-private vinyl fence is proposed along the west side of 
the Redwood Road trail. The fence will be three feet tall within the clear site triangle. 
Staff recommends that a tan or beige color be used. This has been added as a condition 
of approval.  
 

F. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
Staff recommends that the City Council review the Final Plat and select from the options 
below.  
 
Recommended Motion: 
“I move that the City Council approve the Heron Hills Plat A Final Plat, located at 
approximately 3250 South Redwood Road, subject to the findings and conditions below: 
 
Findings: 

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

2. The proposed final plat meets all the requirements in the Land Development 
Code as explained in the findings in Section “G” of this report, which findings are 
incorporated herein by this reference.  

 
  Conditions:  

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief are met.  
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3. The open space will be improved by the developer and owned and maintained by 
an HOA. A public access easement is required for the Redwood Road trail. 

4. The fence along the Redwood Road trail shall be a six feet tall semi-private tan 
or beige vinyl fence and shall be reduced to a height of three feet within the 
clear site triangle at intersections.  

5. Any other conditions as articulated by the City Council: 
_________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

Alternative Motions: 
 

Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the final plat to another meeting, with direction to the applicant 
and Staff on information and/or changes needed to render a decision as to whether the 
application meets the requirements of City ordinances, as follows:  
 

 
 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I 
move that the City Council deny the Heron Hills Plat A Final Plat, generally located at 
3250 South Redwood Road. I find that the application does not meet the requirements 
of City ordinances as more specifically stated below.”  

 
List reasons why the application does not meet City ordinances:  

 

 
 
 
G. Exhibits: 

 
1. Engineering Staff Report  
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Approved Preliminary Plat 
4. Proposed Plat A Final Plat 
5. Proposed Plat A Landscape Plan 

 
 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Heron Hills Plat A                
Date: February 3, 2015 
Type of Item:   Final Plat Approval 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Final Plat application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Steve Larson 
Request:  Final Plat Approval 
Location:  3250 South Redwood Road 
Acreage:  7.92 acres - 15 lots 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of final plat  subject to the following 

conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   

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

subdivision and recording of the plats.  Review and inspection fees must be paid as 
indicated by the City prior to any construction being performed on the project. 

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

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

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

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

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

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



 
G. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all 

City, UPDES and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. 
 
H. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical 

Specifications, most recent edition. 
 
I. Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to 

recordation of plats. 
 
J. 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.  

 
K. 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.  

 
L. Developer shall bury and/or relocate the power lines that are within and adjacent 

to this plat.    
   
M. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate 

all geotechnical recommendations as per the applicable soils report. 
 
N. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all lots and shall stabilize and 

reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
O. Developer shall ensure all off-site storm drainage structures have a 12’ paved 

access road capable of supporting H-20 loading.  All off-site disturbed areas shall 
be permanently stabilized. 

 
P. Developer shall obtain UDOT approval for all proposed points of access off of 

Redwood Road and complete the half-width improvements along Redwood Road 
as per the City’s Transportation Master Plan. 

 
Q. Lots shall not contain any sensitive lands; all sensitive lands must be placed in 

protected open space. 
 

R. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located 
in the public right-of-way or within the plat boundaries.  
 

S. Developer shall obtain permits from the Army Corp of Engineers if there are any 
wetlands disturbed and comply with all other State and Federal regulations. 
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RESOLUTION NO. R15-4 (2-3-15) 

 

ADDENDUM TO RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF 

SARATOGA SPRINGS PERTAINING TO THE 

CITY STREET LIGHTING SPECIAL 

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO INCLUDE 

ADDITIONAL SUBDIVISION LOTS. (Heron 

Hills Plat A) 

 
  WHEREAS, on May 10, 2001, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 01-0510-01 
creating a street lighting special improvement district (the “Lighting SID”) consisting of all lots 
and parcels included within the Subdivisions set out in said Resolution for the maintenance of 
street lighting within the Lighting SID. 
 
 WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 17A-3-307 provides that additional properties may be 
added to the special improvement district and assessed upon the conditions set out therein.  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has given final plat approval to Heron Hills Plat A, (the 
“Subdivision”) conditioned upon all lots in the Subdivision being included in the Lighting SID. 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the inclusion of all of the lots covered by the 
Subdivision in the Lighting SID will benefit the Subdivision by maintaining street lighting 
improvements, after installation of such by the developer of the Subdivision, which is necessary 
for public safety, and will not adversely affect the owners of the lots already included within the 
Lighting SID.  
 
 WHEREAS, the owners of the property covered by the Subdivision have given written 
consent: (i) to have all lots and parcels covered by that Subdivision included within the Lighting 
SID, (ii) to the improvements to that property (maintenance of the street lighting), (iii) to 
payment of the assessments for the maintenance of street lighting within the Lighting SID, and 
(iv) waiving any right to protest the Lighting SID and/or assessments currently being assessed for 
all lots in the  Lighting SID (which consent is or shall be attached as Exhibit 1 to this Resolution). 
 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS THAT:  
 

1.  All lots and parcels in the Subdivision be added to and included in the Lighting SID 
based upon the above findings and the written consent attached as Exhibit 1 to this 
Resolution.  

 
2.  City staff is directed to file a copy of this Resolution, as an Addendum to Resolution 

No. 01-0510-01 creating the Lighting SID, as required by Utah Code Ann. §  
17A-3-307.  

 
3.  Assessments will be hereafter levied against owners of all lots within the Subdivision 

on the same basis as assessments are being levied against other lots included in the 
Lighting SID.  

 
4.  The provisions of this Resolution shall take effect upon the passage and publication of 

this Resolution as required by law. 
 



Passed this 3rd day of February, 2015 on motion by 
 
Councilor _____________________, seconded by Councilor ______________________. 
 
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
 
 
Signed: _______________________________________     

Mayor    Date 
 
 
Attest: _______________________________________ 
    Recorder    Date 
 



Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

City Council 
Staff Report 

 

Open Space and Phasing Plans  
Heron Hills 
February 3, 2015 
Public Meeting 

 
Report Date:    January 27, 2015 
Applicant: Steve Larson 

Owner:    Old Towne Square LC 

Location:   Approximately 3250 South Redwood Road 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 

Parcel Number(s) & Size: 16:002:0023, 16:002:0021, 16:002:0025, 16:002:0020; 
Approximately 52.93 acres within these parcels 

Land Use Map Designation: Low Density Residential 

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

Current Use of Parcel:  Undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses:   RV park and undeveloped land 

Previous Meetings:  Concept Plan Review with Planning Commission, 4-25-13 
Concept Review with City Council, 5-7-13 and 8-6-13 

Preliminary Plat: 2/27/14 PC, 3/25/14 CC, 11/13/14 PC 

Previous Approvals:   Preliminary Plat approved by City Council, 12-2-14 
Land Use Authority: City Council 

Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council  
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 

 
A. Executive Summary: This is a request for approval of the phasing and open space 

plans for the Heron Hills development.  
 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public 
comment at their discretion and discuss the proposed phasing and open 
space plans and choose from the options in Section “E” of this report. Options 
include approval with conditions, continuation, or denial.   
 
Background: The Preliminary Plat was approved by the City Council on December 2, 
2014 with a condition that the open space and phasing plans be approved prior to 
approval of the first final plat. The Final Plat for the first phase of development is on the 
same agenda as this report. 
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The Project consists of 52.93 acres with 129 single family lots and 7.99 acres of open space. 

During the concept review of this project the applicant was given direction to provide a 
lakefront park in exchange for some lot size reductions and to consider larger lots near 
the lake. The Preliminary Plat approval formalized the lot size reductions and the size 
and location of the proposed City park. The plans indicate a 3.64 acre park near the lake 
to be owned and maintained by the City. The rest of the open space is to be owned and 
maintained by an HOA.   
 
Options for development of the City park were presented by the applicant during a City 
Council work session on November 18, 2014, see attached minutes. At that meeting the 
City Council directed the applicant to focus his park development funds on a parking lot 
and access to the beach; the attached conceptual park plan follows this direction. The 
applicant has been directed to anticipate improvements costs of $3.33 a square foot. 
This amount was chosen because it is the average amount the City has spent on 
developing recent parks and is also the amount charged for cost of improvements when 
a developer chooses the payment-in-lieu of open space option. A cost estimate is 
attached and indicates that the proposed improvements are estimated to be $3.33 per 
square foot for the 3.64 acre park. Because this is a conceptual park plan the cost 
estimates may go up or down as the applicant proceeds with a full design. However, the 
applicant is aware that if the costs go down they will add more improvements so that 
the final costs are equal to $3.33 per square foot. Final design and landscape plans 
along with updated estimates will be required with the final plat application for Phase 4.  
 

B. Specific Request: This is a request for approval of the phasing and open space plans.  
 

C. Process: Section 19.12.02(6) states that phasing plans are to be approved by the City 
Council.  Section 19.04.13 (11 and 12) and Section 19.02 “Open Space” outlines the 
requirements and definitions for open space. These sections are reviewed below. 
 

D. Code Criteria: The following criteria are pertinent requirements that the City Council 
shall consider when reviewing phasing and open space plans.  
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies, as approved with the Preliminary Plat. 
19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size in the R-3 zone is 10,000 square feet and 
outlines criteria that may be evaluated for consideration of a lot size reduction to 9,000 
square feet.  
 
During the Preliminary Plat review, the City Council granted approval of lot size 
reductions to allow 52% of the lots to be 9,000 to 9,999 square feet because the 
applicant was willing to dedicate a lakefront park to the City rather than placing lots in 
this location. While the lakefront property has the highest value to the applicant, the 
applicant was willing to dedicate a lakefront park in exchange for the lot size reductions 
and the City Council saw this as a rare opportunity to preserve land that extends into 
the lake for public use. The dedication of a lakefront park allows the City the opportunity 
to consider lakefront amenities that will be open to the public in the future such as a 
non-motorized craft launch, a dock, or beach improvements.  
 
Open Space: Section 19.04.13 specifies the open space requirements for the R-3 zone 
and states “There shall be a minimum requirement of fifteen percent of the total project 
area to be installed as open space not reserved in individual lots. Such open space shall 
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meet the definition in Section 19.02.02. Credit towards meeting minimum open space 
requirements may be given for sensitive lands as provided for in subsection (12) below. 
All open space in this zone shall have at least thirty-five feet of frontage along a public 
or private street.” 
 
Section 19.02.02 states:  

 
  “Open space”: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Finding: complies. The plans indicate the total project area is 49.10 acres (excluding 

3.83 acres for UDOT Redwood Road right-of-way) and that the following open spaces will 

be provided: 
 

1.91 acres of open space along Redwood Road for trails 
3.64 acres for a City Park 

2.44 acres for a HOA lakefront open space 

7.99 acres TOTAL, of which 3.36 acres or 42.05% is sensitive lands  
 

The open space requirement for 49.10 acres is 7.37 acres; the plans exceed this 

requirement. The open space and amenities plan is attached and indicates formal 
landscaping of the Redwood Road trail and conceptual design plans for the City 
park and the HOA lakefront park.  In order to meet the “minimum recreational 
needs of the residents” as required by Code, the plans indicate the following 
amenities:  

 City Park: parking lot, trail to beach area, beach improvements, lakeshore 
trail, and possibly other improvements to be determined when the final 
plat for Phase 4 is submitted (based on improvement costs of $3.33 per 
square foot).  

 HOA open space: Redwood Road trail on both sides of Redwood Road, 
lakeshore trail, beach improvements, private dock 
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 The El Nautica access easement was not counted towards the open space 
requirement, but will be improved by the developer and owned and 
maintained by the HOA.   

 
Sensitive Lands: complies.  

 The R-3 zone requires that sensitive lands shall not be included in the base 
acreage when calculating the number of ERUs permitted in any development and 
no development credit shall be given for sensitive lands. The proposed 
development did not include the sensitive lands in the base acreage when 
calculating the density. The density is based off of a net project area of 45.74 
acres and equates to 2.82 units per acre. The net acreage excludes the UDOT 
right of way and the sensitive lands.   

 The R-3 zone requires all sensitive lands to be placed in protected open space. 
The plans indicate such. The sensitive lands are within the City and HOA owned 
open spaces.  

 The R-3 zone requires that no more than 50% of the required open space area 
shall be comprised of sensitive lands. The sensitive lands are equal to 42.05% of 
the open space.  

 
Phasing: complies. Section 19.12.02(6) requires City Council approval of phasing 
plans and states “If the construction of various portions of any development is proposed 
to occur in stages, then the open space or recreational facilities shall be developed in 
proportion to the number of dwellings intended to be developed during any stage of 
construction.”  
 
The applicant has provided a proposed phasing schedule, included below, which 
indicates that each phase of development will be at, or above, 15% cumulative open 
space. The City park is planned in Phase 4 which is about halfway through the phasing. 
The second access will be required with Phase 4.   
 

PHASING TABLE: 
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E. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
Staff recommends that the City Council review the Phasing and Open Space Plans and 
select from the options below.  
 
Potential Motions: 
 
Potential Motion for approval: 
“I move that the City Council approve the Heron Hills Phasing and Open Space Plans, for 
property located generally at 3250 South Redwood Road, with the findings and conditions 
below: 
 
Findings: 

1. The proposed Phasing and Open Space Plans meet all the requirements in the 
Land Development Code as explained in the findings in Section “D” of this report, 
which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.  

 
  Conditions:  

1. The project phases be developed in the order identified on the phasing plan. 
2. The Final construction and landscape plans for the City park shall be required 

with the Phase 4 final plat application. 
3. The Final construction and landscape plans for the HOA lakefront open space 

shall be required with the Phase 9 final plat application. 
4. The developer shall improve the parks and trails as shown and shall provide the 

indicated amenities to meet the “minimum recreational needs of the residents”. 
5. At a minimum, the developer shall improve the proposed City park with a parking 

lot, beach area, and trails, as identified in the attached conceptual park plan.  
After the warranty period, this park will be maintained by the City.  

6. Final design and landscape plans along with updated estimates will be required 
with the final plat application for Phase 4. The cost estimates will be reviewed at 
that time and additional amenities and/or improvements may be required.  

7. All HOA owned open space shall be improved by the developer and maintained 
by the HOA.  

8. The second access will be required with Phase 4.   
 

 
Potential Motion for Continuance:  
“I move to continue the Phasing and Open Space Plans to another meeting, with 
direction to the applicant and Staff on information and/or changes needed to render a 
decision, as follows:  
 

 
 
Potential Motion for Denial: 
“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I 
move that the City Council deny the Heron Hills Phasing and Open Space Plans, 
generally located at 3250 South Redwood Road.”  
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F. Exhibits: 
 
1. Location Map 
2. 11/18/14 CC Work Session Minutes 
3. Approved Preliminary Plat 
4. Proposed Phasing Plan 
5. Proposed Landscape Plan 
6. Conceptual City and HOA Park Improvement Plan 
7. Cost Estimates for Proposed City Park Improvements 
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CONCEPTUAL CITY AND HOA PARK IMPROVEMENTS



Project: Heron Hills Park - City Park Phase  3.64 acres Date: 1/26/2015

Owner: S & L - Saratoga Springs City Prepared: JKT - Bowen Collins & Assoc

Quantity Units Unit Cost

1 LS 25,000.00$  25,000.00$                

1 LS 15,000.00$  15,000.00$                

1 LS 4,000.00$    4,000.00$                  

1 LS 3,500.00$    3,500.00$                  

20000 SF 2.50$            50,000.00$                

490 CY 32.00$          15,680.00$                

1000 LF 18.00$          18,000.00$                

500 SY 33.00$          16,500.00$                

820 LF 25.00$          20,500.00$                

30 SY 80.00$          2,400.00$                  

712 CY 16.00$          11,392.00$                

956 CY 7.50$            7,170.00$                  

35000 SF 0.15$            5,250.00$                  

194,392.00$             

30% 58,317.60$               

252,710$       

Quantity Units Unit Cost

1 LS 20,000.00$  20,000.00$                

22000 SF 6.00$            132,000.00$             

1630 CY 6.00$            9,780.00$                  

1630 CY 5.00$            8,150.00$                  

1630 CY 10.00$          16,300.00$                

4400 SF 3.00$            13,200.00$                

326 CT 6.00$            1,956.00$                  

Import Sand 310 TN 30.00$          9,300.00$                  

4480 SF 0.24$            1,075.20$                  

211,761.20$             

30% 63,528.36$               

275,290$       

Unit Cost

3.64 acres 158558 SF 3.33$            

Curb and Gutter

Item

Mobilization

Engineering Design

Quality Control

Construction Surveying

Parking Lot Asphalt (4")

Untreated Base Course

Sidewalk and Concrete Pad

Trail 10' wide (3" asphalt over 8" UTBC)

Concrete Driveway Flared, 7-inch Thick

Fill Parking

Fine Grading

527,999$                                 

Wetland and Natural Area

Park

Cost Estimate - Heron Hills

Cost

Cut / Rough Grading

Wetland Improvement Total

Project Total

Haul and Place Fill Material

Sand / Beach Area Grading

Import 3" of Soil (below sand)

Fabric below sand

Item

Engineering and Permitting

Wetland Enhancements (Plantings)

Park Contingency / Possible Additional Park Amenities

Park Subtotal

Park Improvement Total

Wetland Subtotal

Wetland Contingency / Possible Additional Wetland Amenities

Cost

Cut & Haul Existing Material

Dispose Existing Material

527,999$                                 Landscape / Irrigation

***  This estimate is subject to modification based upon actual development plans ***

Park Budget / City Code Requirement

CostItem Park Dedication



City Council 
Staff Report 

 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer 

Subject:  Ironwood (SSD plat 17) Sewer and Storm Drain 

Reimbursement Agreement 

Date: February 3, 2015 

Type of Item:   Settlement Agreement 
 
Description: 
 
A. Topic:     

 
This item is for the approval of a Settlement Agreement with Capital Assets Financial, LLC 
 
B. Background:  
 
Ironwood (Plat 17 in SSD) has been working with the City to ensure their Sanitary Sewer and Storm Drain 
designs not only serve their project needs but also address existing issues the City has identified in this 
area. There is an existing sewer main that was extended into the Plat 17 development from the pipeline 
that runs behind the lots along Centennial Blvd. This pipe extends between lots 1325 and 1326 and 
crosses Centennial Blvd. The Ironwood Construction drawings were approved with a connection to this 
sewer main stub. 
 
Soon after this approval of the plans, but prior to construction beginning on the sewer connection, Staff 
became aware of concerns regarding the proximity of this Sewer main to home under construction 
across the street from the Ironwood project. The City requested the developer not connect to and 
abandon this pipeline because Staff was concerned about the City’s long term ability to maintain this 
sewer main given the difficulty of access and the proximity of the pipes to the adjacent homes. The 
Developer agreed to install a new pipeline in Centennial directly to the existing lift station approximate 
950 feet to the North.  
 
The Ironwood Project is discharging their storm water at two locations along Centennial Blvd. The points 
of connection are existing inlet boxes that also collect storm water runoff from Centennial Blvd. The 
Developer has agreed that they are obligated to treat storm water runoff from their project however; 
the City has requested the developer upsize their storm water cleaning devices to treat both the existing 
and the new flows.  
 
C. Analysis:   
 
The Developers has agreed to abandon the existing sewer main that runs between lots 1325 and 1326 
and install a new outfall approximate 950 feet in Centennial Boulevard. The Developer has also agreed 
to upsize the storm water treatment devices to treat existing stormwater flows along Centennial Blvd. 
The Developer has requested to be reimbursed the additional expenses incurred by installing a new 
sewer outfall and abandoning the existing main as well as for upsizing the stormwater treatment 
devices.  
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the City Council approve the settlement agreement with 
Capital Assets Financial Services, L.L.C.  in the amount of $58,706.22 provide Developers a one-time 
lump sum payment as satisfaction in whole of any additional expenses incurred by Developers by 



abandoning the existing sewer main, installing a new sewer outfall in centennial Blvd. and for upsizing 
the two storm water cleaning devices to treat existing storm water flows. 
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REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT AND GENERAL RELEASE 

OF ALL CLAIMS 

 
This Reimbursement Agreement and Release (hereinafter “Agreement”) is entered into this ___  

day of _________ 2015, by and between the City of Saratoga Springs, a political subdivision of the State 
of Utah (hereinafter “City”), and Capital Assets Financial Services, L.L.C. (“Developer”). 

 

RECITALS 

 

WHEREAS, Developer are the owners and Developer of Plat 17 of the Saratoga Springs 
Development in Saratoga Springs, Utah consisting of 40 single family lots otherwise known as Ironwood; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Plat 17 development required certain sewer facilities and improvements 

included but not limited to gravity sewer lines, and manholes; and 
 
 WHEREAS, there is an existing sewer main extended into the Plat 17 development that 
Developer desired to connect to; and  
 

WHEREAS, City desires to abandon this sewer main because it extends east from Plat 17 
between and behind existing homes in a location that is difficult to access and maintain; and  
 

WHEREAS, Developer have agreed to abandon this sewer main and install a new outfall in 
Centennial Boulevard; and 
 
 WHEREAS, this new sewer outfall will result in additional sewer pipes and manholes, (“Sewer 
Improvements”) and City wishes to provide Developer a one-time lump sum payment as satisfaction in 
whole of any additional expenses incurred by Developer by installing a new sewer outfall; and  

 
WHEREAS, Developer are installing storm water cleaning devices (“Storm Drain 

Improvements”) on two storm water outfalls for the Plat 17 development and these outfalls will convey 
both existing stormwater from Centennial Boulevard as well as new storm water from the Plat 17 
development; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Storm Drain Improvements will be sized to treat both the existing and the new 

flows and the City wishes to provide Developer a one-time lump sum payment as satisfaction in whole of 
any additional expenses incurred by Developer by upsizing the Storm Drain Improvements;  
 

NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged, the City and Developer agree as follows: 

 

AGREEMENT 

 

1.   PAYMENT OF CONSIDERATION 

 
In consideration of the promises and covenants contained herein, and as a compromise and full 

settlement of all claims which Developer may have against the City, Developer agree to withdraw with 
prejudice any and all claims it may have against the City for compensation, capacity reservations, and 
credits with regard to the Sewer Improvements, Storm Drain Improvements, the City’s Sanitary Sewer 

System, and the City’s Storm Drain System. 



2 
 

 
2.   SETTLEMENT PRICE 
 

Developer and City hereby agree that the following table enumerates in full the additional 
expenses incurred by Developer to install the additional Sewer Improvements that Developer’ project is 

not responsible for: 
     

Connect to existing sewer with pour-in-place manhole    $ (3,500.00) 
8" PVC Sewer Main          $ 13,170.00  
48" Manhole           $ 2,850.00  
60" Manhole          $ (3,250.00) 
4" PVC Lateral         $       -    
Import material for trenches         $ 16,329.65 
Sewer pipe bedding          $ 731.17  
R & R asphalt utility trenches        $ 10,536.64 
Slurry Seal          $ 1,198.80 
Abandon Existing Main with Flow Fill      $ 2,500.00  
            $ 40,566.26 

 
Developer and City hereby agree that the following table enumerates in full the additional 

expenses incurred by Developer to install the additional Storm Drain Improvements that Developer’ 
project is not responsible for: 

   
North Treatment Device Acres   % Split  Cost 
Total    1.697  100.00%  $12,500.00  
Plat 17 (Developer)  0.197  11.61%  $1,451.09  

Existing Centennial (City) 1.500  88.39%  $11,048.91  
    
South Treatment Device Acres   % Split  Cost   
Total    3.619  100.00%  $12,500.00  
Plat 17 (Developer)  1.566  43.27%  $5,408.95  

Existing Centennial (City) 2.053  56.73%  $7,091.05  
    
Developer agrees to accept the following compensation as satisfaction in whole of City’s 

obligations under this agreement: 
 

$58,706.22 (“Lump Sum Payment”) 

 
3.   MUTUAL RELEASE OF CLAIMS 

 
In return for the Lump Sum Payment, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby accepted, and 

for other good and valuable consideration, each party hereby fully and completely releases and forever 
discharges the other party, its elected officials, officers, agents, servants, employees, and former elected 
officials, officers, agents, servants, and employees from any and all claims, damages, and demands of 
every nature whatsoever which were asserted, could have been asserted, or will be asserted by either party 
arising out of and pertaining to each party’s obligations for Sewer Improvements and the Storm Drain 
Improvements, including but not limited to any claims for impact fee credits, illegal exactions, 
reimbursements, or credits because of Developer’ installation of the additional improvements . 
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4.   AUTHORITY TO SETTLE; INDEMNIFICATION 

 
 As an express condition of the City’s Lump Sum Payment, Developer individually and together 
represents and warrants that they:  
 

4.1  have the power to enter into and perform this Agreement;  
4.2  are the lawful representatives of the Developer 
4.3 are the sole owners, assignees, heirs, obligors, beneficiaries, etc. of Plat 17;  
4.4 have not transferred, assigned, or sold, or promised to transfer, assign, or sell their interest in 
Plat 17;   
4.5 shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City with respect to any future claim related to 
this agreement and with respect to any claim against the City for compensation, reimbursement, 
reservation of capacities, and credits for the installation of the Sewer Improvements and the 
Storm Drain Improvements brought against the City by any party, person, entity, corporation, 
homeowners association, government entity, third party, etc. 

 

5.         PARTIES REPRESENTATIVES; NOTICES 
 

 All notices, demands, and requests required or permitted to be given hereunder shall be in writing 
and shall be deemed duly given if delivered in person or after three business days if mailed by registered 
or certified mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the following: 

 
Developer: Rob Haertel, Manager 
 Capital Assets Financial Services, L.L.C. 
 6000 South Fashion Blvd. #200 
 Murray, UT 84107 
 
City:   Mark Christensen, City Manager 
   City of Saratoga Springs 

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

Either party shall have the right to specify in writing another name or address to which subsequent notices 
to such party shall be given.  Such notice shall be given as provided above.  
 

6. COMPLETE AGREEMENT, MODIFICATION 
  

This Agreement, together with the attached exhibits, constitutes the entire agreement between the 
parties and supersedes and replaces any and all prior negotiations, representations, warranties, 
understandings, contracts, or agreements, whether written or oral, between the parties on all matters.  This 
Agreement cannot be modified except by written agreement between the Parties.  
 

7. SETTLEMENT 

 
 The undersigned certifies that he or she has read this Agreement, that it: 
 

7.1 voluntarily enters into it of its’ own free will;  
7.2 has had ample opportunity to review this Agreement with legal counsel;   
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7.3 is a legally incorporated entity,  
7.4 has performed all corporate formalities to execute this Agreement; and   
7.5 acceptance of the consideration set forth herein is in full accord and satisfaction of claims 
which it may have with respect to the subject matter. 

 
8. ATTORNEY FEES 

 

Each party hereto shall bear its own attorneys’ fees and costs arising from the actions of its own 
counsel in connection with this Agreement and the subject matter. In any action of any kind relating to 
this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to collect reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs from 
the non-prevailing party in addition to any other recovery to which the prevailing party is entitled. 
 

9.        GOVERNMENTAL IMMUNITY 

 

Nothing in this Agreement shall adversely affect any immunity from suit, or any right, privilege, 
claim, or defense, which the City or its employees, officers, and directors may assert under state or federal 
law, including but not limited to The Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, Utah Code Ann. §§ 63G-7-
101 et seq., (the “Act”).  All claims against the City or its employees, officers, and directors are subject to 
the provisions of the Act, which Act controls all procedures and limitations in connection with any claim 
of liability. 

 

10.   MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

 
10.1 If, after the date hereof, any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid, 
illegal, or unenforceable under present or future law effective during its term, such provisions 
shall be fully severable.  In lieu thereof, there shall be added a provision, as may be possible, 
that give effect to the original intent of this Agreement and is legal, valid, and enforceable.  

 
10.2 The validity, construction, interpretation, and administration of this Agreement 
shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah. 

 
10.3 All titles, headings, and captions used in this Agreement have been included for 
administrative convenience only and do not constitute matters to be construed in interpreting 
this Agreement. 

 
10.4 This Agreement and release given hereunder shall be effective upon execution by 
both parties. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City and Developer have caused this Agreement to be executed 

hereunder by their respective officers having specific authority to enter into this Agreement and to bind 
respectively the City and Developer to its terms. 
  
FOR SARATOGA SPRINGS:       
   

______________________________ 
Mark Christensen, City Manager 

 
 ATTEST: 
 
 ________________________ 
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 Lori Yates, City Recorder 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY: 

 
     

 Kevin Thurman, City Attorney 
 

FOR CAPITAL ASSETS FINANCIAL SERVICE, L.L.C.: 
  
By  _______________________________ 
 
It’s________________________________ 
 
 
STATE OF ______________  ) 
      )ss. 
CITY OF _______________  ) 
  
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of ___________, 2015, by  
 
_________________. 
 
__________________________  
NOTARY PUBLIC 



RESOLUTION NO. R15-5 (2-3-15) 
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING A MAYOR 

PRO TEMPORE FOR THE CITY OF 

SARATOGA SPRINGS AND 

ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Saratoga Springs Municipal Code Section 2.02.010(3) states that 

at the first City Council meeting in February of each year the Council shall elect from among its 
members a Mayor Pro Tempore; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to elect a Mayor Pro Tempore at its first meeting in 
February. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF 

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT: 

 
1. Rebecca Call be appointed as the Mayor Pro Tempore. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

 
 

Passed and effective this 3rd day of February, 2015.  

 
 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 

 
 

 
Signed:       

  Jim Miller, Mayor  

 
 

 
 

 
Attest:               

              City Recorder Date 
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City of Saratoga Springs 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

December 9, 2014 3 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 4 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 5 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 6 
 7 

Policy Session Minutes 8 
 9 
Present: 10 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 11 

Council Members: Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 12 
Council Member Absent: Michael McOmber 13 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Spencer Kyle, Kimber Gabryszak, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, 14 

Lori Yates. 15 
Others: Stefani Bailey, Jan Memmott, McKay Memmott, Jo Ann Richey, Sarah Dean, Neil Merklina, Drew 16 

Curley, Amber Davis, Erica Groneman, Travis Taylor, Corey McBride, Christian Quero, Jen Hanks, 17 
Tammy and Alex Payne, Bryan Flamm, Chris Porter, Chad Groneman, Phil Broeck, Zak and Heather 18 
Mackay, Shana Clark, Alicia Dean, Mica and Tamare Cain, Shandon Sears, Nikki Hurst, Sherri Weiner, 19 
Amanda Kemper, Brooke King, J.D. Taylor, Christy Taylor, Jamie Bohn, Jason Bohn, Heidi Balderree, 20 
Jessica Bell, Tony Bell, Justin Coole, Stephanie Follett, Melissa Brown, Shane Earling, Lori and Aaron, 21 
Jessica Enslow, Robert Enslow, Alyssa Lumley, Mario Comayo, Maurie Pyle. 22 

 23 
Call to Order 6:03 p.m. 24 
Roll Call - Quorum was present  25 
 26 
1.   Consideration of the Pre-Annexation and Development Agreement for The Springs Annexation located 27 

east of the Wildflower project, approximately 1000 North 1000 West, adjacent to the south border of 28 
Camp Williams, Western Ventures, applicant. 29 

 30 
Kimber Gabryszak provided a brief summary of the location and site of the annexation along with the acreage 31 

that would be considered. She then reviewed the proposed development for the property but advised that this 32 
is still being revised. 33 

Kevin Thurman noted the agreement that was place in the Council packet and on the City’s website has been 34 
revised and would like to have the applicant explain those revisions. 35 

Bruce Baird, counsel for Western States, provided a brief history of the property and the desire to be within the 36 
City of Saratoga Springs. We have been working with the City and staff because they have expressed that 37 
they didn’t want a prison located here in the City. We will assure that the Council’s concerns and issues will 38 
be addressed. There will be half acre lots buffering Camp Williams. A Master Development Agreement will 39 
be provided in the near future. We are sensitive to the needs and desires of the community. Bruce said that 40 
language in the annexation agreement has been added to address utilities and infrastructure. We have also 41 
changed the number of units from 1950 and 2350 to 1800 and 2200 units. The termination date was taken out 42 
and we would like to move quickly with the annexation process. We would be proud to have the agreement 43 
approved by the City Council. The best that we can do would be to write a letter to the Prison Commission to 44 
permanently withdraw us from consideration. If this agreement is executed this will occur tomorrow. The 45 
clients look forward to being a part of Saratoga Springs.  46 

Councilman Poduska appreciates Western States cooperation with Saratoga Springs. He would like to see that the 47 
applicant is able to annex the land to accommodate our expansion of growth and to accommodate to the 48 
density and the reduction of units. He is please to know that the buffer zone with the City and Camp 49 
Williams has been addressed. The infrastructure might be a challenged but one that could be overcome. 50 
There isn’t much being shown for trails and open space. 51 

Bruce Baird indicated that the trails and open space will be shown at the time of the Concept Plan. 52 
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Councilman Poduska glad to see the deadline removed. He asked if the letter is sent to the Prison Relocation 53 
Commission and they for so reason decide not to remove this location from the list, then what will happen 54 
after that.   55 

Kevin Thurman said that either way the State could acquire the land but we are hoping that since the applicant is 56 
sending the letter that this would withdraw Saratoga Springs. 57 

Councilman Poduska if the City remains on the list would this delay the process of the annexation? 58 
Kevin Thurman stated that the City would still move forward with the processing the annexation and Master 59 

Development Agreement. 60 
Councilman Poduska has no problem with the annexation agreement. 61 
Councilwoman Call appreciates the opportunity of being here this evening. She took a moment to talk about the 62 

process, we are not rushing through anything this is a little out of sort because it is pre-annexation agreement, 63 
but the document itself says that the annexation does not include the Concept Plan and that the annexation 64 
will occur prior to and this is not stepping out of line with previous tactics.  The allotted number of units 65 
needs to be changed from 1800 to 1500. There is no reason to limit the bottom number. 66 

Bruce Baird said there is a need to keep the current unit numbers and would disagree with changing the numbers. 67 
This is quality for the development, 1799 would be the lowest they could go. We will provide a good plan 68 
and will work with the City. 69 

Councilwoman Call is uncomfortable with the number and has seen lower unit numbers on this land from other 70 
plans. We care about the quality of the development and the density and type of development.  This 71 
development will not occur quickly and would like to see that those needs are addressed before development 72 
begins. She expressed the desire to work in combination with both the quality and type of development to 73 
provide what is needed for long term development within the City. One other item she suggested was for the 74 
applicant to use some density with additional business property. She noted that we do not currently have a 75 
good way to calculate density for business activity but asked that the applicant work in good faith with the 76 
city to calculate density in the future. Uncomfortable with the deadline date being removed from the 77 
agreement and asked why was it taken out and why the attorney is comfortable with it being removed.  78 

Kevin Thurman is unable to answer why the applicant removed the date and he is fine with the removal of the 79 
date. The annexation would go back to the County and the applicant could do what they wanted with their 80 
property. The annexation would not occur unless the agreement was signed. 81 

Bruce Baird said that the annexation agreement is binding for all parties; both parties are getting what they have 82 
requested.  83 

Councilwoman Call pointed out that no development will occur until the infrastructure has been completed.  If 84 
the Council decides that this pre-annexation is acceptable she advised that the City also write a letter to the 85 
Prison Commission as well as supporting the permanent withdrawal of the application.  86 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked Kimber Gabryszak to run us through the general difference with what will happen 87 
by adding this extra step with the pre-annexation agreement.  88 

Kimber Gabryszak stated that the annexation will continue as required per State Code. Once the application is 89 
certified as compliant with State Code then it will notice will be published in the paper. There is a thirty day 90 
protest period for effected entities. If no protests are received then the Council will hold a public hearing and 91 
at that the Council is able to deny or approve the proposed annexation agreement.   92 

Councilwoman Baertsch if something were to happen that wouldn’t allow the City to annex this property, what 93 
would this do to the agreement? 94 

Kevin Thurman said if the property meets the requirements specified through the annexation law, there isn’t 95 
much that could stop an annexation from taking place.  96 

Councilwoman Baertsch with the ERU’s for the commercial or tech type businesses would actually lower the 97 
numbers of residential units off the total numbers. 98 

Bruce Baird stated that would be placed in the development agreement. 99 
Councilwoman Baertsch we have had many residents who have requested larger lots and would like to see that 100 

occur along with seeing light manufacturing use, like tech uses, be added to the plan. She would like to see 101 
the lowest housing density possible. 102 

She is fine with the changes to the pre-annexation. She is looking forward to getting the City off the list for a 103 
prison. 104 
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Councilman Willden thanked the applicant for working with staff and highly appreciates the feedback from the 105 
applicant. He is fine with the density being 1799 units. The overall R-4 zone being requested is low density 106 
and a positive addition to the City. He too is pleased that the applicant is working with Camp Williams 107 
regarding their concerns and feathering the density and lowering the ERU’s.  108 

Councilwoman Call clarified that the proposed zoning as being R-4.  We will be working diligently with 109 
applicant for creating the best product for the City. There is a wide demographic of individuals looking for 110 
different housing types including larger lot homes and appreciates having the opportunity to work with the 111 
applicants in conveying to the Prison Relocation Commission that Saratoga Springs City is not an acceptable 112 
location for the prison. 113 

Mayor Miller appreciates the attendance and echoes what has been addressed by the Council. He thanked the 114 
applicants for listening to the residents of both the City of Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain City. He 115 
looks forward to working with the applicants. 116 
 117 
Motion by Councilwoman Call to approve the Consideration of the Pre-Annexation Development 118 
Agreement for The Springs Annexation located west of the Wildflower project, approximately 1000 119 
North 1000 West, adjacent to the south border of Camp Williams, Western State Ventures, applicant 120 
and authorizing staff to write a letter of support in removing Saratoga Springs as consideration for the 121 
Prison Location Committee along with the official documents from the applicant to that Committee. 122 
The motion also reflects the changes that were made to the agreement reducing the numbers to 1799-123 
2200 which was completed during the meeting. Seconded by Councilman Poduska 124 

 Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. 125 
Motion passed unanimously. 126 

 127 
Policy Meeting Adjourned at 6:50 p.m.   128 

 129 
 130 
 131 
____________________________       ____________________________ 132 

Date of Approval          Mayor Jim Miller 133 
 134 
               135 

             136 
 _____________________________ 137 

                                                                                                       Lori Yates, City Recorder 138 
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Council Retreat Minutes 8 
 9 
Present: 10 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 11 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 12 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Spencer Kyle, Kimber Gabryszak, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, 13 

Mark Chesley, Chelese Rawlings, Andy Burton, Jess Campbell, Lori Yates, Rick Kennington, George 14 
Leatham, and Melissa Grygla. 15 

Others: Barbara Poduska, Dan Griffiths 16 
 17 
Call to Order 9:05 a.m. 18 
 19 
Mayor Miller welcomed and thanked the Council and staff for attending the Council retreat. He then turned the 20 

time over to Mark Christensen. 21 
Mark Christensen reviewed the City Council goals from 2014. He touched on the agenda item for today and 22 

tomorrow. He then discussed how successful the Abringer training has been since June of last year. There 23 
have a total of 126 staff members that have attended. He then reviewed the active development map and the 24 
growth impact to the City. Cityworks has been a program that the City has purchased and has started 25 
implementing this with the Public Works and Planning Departments and hope to have all the other 26 
departments using this in the near future. 27 

 28 
Chelese Rawlings provided an update to the restructuring of the Finance department. She reviewed with the 29 

Council the 2015-2016 budget requests.  30 
 31 
Owen Jackson went over the highlights within his department which included being able to provide an email 32 

notification to the residents. The focus is to provide communication, the economic development and 33 
improving on opportunities to bring businesses to Saratoga Springs. Saratoga Springs was featured in the 34 
October issue of the Business in Focus. In a few weeks the Communities that Care will be providing a 35 
Guiding Good Choices series to parents with children in grades 4-8. The Civic Events and the Youth Council 36 
are both doing great.  37 

 38 
Kimber Gabryszak said that a survey is currently underway to determine the type of amenities needed for 39 

Saratoga Springs. We have been working with developers to plan meaningful parks, connecting the 40 
Lakeshore and Redwood trails, along with connecting bike lanes. My personal priority is to update the 41 
overhaul of open space within Saratoga Springs. She would like to expedite business development, create 42 
and fix processes within the City Code for Site Plan amendments, increase clarity, consistency, efficiency 43 
and effectiveness. The Planning Department has begun using Cityworks. Communication has increased with 44 
more frequent updates to the website. We have updated the City’s density based on the recent Proposition 6. 45 

 46 
Jeremy Lapin indicated that many projects that have been completed which are the roads, water, and storm drain, 47 

We have also had many studies  conducted and ordinances revised. We have applied for several grants which 48 
we have received a few but there were others that were not granted. The pavement preservation and 49 
maintenance program has been completed. The secondary water metering is almost complete. The website 50 
has been updated to provide education information, ongoing/upcoming 2015 projects. There have been 51 
several settlement agreements that have been retired as well. 52 

 53 
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George Leatham touched on the implementation of Public Works, the installation of the water meters and 54 
employee morale. 55 

 56 
Rick Kennington spoke on how the Cityworks program is benefiting not only the employees but the residents. 57 

We had another successfully year with seasonal employees. The current staff has been working hard to keep 58 
all City parks maintained. 59 
 60 

Mark Chesley indicated that we have been able to keep up with the inspection volume which is seen as a high 61 
level of service. We have implemented the Cityworks to our department. The inspectors have been able to 62 
keep up on their certifications needed. He reviewed the number of building permits that have been issued.  63 

 64 
Melissa Grygla the library has provided educational support and communication to the residents. The circulation 65 

of books has increased through the year. Our challenge is maintaining staffed volunteers along with the 66 
needed space to operate a library. 67 

 68 
Jess Campbell the Fire department has been busy with public outreach. There was an ICS refresher training 69 

course held in September with the Departmental staff. The fire staff has completed several hours of training. 70 
We are in the process of applying for a SAFER grant as well. 71 

 72 
Andy Burton reviewed events and training that has occurred from July to December 2014. There was a 73 

discussion of the body cameras. Andy then proceeded to review the total of citations, incidents and arrest 74 
from the past three years.  75 

 76 
Lunch Break was taken at this time (1:25 p.m.) 77 
 78 
Dan Griffiths reviewed the responses that were received from the developers. There was positive feedback but 79 

there was also negative feedback that was expressed by the developers. The feedback was reviewed and 80 
discussed by Council and staff: 81 
 82 

 1) Last minute information coming from developers 2) increased decorum in meetings 3) process consistency 83 
with developers which needs to be clarified and stick to process 4) Planning Commission role clarity 5) 84 
change concept plan process 6) say “thank you”, close the feedback loop 7) “thorough, but fair” and 85 
respectful 8) there will be some differences 9) less adversarial, clearer expectations.  86 

 87 
Adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 88 
 89 
 90 
 91 

January 10, 2015 Council Retreat Minutes 92 
 93 
 94 
Present: 95 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 96 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 97 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Spencer Kyle, Kimber Gabryszak, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, 98 

Mark Chesley, Chelese Rawlings, Andy Burton, Jess Campbell, Lori Yates, Rick Kennington, George 99 
Leatham, and Melissa Grygla. 100 

Others: Barbara Poduska, Dan Griffiths 101 
 102 
Call to Order 8:35 a.m. 103 
 104 
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Mark Christensen reviewed Arbinger, the Council and staff discussed being in and out of the box with 105 
developers, residents and individuals that we associate with on a daily basis. The question was how to make 106 
progress and how to view everything outside of the box. 107 

 108 
Dan Griffiths reviewed with the Council and staff the survey that was conducted and included:  109 
 1) The view and neighborhood was liked the most by the residents 2) Saratoga Springs is small and rural 3) 110 

to focus and make future efforts to economic development and parks 4) recreation and community center is a 111 
priority of the residents 5) affordability, nature and view is why residents have moved to Saratoga Springs 6) 112 
economic development and building amenities would be what the resident would want to see change in 7) 113 
improvement in services, 114 

 115 
Motion was made by Councilman McOmber and seconded by Councilwoman Cal to enter into Closed 116 

Session for the purpose of property purchase. 117 
 118 

 119 
Closed Session Began at 10:50 a.m. 120 
 121 

Present: 122 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 123 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 124 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Kyle Spencer, Kevin Thurman, Lori Yates, Kimber Gabryszak, Jeremy Lapin, 125 
Chelese Rawlings, Mark Chesley, Andy Burton, Jess Campbell, Owen Jackson. 126 

 127 
Closed Session Adjourned at 10:58 a.m.  128 
 129 
Entered into the Retreat Session at 10:58 a.m. 130 
 131 
The Council and staff set the goals for 2015 which are the following: 132 

 133 
Economic Development 134 
 135 

1. Boyer piece- Contracts signed, starting to build 136 
2. UVU classrooms  137 
3. EDCU out for Pioneer Crossing 138 
4. “Dawdle” drawing of S.S., more imagery of our vision 139 
5. Quarterly Econ. Dev. Updates for council 140 
6. Pursue a technology school to support biz park 141 
7. Data centers 142 
8. Continue to review code for consistency (i.e signage) 143 

 144 
Recreation 145 
 146 

1. Quad and inlet plan 147 
2. Trail map update – make interactive (include ORV. Mtn. biking, etc.) 148 
3. Address trail gaps 149 
4. Trail signage, parks too, other city signage, Marina, etc. 150 
5. Continue discussion about LT Rec. Center needs 151 
6. Maintain/Dredge Marina 152 
7. Rec. leagues 153 

 154 
Lakefront 155 
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 156 
1. Mixed lakeshore planned, pictures 157 
2. Need to engage in comm./with land owners 158 
3. City visits (Park City, St. George) 159 
4. General Plan changes 160 
5. North Shore 161 
6. Restoration permit for canal removal 162 
7. Dept. of Agriculture grant 163 
8. DNR ongoing funding for lake projects 164 
9. Service projects 165 

 166 
Communications 167 

 168 
1. Get more e-mail sign ups 169 
2. Default to e-billing 170 
3. Explore fixed network system for meters 171 

 172 
Staff 173 
 174 

1. Department reports during work session 175 
2. Career development and succession planning 176 
3. Internal poaching 177 
4. More social interaction between council and staff 178 
5. 4-day work week review 179 
6. City council nights taken as comp time? Look at PTO, squash rumors 180 

 181 
Civic Buildings/Infrastructure 182 
 183 

1. Consider building/a funding reserve 184 
2. Include major capital projects into comprehensive fiscal sustainability plan 185 

 186 
Development Process 187 
 188 

1. Perceptions will take time to change 189 
2. Annual meeting with developers and 2 council members 190 
3. Outreach to lenders, give them a tour 191 
4. Improve feedback loop with residents who engage 192 
5. Revisit general land use plan 193 

 194 
 195 

 196 
Adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 197 
 198 
 199 
____________________________       ____________________________ 200 

Date of Approval          Mayor Jim Miller 201 
 202 
               203 
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             204 
 _____________________________ 205 

                                                                                                           Lori Yates, City Recorder 206 
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City of Saratoga Springs 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

January 20, 2015 3 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 4 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 5 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 6 

 7 
Work Session Minutes 8 

 9 
Present:  10 

Mayor: Jim Miller 11 
Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 12 
Staff: Sarah Carroll, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, 13 

Nicolette Fike, AnnElise Harrison 14 
Others: Chris Porter, Rachel McKenzie, Nathan Shipp, Greg Curtis, J. Klingonsmith 15 

 16 
Call to Order - 5:30 p.m. 17 
 18 

 1. Discussion of Saratoga Splash Planning. 19 
AnnElise Harrison reported on the additional Splash planning. They had heard comments that we really 20 

didn’t have anything for the teens in the city so they thought a carnival type addition would help. They 21 
feel this will help take the event up to the next level. They have looked at Midway West based on 22 
recommendations from other communities. They would still do the carnival at Neptune Park. It would 23 
be three days. It shouldn’t affect the other aspects like movie night. This company is for profit and all 24 
the City needs to do is supply water. They give us 20% of pre-ticket sales and 10% of ticket sales that 25 
week. They bring carnival-type food; we would still have a few additional food trucks like Waffle Love 26 
and Kona Ice. She hopes that this will up the quality of the event so she can request more money from 27 
sponsors. They left Saturday evening open for a paid concert when they have a proper venue. They will 28 
be doing fireworks on Friday night after the free concert for now.  29 

 30 
 2. Discussion of Utah law requirements for a Water Conservation Plan. 31 

Jeremy Lapin gave a brief background, per state law they need to bring this to the governing body and his 32 
goal is to bring it for review and adoption on February 17th. Any retailer having more than 500 service 33 
connections must have a water conservation plan describing what we and residents will do to conserve 34 
water and limit use. 35 

 36 
3. Discussion of the Vasa Fitness Concept Plan and Parking Amendments. 37 

Sarah Carroll gave an overview of the concept plan and their parking request. There is a 10’ side setback 38 
reduction requested which is next to an existing detention basis. They are requesting a reduction in 39 
parking which would need a Code amendment. There were comparisons to other cities which were an 40 
average of 3-5 stall per 1000sq.ft. She also noted the main hours of use for the building.  41 

 42 
Councilman Poduska did not find a problem with changing the code for fitness centers. 43 
Councilwoman Call thought that the smaller footprint gyms generally do not have as much parking needed 44 

as the larger footprint gyms do. She wanted to make sure they weren’t overburdening the residents but 45 
also we need to learn from other cities mistakes and successes. She wanted to make sure that we were 46 
making the correct decision in writing the code. She would be ok with changing the code with the 47 
understanding that it is evaluated when it comes in and make sure for future uses it is still adequate. 48 

Councilman McOmber agreed with Councilwoman Call that we make sure we are making a good decision. 49 
He wants to see the impact this smaller facility has if they move it to 5 parking stalls and they should 50 
define the language between health club and fitness center more. He doesn’t have a problem with 5 51 
stalls per 1000 sq.ft. 52 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if we knew what their employee count would be per shift. 53 
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Rachel McKenzie, the architect, did not know but would check. 54 
Councilwoman Baertsch wanted to make sure that they weren’t maxing out the area because of a lot of 55 

employees. In general she doesn’t have a problem with this, but several of Vasa’s other buildings are in 56 
a mall type area and that may make a difference in parking, we don’t have a bus system other cities may 57 
have and she wants to make sure we are seeing apples to apples. We need to watch it and see how it 58 
goes for the future.  59 

Councilman Willden agrees with the comments made and is supportive of making the change to 5 stalls. 60 
 61 
4. Discussion of the Riverbend Medical Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit. 62 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the plan and noted the applicant had made quite a few changes since Planning 63 
Commission and that was given to her today. She wanted to do the review today so they could move 64 
quickly. They are requesting the setback reduction recently approved as a Code Amendment. She noted 65 
the changes they have made in compliance to Planning Commission conditions. They are asking that the 66 
city accept the road as a city street. She noted the concerns over the existing rock wall to the east. 67 
Engineering indicates that there will be no drainage towards the wall. 68 

 69 
Councilwoman Call asked how the signage on attached buildings worked with the current code 70 
Kimber Gabryszak responded that based on tenant size they are granted a certain number and size of 71 

signage and a limit on facades. While they are placing all the signs on one façade they still have one 72 
sign per tenant. Our code is not specific that the signs need to be on their own building wall,  73 

Councilwoman Call wants to make sure that we should limit number of signs per façade, based on the size 74 
of the building. She thinks the architectural design of the long wall could use something over the 75 
widows that add depth. She didn’t think we should burden the developer for an existing wall, but they 76 
have agreed to something and they should be held to it. She wonders if there should be a deadline policy 77 
for changes to be submitted to staff and turn them around to Council.  78 

Councilman McOmber liked the changes, he appreciates them listening to Planning Commission and 79 
making the changes. He feels these will help the applicant to make a better product. He is glad we are 80 
having this initial discussion and moving it along. He likes the building against Redwood Road and the 81 
parking behind that.  82 

Councilwoman Baertsch is fine with the setback reduction along Redwood Road. She sought clarity on the 83 
amount of colors our Code requires. 84 

Kimber Gabryszak noted the Codes says 4 Major colors so it is how you consider ‘major’ they are asking 85 
that you consider the small part as an accent color. It helps break up the buildings. 86 

Kevin Thurman noted the code does say “4 major colors excluding accent colors.” 87 
Councilwoman Baertsch said we definitely need to look at that when we consider Code. She agreed that 88 

there could be something more added to the South elevation to break up the wall. 89 
Kevin Thurman noted that it says “shall be considered” so it wasn’t mandated; it’s more of a guideline. 90 
Councilwoman Baertsch wanted them to look at the Landscaping Code for bark/mulch and appreciated 91 

getting signage down to code. 92 
Councilman Willden thanked the builder for working with Planning Commission concerns. He doesn’t have 93 

any additional concerns. He would like to see if the road they want dedicated meets City standards.  94 
Councilman Poduska thought the architectural enhancement was good and likes the cheerful colors. He has 95 

no problem with the setback reduction. He asked about the dedication of the street to the city and if the 96 
street meet code. 97 

Jeremy Lapin thought it did not meet requirements right now. Staff would come back with needed 98 
information. 99 

 100 
Blaine Hales explained about the rock wall on the East and the concerns. It is leaning and the Neighboring 101 

HOA is concerned. He doesn’t anticipate any problems from their construction. They would like to 102 
install their fence a full foot behind the existing wall to avoid disturbing it. He noted they would like to 103 
deed the road to the city. 104 

Mayor Miller asked if he has spoken to the Fire Chief about burning the existing house for training.  105 
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Blaine Hales said he talked about it but didn’t know how it impacted the cost to tear it down. If it doesn’t 106 
create additional costs they would be willing to do that. They are getting asbestos tested this week.  107 

 108 
5. Discussion of the Wildflower Rezone, General Plan Amendment and Community Plan. 109 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that the Council had requested additional information and the applicants have 110 
brought that information at this time.  111 

Greg Curtis is working with DAI primarily to reach a resolution with UDOT. There were two appraisals 112 
done, the total acreage of the MVC is between 145-155 acres. The value is appraised with and without a 113 
density transfer. UDOT had an appraisal done (Lang Appraisal) and DAI obtained another appraiser, 114 
Phil Cook who has worked with UDOT before. There was a fairly wide discrepancy in the appraisals. 115 
UDOT was fairly adamant about what amount they wanted to pay, and it was felt the only way DAI 116 
could make that work was with a density transfer. He thinks they are close to an agreement, DAI feels 117 
they cannot finalize a decision until they know what the City is willing to do. UDOT does not have any 118 
funding to allocate to this project right now but they are working on it with the Transportation 119 
Commission.  120 

 121 
Councilman McOmber wanted to know what they are hoping to get from the city. 122 
Greg Curtis said the corridor cuts out potential lots and they would like to transfer that density to another 123 

area of the land.  124 
Councilman McOmber said UDOT is purchasing this right-of-way from DAI so why are they being 125 

reimbursed from us also. We would be willing to discuss additional severance that impacts the 126 
surrounding land around the road and mitigate some of the losses. 127 

Greg Curtis said they dispute the amount that UDOT wants to pay as full value. So they are looking to the 128 
density transfer to offset those costs.   129 

Nathan Shipp wanted to be clear that there was an underling value being displaced. The appraisers do their 130 
best to identify all the components like additional excavation to meet new roads, loop power lines and 131 
sewer lines, etc. that wouldn’t otherwise have to be done. They are asking for 432 units that have been 132 
displaced. They feel they have come down on units and have eaten additional cost. 133 

Councilman McOmber feels everyone has a portion in this and we can work together. He would like to see 134 
UDOT step up and say they would do another 144 units, City could do 144, and the Developer could 135 
take another portion. This land will be more valuable because of this added accessibility. There are 136 
ways to do density nicer like mansion style triplexes. If we can make a better product with our densities 137 
it would benefit us all. He wants to avoid clustering all the high density in one spot. There are other 138 
things to do that would create the illusion of more open space. If he could get some better products he 139 
would be willing to go up from 144 units.  140 

Councilwoman Baertsch agreed with much of what Councilman McOmber said. She thinks there is still 141 
some work to be done on the numbers but she agrees that it needs to be a true tri-party agreement. 142 

Councilman Willden appreciated the explanations and asked staff for clarification in how many homes do 143 
R3 developments get.  144 

Kimber Gabryszak replied that most R3 developments get 2.4-2.5 units per acre. In this area it would be 145 
around 350 or 360.  146 

Councilman Willden said we want to be a willing participant. It comes down to two wrong appraisals. He 147 
would be willing to go no higher than the 144 units. 148 

Councilman Poduska wants to reach a 3-way compromise. Any density changes that we make are going to 149 
be relatively small compared to the overall development and the eventual size of the city. He wants to 150 
come to an agreement somewhere in the middle. 151 

Nathan Shipp understands that they want to split the cost but he feels they have already brought down the 152 
number and if they are talking about splitting the cost 3-ways they need to consider the costs the 153 
developer has already contributed. 154 

Mayor Miller thought we could adjourn to policy session and continue this item later in that meeting. 155 
 156 
Adjourn to Policy Session 7:00 p.m.  157 
  158 
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Policy Session Minutes 159 
 160 
Present: 161 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 162 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 163 
Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, Chelese Rawlings, 164 

Jess Campbell, Nicolette Fike 165 
Others: Vallen Thomas, Rachel McKenzie, Chris Porter, J. Klingonsmith, Maravilla, Barry McLerran, 166 

Sherri Haab, Alys Geertsen, Ryan Stephenson, Wesley Stephenson, Trent Fratto, Greg Curtis, Nathan 167 
Shipp, Paul Johnson 168 

 169 
Call to Order 7:00 p.m. 170 
Roll Call - Quorum was present  171 
Invocation / Reverence - Given by Councilwoman Call 172 
Pledge of Allegiance - led by the newest Scout troop in Saratoga Springs 173 

 174 
Public Input - Opened by Mayor Miller 175 

Sherri Haab wanted to talk about a problem they were having. Sewer gasses were coming into their home. 176 
She reported to the city a year ago and they came out to look at it but she never heard back. Her 177 
neighbor reported it on the Facebook page and they found about 50 people that had the same problem. 178 
They think the problem is pressure in the line. The engineers came out a week ago after further calls and 179 
said it was unacceptable, but they wanted to bring it to the attention of City Council also.  180 
Councilman McOmber also brought this to the attention of the staff; he also has the gasses in the water. 181 

He doesn’t think flushing the drain is a good solution. 182 
Spencer Kyle said there are two issues, sewer odors and water line. They think lift station 7 near El 183 

Nautica has a small number of homes that flow to it and it doesn’t pump right away. There are lines 184 
that run from Redwood Road through the development and they are getting high readings at the 185 
man holes along that line. They are looking at installing a permanent vent along the line with a fan 186 

Councilwoman Baertsch said with the addition of homes in that area will that help take care of that? 187 
Spencer Kyle said they thought it would. 188 
Jeremy Lapin said they brainstormed several ideas and are trying to solve it in the most efficient way.   189 
Councilman McOmber asked about the sulfur in the water. 190 
Spencer Kyle said they have implemented the flushing program. 191 
Councilman McOmber said the flushing helps but that is 1000’s of gallons of water and it’s not a long 192 

term solution or environmentally friendly and it’s not really solving the problems. 193 
Jeremy Lapin added that it’s a problem they are seeing more throughout the city as they develop. It’s a 194 

unique combination of the water chemistry and chlorination, it seems to happen with long dead ends 195 
and it sits for long periods of time and as the system loops and development increases it has gone 196 
away because the water is constantly moving. 197 

Sherri Haab mentioned that there are machines that circulate the water; she would be willing to email 198 
those companies that make the processors to the city. 199 

Councilman McOmber said let us look at other options besides just flushing. 200 
Alys Geertsen also has the same problem. She has a sulfur allergy and is fighting cancer and this is affecting 201 

her life dramatically.   202 
Jennifer Klingonsmith wanted to thank Council with their time spent with Wildflower and appreciates the 203 

thought to break up the high densities. She noted they don’t have any mini-mansion types in the area 204 
and thought it would be nice and people would be more likely to stay in them. She thought it was great 205 
that the city was willing to work with the developer. She does see where he will incur costs working 206 
around the freeway. She thinks it would be in UDOT’s best interest to preserve the Corridor and they 207 
may be willing to negotiate a better price. 208 

Dr. VallenThomas, Saratoga Shores Elementary Principal, is here on behalf of the 4th grade students at his 209 
school. They got some signs approved to place at their school to commemorate their 10th anniversary. 210 
He read a thank you letter from a child and left a packet of letters from the kids with Council.   211 
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Barry McLerran with Congresswoman Love’s office wanted to let them know she was working for them. 212 
 Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller 213 

 214 
Policy Items 215 
 216 
Item 4 was moved forward. 217 
4. Possible Continuation of Work Session Items. 218 

Paul Johnson took some time to define a clarifying moment for the city when they decided to annex a large 219 
portion of land to Saratoga Springs City (The Four Corners area). He feels the city would benefit from 220 
this Wildflower area as well. He encourages them to close the gap, in the long run 400 units is 221 
insignificant to what value this could bring to the city. 222 

Councilwoman Call thinks the Collins brothers stand to benefit from this deal; the road will benefit the 223 
entire region. As we make decisions we have to balance what the residents want to see. She looked at 224 
the total number of acreages of developable land and her numbers did not agree with the 1765 units they 225 
were being asked to consider. The highest number she can see would be 1468 at 2.5 units per acre. She 226 
is trying to understand how they could go to a populace that wants lower density and tell them that we 227 
are going to give you something you don’t really qualify for anyway.   228 

Greg Curtis asked for clarification, using the average of 2.5 units per acreage zone. If you are planning 10 229 
acres vs 600 acres your yield is going to go up. He has concerns of going with a 1/3rd tri- party 230 
agreement split. To ask a private individual to contribute 1/3rd for the public good is hard to ask.  231 

Councilwoman Call sees the parallel differently; the inequity is in how they are saying they want to develop 232 
the property. 233 

Greg Curtis noted that we are working with a number south of their low appraisal. They are counting units 234 
and equating the value of units across the board. There is no point debating this value with council, he 235 
does not have that authority.   236 

Councilman Poduska sees the negotiations between UDOT and DAI as separate from DAI and the City. 237 
Whatever agreement UDOT and DAI come up with than there is a little thing left up to negotiation with 238 
the City and DAI. The city is not excited about high density but we see the need to make this deal work. 239 
We are down to what the city would be willing to do with those units. He thinks that is the only section 240 
the City should discuss.  241 

Councilman McOmber asked staff how much units per acre is there in a traditional R4. 242 
Kimber Gabryszak said she did the research into an R3 and the highest she could find was 2.5. She hadn’t 243 

looked as much at the R4’s. 244 
Councilman McOmber thought with that than an R4 may be around 3.2 and where we neighbor onto a 245 

higher density area here, we want to make sure we feather this between Harvest Hills and higher density 246 
to the West. 247 

Councilwoman Call noted that at 2.5 units the highest number she got to was 1468 units. That would be the 248 
highest number she would be comfortable with. 249 

Paul Johnson Noted that with Harvest Hills, by agreement, some of the area was zoned for 6 units an acre. 250 
He was not sure how it changed. 251 

Kevin Thurman noted that the Council has the decision to rezone the property. As part of a Planned 252 
Community zone they get higher density but they have to dedicate more open space. The discussions 253 
with DAI and UDOT are outside of our control.  254 

Councilman McOmber appreciates Mr. Johnson coming here and helping them understand. The key is the 255 
look and feel. He likes driving into Harvest Hills because of the open feel. He thinks that we are not 256 
going to get to 442 units; we need to find the number that works and the product that works. They are 257 
asking for something with no guarantees.  258 

Nathan Shipp said they were the ones being asked to dedicate a right-of-way in its entirely today, not the 259 
city. The Village Plans are yet to come. 260 

Councilman McOmber is trying to find a number that works for everyone, of units for density exchange.  261 
Nathan Shipp is trying to show that the majority of their project complies. They are just talking about a 262 

small area. 263 
Councilman McOmber noted they don’t want that high density clustering.  264 
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Nathan Shipp said the unit numbers don’t matter, he would prefer not to have the road and do the whole 265 
land as a true R3. He understands what the Councilman is trying to say. He has to follow the laws as 266 
well. He thinks they have done a good job of getting pretty close to what Prop. 6 intended with 85% of 267 
their property. He needs a number to take back to UDOT. 268 

Councilwoman Call would propose that they go back to the 1468 units, 2.5 units per acre over the entire 269 
ground including MVC area. She suggests they come forward with a MDA now and she would be 270 
willing to consider a PC zone with that number of units. That density needs to go along places that 271 
make sense. Maximum density of R6 placed along the corridor on the west side. Adjacent to 272 
commercial she could go R10 with a small cap on unit number.   273 

Nathan Shipp said there is a third party not here tonight. They can go to them tomorrow and say the City is 274 
willing to do this.  275 

Kevin Thurman noted that both appraisers were basing their value off of 1765 units so this may not solve 276 
this issue because they are trying to bridge the gap between the lower appraisal and the higher appraisal. 277 

Nathan Shipp asked when we could put together some sort of meeting to put this together. 278 
Councilman Willden thought we could do a work session next week. 279 
Mayor Miller suggested they use the conference room while the Council moves on to other agenda items. 280 
Councilwoman Call put out the numbers to work with, 1/8th of the property (around 55 acres) could go up to 281 

an R10 with a caveat that it cannot exceed 442 units, that would leave a residual of 387 acres with 282 
remaining density being at 2.65 units per acre, 1026 units. They can get the flexibility with some duplex 283 
triplex areas. 284 

Councilman McOmber would be comfortable with that. 285 
 286 
Mayor Miller set aside this item to move along with Policy items, they will come back to it at the end of the 287 

meeting. 288 
 289 
1. Consent Calendar: 290 

a. Award of Bid for the North Zone 2 Booster Station and Pipeline. 291 
b. Minutes: 292 

i.  December 2, 2014. 293 
ii. January 6, 2015. 294 

 295 
Motion from Councilwoman Baertsch to approve the Consent Calendar  item a. Award of Bid for 296 

the North Zone 2 Booster Station and Pipeline to Newman Construction in the amount of 297 
$786,420. And Approve the Minutes for December 2, 2014 and January 6, 2015,  with 298 
previously emailed changes from Councilwoman Call and Councilwoman Baertsch. Seconded 299 
by Councilman Poduska  Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman 300 
McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously. 301 

 302 
2. Public Hearing: Budget Amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-303 

2015. 304 
a. Resolution R15-3 (1-20-14): A resolution amending the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal 305 

Year 2014-2015. 306 
Chelese Rawlings noted it was the 4th budget amendment this year. A lot is from engineering and splits. 307 

They did the adjustment with Planning Commission paychecks. A few items were defunded. With Parks 308 
projects, they are able to fully fund Shay Park and defund some other’s to go back to Parks. 309 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked about some Park projects. 310 
Chelese Rawlings responded on where they were noted in the budget and how the contracts were done. 311 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked about the ULB pond. 312 
Jeremy Lapin said it’s improvements to the pond they share with the church. 313 
Councilwoman Call asked if ULB got worked out. 314 
Jeremy Lapin explained how that was worked out with grading and improvements. 315 
Councilwoman Call asked about hot spots for civic event phones. 316 
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Chelese Rawlings said it was an extra 10$ per phone with the City plan. They need it when they are away at 317 
events. 318 

 319 
Public Input - Opened by Mayor Miller 320 

Chris Porter said with the water table dropping, in this study he wondered if the number had changed 321 
any. 322 

Jeremy Lapin responded that their consultant for Master Water  Plans will be going over all the data, 323 
they want to fully analyze the problems before they start projects, as far as they can tell the levels 324 
are down each year, it hasn’t stabilized. 325 

Councilwoman Call said she met with Thayne this morning and that they aren’t seeing a significant 326 
decrease and she thought we could branch out and see what other municipalities are experiencing. 327 
Make sure we are not just looking at our problem but expand our view. 328 

Jeremy Lapin said they had been seeing the lower levels and they are looking long term for the best 329 
solutions but we have sufficient resources now. 330 

Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller 331 
 332 
Councilman Willden wondered that we do not budget any flexibility into the budget so if it goes up by $5 333 

we have to do another amendment. He made a suggestion for the future to build a little more flexibility 334 
into it. 335 

Chelese Rawlings said they do for things like salary but for line items State law requires them not to go over 336 
budget per department. 337 

Spencer Kyle said they try hard to not factor in too much contingency they try to keep their targets pretty 338 
tight. 339 

Councilman Willden mentioned his intention is to save the trouble of coming in for so many amendments. 340 
Councilman McOmber asked about the water table, when we had storm water drain, how much run off 341 

could we put back into the field and let soak back into the water table. We are giving all our water to 342 
Salt Lake County as it runs into the lake. 343 

Jeremy Lapin replied that there was a law about rain barrels but other than that they are not allowed to store 344 
storm water. They found that he ground water is like a leaky bucket, in 5 years the water is just gone.  345 

Councilman McOmber said we are dumping way more water into Utah Lake than 5 years ago.  346 
Jeremy Lapin noted we also have some weird local anomalies. This is a complicated issue. 347 
 348 
Motion made Councilman Poduska by to approve Resolution R15-3 (1-20-15): A resolution amending 349 

the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-2015. Second Councilwoman Call. Aye: 350 
Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, 351 
Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously. 352 

 353 
3. Consideration and Possible Approval of Regulations of Storm Water Drainage and Discharge. 354 

a. Ordinance 15-1 (1-20-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah creating an new 355 
Chapter of the Saratoga Springs City Code regulating Storm Water Drainage and Discharge and 356 
establishing an effective date. 357 

Jeremy Lapin said it’s an ongoing MS4, we had to apply for our own permit when we got big enough, and 358 
one thing we had to do was pass our own regulations. This sets up a system of permitting. It also allows 359 
us enforcement mechanisms.  360 

 361 
Motion made by Councilman Willden to approve Ordinance 15-1 (1-20-15): An Ordinance of the City 362 

of Saratoga Springs, Utah creating an new Chapter of the Saratoga Springs City Code regulating 363 
Storm Water Drainage and Discharge and establishing an effective date. Seconded by 364 
Couuncilman McOmber.  Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman 365 
McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously. 366 

 367 
Time was turned back over to continuation of work session items of Wildflower. 368 
 369 
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Nathan Shipp appreciated being able to talk openly with the City Council. They are doing their best to 370 
respond to Council. They feel they have put a lot of time and thought into crafting a plan that they think 371 
will be very beneficial and positive to themselves and the City. They don’t want to throw all of that 372 
away, they do respect comments regarding the need to look at density distribution and how it’s offset 373 
and they respect where Council is coming from as a starting point. With the understanding tha they will 374 
have the opportunity to come to them again under the PC zone with Village Plans and talk about how 375 
they will distribute the density, it makes sense to them in order to get a deal done to proceed with the 376 
general layout of distribution as it sits under the existing proposed project plan relating to the East side 377 
of the corridor with the exception of the R14 area which would be changed down to the R3 zone, that 378 
would be a little more specific to how they might allocate the remaining units. He is not suggesting that 379 
is the final allocation but it’s a vesting to say this is where we are going to start from. They would 380 
propose doing the same thing for the area west of the corridor as well, but they would reduce the total 381 
number to an R10 with a total number of 442 units. If they could move forward with that design which 382 
still needs to provide 30% of open space, and they will have conversations about how to do the green 383 
space best, in light of getting deal done so they can go have their conversation with UDOT tomorrow.  384 

Greg Curtis said the total number would be 1468 units. 442 would be in South-west corner as R10 with 385 
understanding of moving some of that in future discussion will happen. 386 

Councilwoman Call recapped that there were 1468 units on 442.74 acres. On roughly 55 acres, add an R10 387 
zone in the SW corner not to exceed 8 units per acres which is 12.5% of overall acreages with 442 units. 388 
The remainder 387 acres at an R3 with an overall density of 2.68 units per acre, not to exceed 1026 389 
units for a total of 87.5%, roughly of the project.  390 

Nathan Shipp felt they needed to go beyond a work session at this point with a written document. 391 
Council felt they could have a short Policy Session next week to adopt this pre-development agreement. 392 
Kevin Thurman said there is a lot of flexibility with an agreement. But a piece missing is what about the 393 

commercial property.  394 
Kimber Gabryszak noted that there is no ERU assigned yet. This agreement would not change the 395 

commercial area. 396 
Mayor Miller indicated that they will do a pre-development agreement or draft agreement for a meeting next 397 

week. 398 
  399 
A time of 7:00 p.m. for January 27th, 2015 was set for a meeting to approve a draft agreement. One or more 400 

members may participate electronically. 401 
 402 

 Council and Mayor Reports 403 
Mayor Miller would talk with each of them later about attending ICSC. 404 

 405 
Meeting Adjourned 8:51 p.m. 406 

 407 
 408 
 409 
____________________________           ____________________________ 410 
       Date of Approval                                                      Mayor Jim Miller 411 
 412 
               413 

             414 
 _____________________________ 415 

              Lori Yates, City Recorder 416 
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A. 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 City Council 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.  

 

B. 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.  

 

 
  

 

 



Additional research indicates the following requirements for nearby cities:  

 

City Land Use Required stalls 

per 1,000 sq. ft. 

Stalls required 

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 

OR  

Personal Instruction Service 

3 per 1,000  

OR 

5 per 1,000  

60 

OR 

100 

  

C. 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.  

 

D. 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. The Planning 

Commission held a public hearing for this application on January 8, 2015 and 

forwarded a recommendation for approval to the City Council.  

 

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 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. The Planning Commission held a 

public hearing for this request on January 8, 2015. A public hearing with the City 

Council is scheduled for February 3, 2015. Notice of both meetings has been 

published as required.  

 

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.  

 



E. 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 was held with the Planning Commission on January 8, 2015. This request is 

scheduled for a public hearing with the City Council on February 3, 2015.  The Report of Action 

and the minutes from the Planning Commission meeting are attached.  

 

F. 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.   

 

G. 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; 

g. stabilize and conserve property values; 

h. 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. 

 

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.  

 

 

 

 

  



H. Recommendation / Options: 

 

Staff recommends that the City Council 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, I move that the City Council 

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, I move that the City Council deny 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 Council:_____________________________________________________ 

2. The amendments do not comply with Section 19.17.04, sub paragraphs 2, 3, and/or 4 as 

articulated by the Council: ________________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 



4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

 

I. Exhibits:   

 

1. Proposed change to ordinance  

2. Applicant request letter and research 

3. Planning Commission Report of Action 

4. Draft Planning Commission Minutes, 1/8/15  

 

 

 



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 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. 
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Exhibit 2, letter from applicant
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Exhibit 2:
Hourly visits at South Jordan Location
Thursday 10/16/14
Facility is 20,000 square feet
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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 Required parking: 4 stalls per 1,000 sq.ft. for the gym area
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Exhibit 2: Tooele expansion
Required Parking: 3.33 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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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 

January 8, 2015 
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, Jarred Henline, Sandra Steele, Kara North 

Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Sarah Carroll, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, Nicolette Fike 

Others: Charlie Hammond, Alan & Laurie Johnson, Rachel McKenzie, Blaine Hales, Dr. Brian McCune 

Excused: Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson 

 

 

5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Revisions to the Land Development Code, Section 

19.09.11, Required Parking.  

Sarah Carroll presented the revisions. The applicant is requesting an amendment to reduce the required number 

of parking spaces for fitness centers. There was comparison to other cities the business was located in; 

they were all 5 per 1000 sq.ft. or less. 

Charlie Hammond representing the developer commented that their peak business hours were different than 

peak hours for many other businesses, early morning and right after work, not generally a lunch or dinner 

time. 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

No input at this time. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 

Jarred Henline had no issues with the code change. 

Kara North appreciated having the comparisons to the other cities. She could see that 5 is not uncommon and 

would not be opposed. 

Sandra Steele said she was opposed to it as it also includes the smaller fitness centers which don’t have enough 

parking at this time. She asked the applicant if he was planning on putting in an elevator, if not it may be 

resolved. 

Charlie Hammond answered that they had a mezzanine and were required to have an elevator. 

Sandra Steele commented that they had discussed the needs of parking for businesses a few years ago and they 

found that fitness centers had the highest impact on parking. She thinks they are making a mistake to 

change it. If it had on-street parking or apt. buildings where people would be walking it may be different, 

but the majority of people would be driving and they will pull from Lehi, Eagle Mountain, and Bluffdale 

and they will need more parking. 

Jeff Cochran did not really know how much parking was needed and appreciated staffs research. He asked if 

there was a concern that if another applicant took over the building, would they be under parked.  

Sarah Carroll replied that it would depend on what would be proposed.  

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they have spent a lot of time considering this and they recently put in place a 

change of use permit where if they didn’t meet the requirement for parking they would have to find a way 

to meet the parking before approval. 

Jeff Cochran asked the applicant if there were neighboring business they have contacted for shared stalls 

possibility. 

Charlie Hammond responded that had and the restaurants are not in favor of it and Walmart has not responded. 

They have never seen that many stalls required in any other city they have developed in. 

Jeff Cochran indicated that because of the work staff has done and shown tonight he is not opposed to the 

change. 
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Motion from  Kara North, Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I 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 and condition contained in the Staff 

Report. Seconded by Jarred Henline. 

Aye: Jeffrey Cochran, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  Nay: Sandra Steele. Motion carried 3-1. 

 

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

Sarah Carroll presented the Concept plan. They are requesting a setback reduction on the west side of the 

building. In this case there is a detention basin to the west that is a landscaped area. They are proposing a 

conceptual rear elevation which will be the entrance. 

 

Sandra Steele asked the applicant what the distance from the lowest parapet to the roof was because they 

require all rooftop equipment be screened. She wanted to make him aware of it 

Charlie Hammond said they put the roof on a slope with RTU’s on the backside, so they are not visible from 

the street. 

Sandra Steele asked if roof top equipment has an access from the inside. (Yes.) She asked that when he brings 

in the elevations that they show the percentage of each building material and give the lengths of the longer 

portions of each material to make sure they don’t exceed the requirements. She thought the sign might 

exceed the height limit but won’t know till they get the preliminary plat. She also noted that they need to 

have equal architectural treatment on all sides. 

Kara North asked Sarah Carroll to explain the detention basin issue again to fully understand how the 

detention basin contributed to the setback reduction. 

Sarah Carroll pulled up an aerial photo that showed the current detention basin with sod and trees, there will 

not be another building put within 20-40 feet of this property line. 

Kara North noted setback reductions are not generally favored and thanked her for the clarification. She said 

generally she is impressed how they have made the transition from Gold’s Gym to Vasa, she likes their 

facades and hopefully it will be an attractive benefit to our city. 

Jarred Henline asked about the size of the facility. 

Rachel McKenzie said this isn’t an express version but it doesn’t have pool or racquetball but has basic cardio 

and workout spaces.  They are planning on opening as soon as they can. 

Jarred Henline appreciated Commissioner Steele and Commissioner North’s comments. Hopefully when they 

come back it will have everything they need to move forward. 

Jeff Cochran asked staff about the detention basin on the plan, could those be combined with the larger current 

basin to perhaps increase parking. 

Jeremy Lapin hadn’t done much research on it but he thought the Walmart pond might not be down-stream 

enough to handle and also cleaning was sized to the one site and if they combined it might be hard. He 

said not to the west but possibly to the south or underground.  

Jeff Cochran challenged the applicant to look at the parking again and see if they could possibly add a few 

more stalls. 

Rachel McKenzie replied that the most efficient way to get more parking would be to have less drive, if they 

look at landscape as percentage wise, and eliminate some of the landscaping on the edge it might, but 

when they look into how to break it up they have more drives and lose more stall.  

Jeff Cochran said as they come back he would encourage them to follow code to make the process easier. We 

are anxious to have a place like this in the community. We look forward to having you back. 



ORDINANCE NO. 15-3 (2-3-15) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 

SPRINGS, UTAH, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS 

TO THE SARATOGA SPRINGS LAND 

DEVELOPMENT CODE AND ESTABLISHING 

AN EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 

WHEREAS, Title 19 of the City of Saratoga Springs Code, entitled “Land 
Development Code” was enacted on November 9, 1999 and has been amended from time 
to time; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council and Planning Commission have reviewed the Land 
Development Code and find that further amendments to the Code are necessary to better 
meet the intent and direction of the General Plan; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Saratoga Springs Planning Commission has held a public 
hearing to receive comment on the proposed modifications and amendments as required 
by Chapter 9a, Title 10, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after the full and careful consideration of 

all public comment, has forwarded a recommendation to the Saratoga Springs City 
Council regarding the modifications and amendments; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has conducted a public hearing to receive comment 
on the Planning Commission recommendation pursuant to Chapter 9a, Title 10, Utah 
Code Annotated 1953, as amended; and   

 
WHEREAS, following the public hearing, and after receipt of all comment and 

input, and after careful consideration, the Saratoga Springs City Council has determined 
that it is in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare of Saratoga Springs 
citizens that the following modifications and amendments to Title 19 be adopted. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah 
hereby ordains as follows: 
 

SECTION I – ENACTMENT 

 
  The amendments attached hereto as Exhibit A, incorporated herein by this 
reference, are hereby enacted. Such amendments are shown as underlines and 
strikethroughs. The remainder of Title 19 shall remain the same. 
 

SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 

 

If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or zoning maps of the City of Saratoga 
Springs heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply 



with the provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions 
hereof, they are hereby repealed. 

 

SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the 
Saratoga Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the 
Utah Code. 

 

SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, 
for any reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, 
such provision shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and such 
holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 

SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

The Saratoga Springs Recorder is hereby ordered, in accordance with the 
requirements of Utah Code §§ 10-3-710—711, to do as follows: 

 
a. deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the City Recorder; and 
b. publish notice as follows: 

i. publish a short summary of this ordinance for at least one 
publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the City; or  

ii. post a complete copy of this ordinance in three public places 
within the City.  

 
ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, 

Utah, this ___ day of ________, 2015. 
 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
        Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 
              Lori Yates, City Recorder    Date 
 
                     VOTE 
Shellie Baertsch               
Rebecca Call    _____           
Michael McOmber   _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 
Bud Poduska    _____ 



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. 
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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. 

 

 



Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x 106  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

City Council 

Staff Report 

 

Concept Plan 

VASA Fitness 

February 3, 2015 

Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    January 27, 2015 
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.   
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C. Specific Request:  

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

D. 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. 

 
Planning Commission Review:  

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed concept plan on January 8, 2015. Draft minutes 
from that meeting are attached. 

 

E. 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. 

 

F. General Plan:   
The Land Use Map of the General Plan designates this property for Regional Commercial uses. 

The Land Use Element of the General Plan states “Regional Commercial areas shall be 
characterized by a variety of retail users including big box retail configured in developments that 

provide excellent vehicular access to and from major transportation facilities.  Developments 

located in Regional Commercial areas shall be designed so as to create efficient, functional 
conglomerations of commercial activities.” 

 
Staff Conclusion: 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.  

 
G. 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 
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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.  

 
i. 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.  

   
ii. 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.  

 

iii. 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 façade.  

 
i. 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.  
 

ii. 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. The 
conceptual rear elevation is attached and indicates a height of 32 feet.   
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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.  

ii. The site is not adjacent to agricultural or residential land uses.  
iii. 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. The 
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. This 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 
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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. The 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. This 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. The 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.   
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
No official action should be taken.  The City Council 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 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.  

 
I. Exhibits: 

1. Engineering Staff Report 
2. Location Map 

3. Draft Planning Commission Minutes, 1-8-15 
4. Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision 

5. Concept Site Plan 

6. Conceptual Rear Elevation 
 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  VASA Fitness              
Date: January 1, 2015 
Type of Item:   Concept Plan Review 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The applicant has submitted a concept plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  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. 

 



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

 
G. Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to 

recordation of plats. 
 
H. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be 

complied with and implemented into the construction drawings. 
 
I. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical 

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

not located in a public right-of-way. 
 

K. 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.   

 
 



 

 

ZONING / LOCATION MAP, PROPERTY IS ZONED RC 

SITE 
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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 

January 8, 2015 
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, Jarred Henline, Sandra Steele, Kara North 

Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Sarah Carroll, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, Nicolette Fike 

Others: Charlie Hammond, Alan & Laurie Johnson, Rachel McKenzie, Blaine Hales, Dr. Brian McCune 

Excused: Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson 

 

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

Sarah Carroll presented the Concept plan. They are requesting a setback reduction on the west side of the 

building. In this case there is a detention basin to the west that is a landscaped area. They are proposing a 

conceptual rear elevation which will be the entrance. 

 

Sandra Steele asked the applicant what the distance from the lowest parapet to the roof was because they 

require all rooftop equipment be screened. She wanted to make him aware of it 

Charlie Hammond said they put the roof on a slope with RTU’s on the backside, so they are not visible from 

the street. 

Sandra Steele asked if roof top equipment has an access from the inside. (Yes.) She asked that when he brings 

in the elevations that they show the percentage of each building material and give the lengths of the longer 

portions of each material to make sure they don’t exceed the requirements. She thought the sign might 

exceed the height limit but won’t know till they get the preliminary plat. She also noted that they need to 

have equal architectural treatment on all sides. 

Kara North asked Sarah Carroll to explain the detention basin issue again to fully understand how the 

detention basin contributed to the setback reduction. 

Sarah Carroll pulled up an aerial photo that showed the current detention basin with sod and trees, there will 

not be another building put within 20-40 feet of this property line. 

Kara North noted setback reductions are not generally favored and thanked her for the clarification. She said 

generally she is impressed how they have made the transition from Gold’s Gym to Vasa, she likes their 

facades and hopefully it will be an attractive benefit to our city. 

Jarred Henline asked about the size of the facility. 

Rachel McKenzie said this isn’t an express version but it doesn’t have pool or racquetball but has basic cardio 

and workout spaces.  They are planning on opening as soon as they can. 

Jarred Henline appreciated Commissioner Steele and Commissioner North’s comments. Hopefully when they 

come back it will have everything they need to move forward. 

Jeff Cochran asked staff about the detention basin on the plan, could those be combined with the larger current 

basin to perhaps increase parking. 

Jeremy Lapin hadn’t done much research on it but he thought the Walmart pond might not be down-stream 

enough to handle and also cleaning was sized to the one site and if they combined it might be hard. He 

said not to the west but possibly to the south or underground.  

Jeff Cochran challenged the applicant to look at the parking again and see if they could possibly add a few 

more stalls. 

Rachel McKenzie replied that the most efficient way to get more parking would be to have less drive, if they 

look at landscape as percentage wise, and eliminate some of the landscaping on the edge it might, but 

when they look into how to break it up they have more drives and lose more stall.  

Jeff Cochran said as they come back he would encourage them to follow code to make the process easier. We 

are anxious to have a place like this in the community. We look forward to having you back. 







City Council 

Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer 

Subject: Water Conservation Plan 

Date: February 3, 2015 

Type of Item:  Approval of a Resolution R15-5 

 
Description: 

 

A. Topic:     

 

This item is for approval of a resolution adopting updates to the City’s Water Conservation Plan. 

 

B. Background:  

 

The Utah legislature updated Title 73 Chapter 10 Section 32 of the Utah Code in 2004 requiring water agencies 

with more than 500 service connections, as well as all water conservancy districts, to submit a water conservation 

plan to the Utah Division of Water Resources. The bill also indicates that the plans be updated no less than every 

five years.  

 

Our “Water conservation Plan" is a written document that contains existing and proposed water conservation 

measures describing what will be done by the City and Residents to help conserve water and limit or reduce our 

per capita consumption so that adequate supplies of water are available for future needs. 

 

The City’s current water conservation plan was last updated in 2010 

 

C. Analysis:   

 

Staff has updated the 2010 Water Conservation Plan and, with the anticipated adoption by the City Council, 

Saratoga Springs will remain in compliance with State rules and regulations as a retail water provider. 

 

D. Recommendation:  

 

I recommend that the City Council approve Resolution R15-5 adopting the 2015 Water Conservation Plan for the 

City of Saratoga Springs 
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Introduction 
 

The Saratoga Springs 2015 Water Conservation plan has been developed in accordance 

with the revised Water Conservation Act of 2004 (House Bill 71, Section 73-10-32 Utah 

State Code Annotated) as an update to the City’s 2010 Water Conservation Plan. 

Saratoga Springs has continued to experience rapid growth and continues to be one of the 

fastest growing communities in both Utah County and the Wasatch Front.   

 

Growth affects the future cost and availability of both culinary and irrigation water 

supplies. These concerns are identified and addressed in this Water Conservation Plan.  

This plan contains a summary of the current culinary and secondary water systems, 

identifies existing water conservation measures that have been implemented, and 

provides recommendations the City and community can pursue to build upon and 

improve water conservation efforts in the City of Saratoga Springs. 

 

Population 
 

The City of Saratoga Springs has experienced tremendous growth since the early 2000’s 

that has transformed the once largely agricultural community into an urbanized region of 

northern Utah County.  Residential and commercial developments are being established 

at a rapid pace and there is still a significant amount of land available for future growth.   

 

The City has approximately 4.6 square miles of developed land within the existing city 

boundary of 21.7 square miles. Inclusion of the future annexation boundary is expected to 

create a total City area of 34.6 square miles. The existing City boundary and proposed 

annexation areas are shown on the Current Land Use Plan map provided in Appendix A. 

 

The 2010 US Census identified the population of Saratoga Springs as 17,781 people with 

approximately 4,387 households and an average household size of 4.05. The 2013 

population estimate for Saratoga Springs was 22,749 as provided by the Census Bureau. 

This is a 4 year increase of about 4,968 people and a 27.9% change. This growth trend is 

consistent with projections provided by Mountainland Association of Governments 

(MAG) which projects the 2020 population in Saratoga Springs at 33,514 and by 2060 a 

population of 134,000.  The graph below shows the projected growth through year 2060. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

Existing Water Systems 

The water systems serving the City of Saratoga Springs currently have three pressure 

zones; at build-out six pressure zones are anticipated.  Having multiple pressure zones is 

necessary due to the local topography to ensure each zone maintains pressures between 

40-120 psi. A map of the City’s existing and proposed culinary and secondary pressure 

zones can be found in Appendix A.  

 

Culinary Water System 

 

The culinary water system is currently served by five underground wells located east of 

the Jordan River. The peak culinary water production capacity from these wells is 

approximately 5,870 gallons per minute (gpm). The City also has 2 wells (wells 7 and 8) 

that have been drilled but still must be equipped. The status of each culinary water source 

is listed in the following table. 

 

Name Peak Flow (gpm) 

Well #1 1,000 

Well #2 1,020 

Well #3 1,750 

Well #4 1,000 

Well #6 1,100 

Well #7* Not Equipped 

Well #8* Not Equipped 

Existing Pumping Capacity 5,870 

 Culinary Well pumping data is collected from meters installed at each site. Although 

there is a large variation in the amount pumped at each site year to year (every year 

various wells are taken out of service temporarily for maintenance and repairs), the 

monthly and yearly total amount pumped from all well sites remains fairly consistent. 

The following table enumerates the amount pumped at each well site in 2013.  

 



  

 
According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,351 

existing culinary water connections in the City. These connections are organized by the 

following categories: 

 

 Single Family Residential – 5,219 connections 

 Condominium Residential - 20 accounts / Approx. 1,051 units 

 Commercial 1” – 11 connections 

 Commercial 1.5”– 27 connections 

 Commercial 2”– 63 connections 

 Commercial 4”– 5 connections 

 Commercial 6”– 3 connections 
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Secondary Water System 

To preserve drinking water sources, and to utilize lower quality water sources that may 

not be suitable for consumption, the City has a developed a secondary water system to 

provide outdoor irrigation.  The secondary system is master planned to be an independent 

system however there are still a few areas in the City where the secondary water 

distribution system uses culinary storage and source through reduced pressure zone 

(RPZ) connections to the culinary system.  The Secondary Water System is operated 

from April 15
th

 to October 15
th

 every year. The system is drained in October through 

connections (primarily 2” and 4” drain valves) to the Storm Drain system at low points 

throughout the City.  

The Secondary Water system is served by five underground wells as well as a turn-out 

from the Utah Lake Distributing Canal (ULDC).  The peak secondary water production 

capacity of all five wells is 6,200 gpm and the ULDC turn-out can provide up to 2,000 

gpm.  The status of each secondary water source is listed in the following table. 

 

Name  Peak Flow (gpm) 

Well #1 - Fox Hollow 800 

Well #2 - Sunrise 600 

Well #3 - Harvest Hills  500 

Well #4 - Harvest Hills  800 

Well #5 - Jacob's Ranch 3,500 

ULDC 2,000 

Existing Pumping Capacity 8,200 

 

Secondary well pumping data is collected from meters installed at each Site. There is a 

large variation in the amount pumped at each site year to year (every year various wells 

are taken out of service temporarily for maintenance and repairs). Furthermore because 

the City has the ability to supplement the secondary system with Culinary source through 

RPZ connections, the monthly and yearly total amounts pumped from all well sites can 

also fluctuate significantly. The following table enumerates the amount pumped at each 

well site in 2013.  

 



  

 
According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,043 

existing secondary water connections in the City. Approximately 4,011 of these 

connections are metered. 

 

Present Water Use 
 

Nationwide, the average residential water use is 172 gallons per capita per day (GPCD).  

Of that total, 69 gallons was the average indoor use and 101 gallons was the average 

outdoor use per day. In Utah the average water use was 183 GPCD with 68 gallons the 

average indoor use and 115 gallons the average outdoor use per day.
1
 From this data, it 

can be estimated that approximately 72% of Utah’s total residential water consumption is 

                                                 
1
 2009 Residential Water Use  - November 3, 2010 - Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of 

Water Resources 
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for outdoor irrigation. Utah’s high water consumption has been attributed to its dry 

climate, large residential lots, and widespread use of automated sprinkler systems.  

 

The average water in the City of Saratoga Springs, analyzing culinary and secondary 

meter data from 2011, is approximately 280 GPCD with 64 gallons the average indoor 

use and 216 gallons the average outdoor use per day.
2
 While indoor use in Saratoga 

Springs is slightly below State and National averages, outdoor water use is significantly 

higher. The high outdoor water consumption in Saratoga Springs is likely a combination 

of the high evapotranspiration rate, the lower quality of secondary water sources (high in 

Total Dissolved Solids), and the flat rate charged for secondary water regardless of actual 

use. 

 

The secondary water use data presented above was based on the limited number of 

metered secondary water connections that were available in 2011 and may not be 

representative of all areas in the City. Most of the secondary water meters in the City 

were installed at the end of the 2014 irrigation season and therefore very little use data 

per connection is currently available.  

 

Culinary water use can also be analyzed by looking at the record of discharge flow rates 

to the Timpanogos Special Service District (TSSD).  In 2008, 4 new flow meters were 

installed (two on the Posey Lift station force mains and two on the Inlet Park force 

mains) and consistent results have been observed for discharge flow rates.  The results of 

those meters in million gallons per day (mgd) are shown in the following table. 

 

Historic Saratoga Springs Sewer Flows 

Month 
Metered Flow to TSSD (mgd) 

2009 2010 2011 Average 

Jan 0.714 0.821 0.922 0.819 

Feb 0.758 0.768 0.733 0.753 

Mar 0.658 0.714 0.773 0.715 

Apr 0.885 0.776 0.842 0.834 

May 0.804 0.906 0.736 0.815 

Jun 0.763 0.968 1.102 0.944 

Jul 1.087 1.110 1.147 1.115 

Aug 0.982 0.957 1.092 1.010 

Sep 0.803 0.933 0.856 0.864 

Oct 0.891 0.843 0.863 0.866 

Nov 0.714 0.735 0.960 0.803 

Dec 0.742 0.806 0.923 0.824 

 

                                                 
2
 Culinary and Secondary Water CFP/IFFP – Hansen, Allen & Luce April 2014 (Ordinance 14-6 & 14-7) 



  

 

Proposed Level of Service 
 

The level of service for the Culinary and Secondary Water Systems has been established 

by the City’s adopted Impact Fee Facilities Plans. For culinary water, the goal is to 

provide a reasonable supply of indoor water, fire suppression capacity, and water rights 

to assure that the system does not run out of water. For Secondary Water, the goal is to 

provide a reasonable supply of water so that residences and businesses can meet their 

minimum irrigation needs with sufficient pressures and flows during the irrigation 

season. The following tables summarize the culinary and secondary levels of service 

proposed in the City’s adopted Impact Fee Facilities Plans per equivalent residential 

connection (ERC)
3
 and per irrigable acre (IA).   

 

Culinary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per ERC) 

  Proposed Level of Service 

Annual Volume (ac-ft/yr) .45 

Peak Day Demand Pressure (psi) 40 

 

 

Secondary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per ERC) 

  2011 Use 

Proposed Level of 

Service 

Irrigated Acres (ac-ft/yr) 0.22 0.24 

Average Yearly Demand (ac-ft/yr) 0.97 0.75 

Peak Day Demand (gpm/connection) 2.53 1.8 

 

 

Secondary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per Irrigated Acre) 

  2011 Use 

2014 IFFP Proposed 

Level of Service 

Average Yearly Demand ac-ft/yr  4.46 3.13 

Peak Day Demand gpm/irrigated acre 11.50 7.50 

 

In the City’s Culinary water system, the level of service per is based on the Utah 

Administrative Code, Title R309. These standards are required regardless of actual water 

use in the drinking water system. 

 

In the Secondary Water system, the level of service identified in the 2014 Culinary and 

Secondary Water Impact Fee Facilities Plans are lower than the estimated current use, in 

                                                 
3
 An ERC is equal to the average culinary water demand of one residential connection. 



  

some categories significantly less. Reducing outdoor water use to the proposed levels of 

service will aid in conserving water city wide.   Once all secondary water connections are 

metered, the City will be able to accurately determine the amount of water being used at 

each point of connection to the system as well as track conservation success.   

 

Future Water Needs 
 

The City’s future culinary and secondary water systems will continue to utilize deep 

groundwater sources to meet the needs of the Community. The City also anticipates 

additional source for the culinary system being available from the Central Water Project 

(CWP) being provided by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD) which 

should be available as soon as 2019. 

 

Based on growth projections provided in the City’s IFFP’s, the development of an 

additional 736 acre-feet of culinary source and 3,437 acre-foot of irrigation water source 

will be required by 2022. Adequate storage and distribution system components will also 

be needed to meet future water needs in the City. It is anticipated that the 2 remaining 

culinary wells that can be equipped, as well as the option of using CWP water will be 

sufficient to meet the culinary water needs within this timeframe. Secondary water needs 

are proposed to be met through the addition of future wells as well as through the 

continued development of canal sources. More specifically the Utah Lake Distributing 

Canal and the Welby Jacob Canal run through the northern half of the City and as 

agricultural uses convert to municipal, it is anticipated that those water rights will remain 

in the canal and be transferred to the City and an amount proportional to the reduction of 

agricultural use. The majority of the canal water rights are owned by the LDS Church. 

 

By the year 2031, it is anticipated that the city will need an additional 3,867 acre-feet of 

culinary source and 5,970 acre-feet of irrigation water source. In order to develop the 

required source for long term needs of the City, it is evident that alternate source 

locations will need to be developed. It is unlikely the State Engineer’s office will 

continue to allow the drilling of additional wells in this area of the Utah Lake aquifer 

system or continue to allow the relocation of water rights in this aquifer system. There is 

already a moratorium on the transfer of surface water rights to ground water points of 

diversion (POD) in water right areas 54 and 55. 

 

With surface water quickly becoming the only remaining source of water under-utilized 

by municipalities in northern Utah County, it is very likely that direct diversion of water 

from the Utah Lake and Jordan River will be necessary to meet the long term water needs 

of the City. The poor water quality from these sources will require using treatment 

facilities, even for irrigation water use.  Other options for future source include obtaining 

wholesale water from the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District (JVWCD) or 

increasing the amount of water under contract with the Central Utah Water Conservation 

District (CUWCD). The use of reclaimed water is also an option to meet future irrigation 

demands in the City’s secondary water system. This reclaimed water could be piped in 

from an off-site treatment plant or could be part of a future sewage treatment plant 



  

constructed within the City. Coordination with the Timpanogos Special Service District 

(TSSD) and the Division of Water Rights would be required to implement such a plan.   

 

Saratoga Springs has adopted culinary and secondary master plans that provide 

guidelines on how to fully develop and implement a culinary and secondary water system 

that will meet the future needs of the City. These plans discuss options for the 

development of water sources as well as future storage and distribution needs. It is 

expected that future culinary wells will continue to be located on the east side of the 

Jordan River due to the higher quality of the water. Future secondary wells could be on 

either side of the Jordan River however, the best and most efficient distribution system 

would result from having secondary water sources evenly distributed throughout the City. 

 

Current Water Conservation Measures and Programs 
 

Saratoga Springs has adopted ordinances help reduce water consumption, installed 

infrastructure to address water supply shortages and implemented water rates to 

incentivize residents to conserve water. 

 

Development of Secondary Water System 

 

Pressurized Irrigation System – The City has required the installation of a 

pressurized irrigation system, completely separate from the culinary water system, 

to handle all irrigation demands for both residential and non-residential 

development. This will conserve culinary water for future growth and allow the 

city to utilize lower quality water sources that are unsuitable for domestic use. 

 

Delivery System Efficiencies 

 

24 hr. On Call Emergency Phone – The city has a 24-hour phone number for 

residents to call in the event of an emergency. The rapid identification and 

response to water leaks eliminates water waste. 

 

Total Master Planned System – The city has modeled and master planned the 

culinary and secondary water systems. These adopted master plans provide for the 

orderly growth of the system to meet future demands in the most efficient and 

economically possible way. 

 

Water Conservation Ordinances and Standards 

 

The City has adopted a Water Utilities Ordinance (Chapter 8.01 of the Saratoga 

Springs City Code). This ordinance governs the implementation and operation of 

the City’s water system. This portion of the City Code was first adopted in 1998 

and was amended in 2008, 2011, and 2014. The following portions of Title 8.01 

relate to water conservation: 

 



  

Section 8.01.11 - Use without Payment Prohibited – It is unlawful for any 

person to use the City water system without paying the proper fees.  This 

includes opening any fire hydrants, stopcocks, valves or other fixtures 

attached to the water system unless in agreement or resolution with the 

City.  Also noted is that it is unlawful to injure, deface, or impair any part 

or appurtenance of the water system, or to cast anything into any reservoir 

or tank.  Such violations are punishable by fine. 

 

Section 8.01.14 - Separate Connections – It is unlawful for two or more 

families or service users to be supplied from the same service pipe, 

connection, or water meter unless special permission for such combination 

usage has been granted by the City Council and the premises served are 

owned by the same owner. 

 

Section 8.01.17 - Pipes to be kept in Good Repair – All users of the City’s 

water services shall keep their service pipes and connections and other 

apparatus in good repair and protected from frost at their own expense. 

 

Section 8.01.19 - Faulty Equipment – It is unlawful to waste water or 

allow it to be wasted by faulty equipment. 

 

Section 8.01.24 - Sprinklers – An ordinance stating it is unlawful to use 

such a number of outlets simultaneously or to use such sprinkler 

combinations of sprinkler or outlets as will, in the opinion of the City 

Council, materially affect the pressure or supply of water in the City 

Water System or any part thereof. 

 

Section 8.01.25 - Scarcity of Water – Allowing the Mayor and City 

Council to limit the use of water to such extent as may be necessary. 

 

Section 8.01.26 - Waste of Water – Allowing the City Council to terminate 

the right of an individual to use culinary water if found to needlessly waste 

water. 

 

Section 8.01.27 - Water Meters – Requires the installation of water meters 

at all connections.  This allows for easy tracking of water use and 

capacity. 

 

Section 8.01.39 - Potable Water Supply – Defines the potable water supply 

for the City of Saratoga Springs.  Included is how to protect this supply, 

including maintenance to prevent pollution and contamination. 

 

Land Development within the City of Saratoga Springs is governed by Chapter 19 

of the City Code. The following portions of Chapter 19 relate to water 

conservation: 

 



  

Section 19.06.03 - General Provisions - All nonresidential, newly 

constructed buildings and expanded structures shall be required to install 

an automated irrigation system for all new landscaping. 

 

Section 19.06.06 - Planting Standards and Design Requirements - 

Tolerant Plants – Fifty percent of all trees and shrubs species shall be 

required to be drought tolerant. Drip lines are used for irrigation of shrub 

beds. 

Planting and Shrub Beds - Planting and shrub beds are encouraged to be 

used in order to conserve water. 

Water Conservation - While irrigation systems are required for all 

landscaped areas, all systems shall be efficient in the use of water such as 

the installation of drip lines for shrubs and trees and the use of secondary 

water where available. 

 

Consumer Education 

 

Open Public Hearing and Comment – Part of at least one City Council meeting 

every five years is devoted to a discussion and formal adoption of the City’s water 

conservation plan.  Public comment will be allowed on the water conservation 

plan following State Law. 

 

Notification Procedure – Upon adoption of the water conservation plan, every 

five years, the updated plan is made available on the City’s website and 

notification is sent to the media and residents of the City of its recent adoption 

and availability. 

 

Minutes – A copy of the minutes of the public hearing and notification procedure 

described above will be added as an appendix to this plan. 

 

City Website – The city website includes information and educational material to 

the public about water conservation. Also included are the most recent version of 

the Water Conservation Plan, the full City Code, Water Quality Reports, the 

emergency leak notification hotline, and contact information for City employees. 

 

Installation of Secondary Water Meters 

 

Metered Irrigation Water Rates – Currently the city has installed meters at 95% 

of all secondary water connections.  The City’s water department is working on 

installing meters on the remaining 5% over the next few years. The City is 

currently working with engineering and financial consultants on transitioning 

from a flat rate to a metered rate for the use of secondary water. The City 

anticipates fully implementing a metered secondary water rate by the 2017 

irrigation season. 

 

 



  

Rate Structure Policies 

 

Phase I (Implemented 6/1/1999) 

 

Bill Form – Water bills are provided in a form which displays current 

readings and current consumption. 

 

Monthly Billing – Water is billed on a monthly basis. 

 

Monthly Reading – Meters are read as often as practicable. 

 

Phase II (Implemented 6/1/2001) 

 

Definition of Fixed Cost – Defined the City’s fixed water system costs on 

culinary water bills in the form of a base rate. 

 

Water Budget Data Base – The city developed a water budget data base 

for each water customer. 

 

Ascending Rate Block Structure – A tiered culinary water rate structure 

was implemented to encourage water conservation. 

 

Phase III (Implemented 3/1/2014) 

 

New Culinary Water Rates – The City adopted new culinary and 

secondary water rates based on recommendations from a rate analysis 

completed by Zion’s Bank in February of 2014 to cover the cost of 

operating the system and to incentivize water conservation. 

 

Additional Tiered Rates – The city added additional tiers to its culinary 

rate structure to further encourage water conservation  

 

Current Pricing and Rate Structure 
 

In 2012, the City of Saratoga Springs hired Zion’s Bank Public Finance to conduct a 

utility rate study to determine if the City’s utility rates were sufficient to meet current and 

future service delivery and infrastructure needs. On Tuesday, February 4, 2014 Zion’s 

Bank Public Finance made a presentation to the City Council during the work session and 

recommended changes to the culinary and secondary water rates. These Changes were 

adopted February 18, 2014 through resolution 14-13and took effect March 1, 2014. 

 

 Residential Minimum Monthly Charge (Single Unit) $17.75  
    (Includes 1st 3,000 gal.) 
 

 Residential Minimum Monthly Charge (Master Metered) $17.75  x # of Units Served 

    (Includes 1st 3,000 gal. multiplied by # of Units Served) 



  

 

 Residential Monthly Usage Rate (per 1,000 gal.)  $2.40 for gal. 3,001 – 7,000 

    (For Master Metered systems multiply gal. by # of Units) $3.25 for gal. 7,001 – 12,000 

         $4.00 for gal. 12,001 - ∞ 

 Non-residential Minimum Monthly Charge  

¾” $17.75 

1” $23.08 

1.5” $28.40 

2” $46.15 

3” $177.50 

4” $225.43 

6” $339.03 

8” $468.60 

 

 Non-Residential Monthly Usage Rate (per 1,000 gal.) $1.65 

 

 Pressurized Irrigation (Secondary Water) monthly fee  $26.18/per ¼ acre. 

 

Reduction Goals and Conservation Measures 
 

With plans for extensive future growth, the management of the City’s water supply is 

vital to the development of the City as a whole. It is estimated that water conservation 

efforts will require the administrative effort of at least one City staff member.  Below are 

some goals and recommendations the City and community can pursue to build upon and 

improve water conservation efforts in the City of Saratoga Springs. 

 

Overall Water Use Reduction Goal 

 

Match Culinary and Secondary Water Use to Adopted Level of Service 

 

The City’s Overall water use reduction goal is to reach a correlation between the 

level of service adopted in the City’s culinary and secondary water IFFP’s and the 

amount of water actually being used by residents and businesses. In the case of 

secondary water use, this means a reduction of almost 25% per irrigable acre of 

water use on an annual basis.  

 

Water Conservation Measures 

 

Complete Development of the Secondary Water System 

 

The City is fully determined to continue the implementation of a separate 

pressurized irrigation system. Future capital projects outlined in the City’s 

adopted secondary water CFP will complete the last remaining components 

necessary to ensure all areas in the City have secondary water source, storage, and 

distribution facilities. This system will allow the City to reduce its culinary water 



  

use and even provides unique opportunities such as the use of reclaimed water as 

an irrigation water source. 

 

Secondary Water Meters at every point of Connection 

 

The City has a goal of metering 100% of the secondary water connections in the 

City. In the summer of 2014, the City installed more than 3,000 secondary water 

meters and is well on its way to achieving this. Installing metering devices will 

help monitor and control irrigation usage. The goal of this program is to eliminate 

excessive irrigation use thus conserving the water supply. Proper maintenance of 

water meters used for the culinary water system will also be maintained. 

 

Tiered Secondary Water Rates 

 

The City has a goal of transitioning from a flat rate for secondary water use to a 

metered rate with tiers that provide increasing rates per gallon to deter excessive 

water use.  

 

Timeline for Action 
 

Match Culinary and Secondary Water Use to Adopted Level of Service 

 

For the culinary system it appears, based on utility billing, that the City has already 

achieved this goal; therefore, continuing the trend of low indoor water use is the focus. 

For the secondary system, the City hopes to have reduced secondary water use by 25% by 

the implementation of its next Water Conservation Plan Update in 2020. By working to 

ensure that water use does not exceed the adopted level of service, they City can have 

confidence its existing and proposed infrastructure is sufficient to meet the needs of its 

residents. Having all culinary and secondary water connections metered will help the City 

track these goals into the future and to identify ongoing trends in use.   

 

Complete Development of the Secondary Water System 

 

The capital projects outlined in the City’s adopted secondary water CFP are anticipated to 

be completed in 2022. At that time, all areas in the City should have secondary water 

source, storage, and distribution facilities. 

 

Secondary Water Meters at every point of Connection 

 

According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,043 

existing secondary water connections in the City. Approximately 4,011 of these 

connections are metered. The City anticipated having all of the remaining 1,032 

connections metered by the implementation of its next Water Conservation Plan Update 

in 2020. 

 

 



  

 

 

 

Tiered Secondary Water Rates 

 

The City hired engineering and financial consultants in 2014 to study the implementation 

of a metered secondary rate structure and anticipates fully implementing a metered 

secondary water rate by the 2017 irrigation season.  

 

Evaluation Process  
 

Measuring the progress of overall water use reduction goal and water conservation 

measures 

 

The City will continue to evaluate its well pumping rates and utility billing to evaluate 

the progress that has been made to reaching the goals outlined in this Water Conservation 

Plan.  Throughout the year the Engineering and Public Works Departments will evaluate 

water consumption, work with the City’s Public Involvement Officer, and support public 

education programs. Updates will be provided to the City Council as well as documented 

in the 2020 Water Conservation Plan. 

 

Notification Procedure 
 

This Water Conservation Plan will be scheduled for a public hearing during a City 

Council Policy Meeting. Notification of the public hearing will be made in compliance 

with State Laws and residents, local business owners, and all other stakeholders will 

encouraged to comment. An update and public hearing for this water conservation plan 

will be required in 2020 and every five years thereafter.  The minutes and notification 

procedure of the public hearing will be included in Appendix C of this plan. 

 



  

Appendix A 
 

 

City Maps 
 

  



  



  

 



  

 



  

Appendix B 
 

 

Certification of Adoption 
 

 

The City Recorder for the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah hereby certifies that the 

attached Water Conservation Plan has been established and adopted by the City Council 

for the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah on February 3rd, 2015 

 

 

 

 

_______________________     _________________  _________________ 

Name     Title    Date 

  



  

Appendix C 
 

 

Minutes and Notification Procedure of 

Public Hearing 
 

 

 

 

Notification Procedure 
 

This Water Conservation Plan will be scheduled for a public hearing during a City 

Council Policy Meeting. Notification of the public hearing will be made in compliance 

with State Laws and residents, local business owners, and all other stakeholders will 

encouraged to comment. An update and public hearing for this water conservation plan 

will be required in 2020 and every five years thereafter.  The minutes and notification 

procedure of the public hearing will be included in Appendix C of this plan. 

 



   

  

ORDINANCE NO. 15-4 (2-3-15) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 

SPRINGS, UTAH ADOPTING THE 2015 WATER 

CONSERVATION PLAN; AND ESTABLISHING AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Utah Code § 73-10-32, the City of Saratoga Springs (“City”) is 

required by the State of Utah to adopt a water conservation plan and update its plan at least every 
five years; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City previously adopted a water conservation plan in 2010 and now 
wishes to update the same by adopting the 2015 Water Conservation Plan; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City has established a conservation goal to reduce water use within its 

service area to match the levels of service adopted as part of the City’s Culinary and Secondary 
Impact Fee Facilities Plans; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City desires to sustain existing water supplies, eliminate or delay more 

expensive water supply and infrastructure projects, and assist in providing an adequate water 
supply for future generations; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the City’s water supply serves as an 

essential resource for the health and safety of City residents, local fire protection, and irrigation 
needs, and is a critical link in economic development for the community, and that specific water 
conservation measures and strategies should be adopted at this time. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah hereby 
ordains as follows: 
 

SECTION I – ENACTMENT 

 
  The City Council hereby adopts the attached 2015 Water Conservation Plan.  
 
 

SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 

 

If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or zoning maps of the City of Saratoga Springs 
heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply with the 
provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions hereof, they are 
hereby repealed. 
 

 

SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the Saratoga 
Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the Utah Code. 



   

  

SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, for any 
reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such provision 
shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect 
the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 
 

SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

The Saratoga Springs Recorder is hereby ordered, in accordance with the requirements of 
Utah Code §§ 10-3-710—711, to do as follows: 

 
a. deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the City Recorder; and 
b. publish notice as follows: 

i. publish a short summary of this ordinance for at least one publication in a 
newspaper of general circulation in the City; or  

ii. post a complete copy of this ordinance in three public places within the 
City.  

 
ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, this 

___ day of ________, 2015. 
 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
        Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 
              Lori Yates, City Recorder    Date 
 
                     VOTE 
Shellie Baertsch               
Rebecca Call    _____           
Michael McOmber   _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 
Bud Poduska    _____ 
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Introduction 
 

The Saratoga Springs 2015 Water Conservation plan has been developed in accordance 

with the revised Water Conservation Act of 2004 (House Bill 71, Section 73-10-32 Utah 

State Code Annotated) as an update to the City’s 2010 Water Conservation Plan. 

Saratoga Springs has continued to experience rapid growth and continues to be one of the 

fastest growing communities in both Utah County and the Wasatch Front.   

 

Growth affects the future cost and availability of both culinary and irrigation water 

supplies. These concerns are identified and addressed in this Water Conservation Plan.  

This plan contains a summary of the current culinary and secondary water systems, 

identifies existing water conservation measures that have been implemented, and 

provides recommendations the City and community can pursue to build upon and 

improve water conservation efforts in the City of Saratoga Springs. 

 

Population 
 

The City of Saratoga Springs has experienced tremendous growth since the early 2000’s 

that has transformed the once largely agricultural community into an urbanized region of 

northern Utah County.  Residential and commercial developments are being established 

at a rapid pace and there is still a significant amount of land available for future growth.   

 

The City has approximately 4.6 square miles of developed land within the existing city 

boundary of 21.7 square miles. Inclusion of the future annexation boundary is expected to 

create a total City area of 34.6 square miles. The existing City boundary and proposed 

annexation areas are shown on the Current Land Use Plan map provided in Appendix A. 

 

The 2010 US Census identified the population of Saratoga Springs as 17,781 people with 

approximately 4,387 households and an average household size of 4.05. The 2013 

population estimate for Saratoga Springs was 22,749 as provided by the Census Bureau. 

This is a 4 year increase of about 4,968 people and a 27.9% change. This growth trend is 

consistent with projections provided by Mountainland Association of Governments 

(MAG) which projects the 2020 population in Saratoga Springs at 33,514 and by 2060 a 

population of 134,000.  The graph below shows the projected growth through year 2060. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

Existing Water Systems 

The water systems serving the City of Saratoga Springs currently have three pressure 

zones; at build-out six pressure zones are anticipated.  Having multiple pressure zones is 

necessary due to the local topography to ensure each zone maintains pressures between 

40-120 psi. A map of the City’s existing and proposed culinary and secondary pressure 

zones can be found in Appendix A.  

 

Culinary Water System 

 

The culinary water system is currently served by five underground wells located east of 

the Jordan River. The peak culinary water production capacity from these wells is 

approximately 5,870 gallons per minute (gpm). The City also has 2 wells (wells 7 and 8) 

that have been drilled but still must be equipped. The status of each culinary water source 

is listed in the following table. 

 

Name Peak Flow (gpm) 

Well #1 1,000 

Well #2 1,020 

Well #3 1,750 

Well #4 1,000 

Well #6 1,100 

Well #7* Not Equipped 

Well #8* Not Equipped 

Existing Pumping Capacity 5,870 

 Culinary Well pumping data is collected from meters installed at each site. Although 

there is a large variation in the amount pumped at each site year to year (every year 

various wells are taken out of service temporarily for maintenance and repairs), the 

monthly and yearly total amount pumped from all well sites remains fairly consistent. 

The following table enumerates the amount pumped at each well site in 2013.  

 



  

 
According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,351 

existing culinary water connections in the City. These connections are organized by the 

following categories: 

 

 Single Family Residential – 5,219 connections 

 Condominium Residential - 20 accounts / Approx. 1,051 units 

 Commercial 1” – 11 connections 

 Commercial 1.5”– 27 connections 

 Commercial 2”– 63 connections 

 Commercial 4”– 5 connections 

 Commercial 6”– 3 connections 
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Secondary Water System 

To preserve drinking water sources, and to utilize lower quality water sources that may 

not be suitable for consumption, the City has a developed a secondary water system to 

provide outdoor irrigation.  The secondary system is master planned to be an independent 

system however there are still a few areas in the City where the secondary water 

distribution system uses culinary storage and source through reduced pressure zone 

(RPZ) connections to the culinary system.  The Secondary Water System is operated 

from April 15
th

 to October 15
th

 every year. The system is drained in October through 

connections (primarily 2” and 4” drain valves) to the Storm Drain system at low points 

throughout the City.  

The Secondary Water system is served by five underground wells as well as a turn-out 

from the Utah Lake Distributing Canal (ULDC).  The peak secondary water production 

capacity of all five wells is 6,200 gpm and the ULDC turn-out can provide up to 2,000 

gpm.  The status of each secondary water source is listed in the following table. 

 

Name  Peak Flow (gpm) 

Well #1 - Fox Hollow 800 

Well #2 - Sunrise 600 

Well #3 - Harvest Hills  500 

Well #4 - Harvest Hills  800 

Well #5 - Jacob's Ranch 3,500 

ULDC 2,000 

Existing Pumping Capacity 8,200 

 

Secondary well pumping data is collected from meters installed at each Site. There is a 

large variation in the amount pumped at each site year to year (every year various wells 

are taken out of service temporarily for maintenance and repairs). Furthermore because 

the City has the ability to supplement the secondary system with Culinary source through 

RPZ connections, the monthly and yearly total amounts pumped from all well sites can 

also fluctuate significantly. The following table enumerates the amount pumped at each 

well site in 2013.  

 



  

 
According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,043 

existing secondary water connections in the City. Approximately 4,011 of these 

connections are metered. 

 

Present Water Use 
 

Nationwide, the average residential water use is 172 gallons per capita per day (GPCD).  

Of that total, 69 gallons was the average indoor use and 101 gallons was the average 

outdoor use per day. In Utah the average water use was 183 GPCD with 68 gallons the 

average indoor use and 115 gallons the average outdoor use per day.
1
 From this data, it 

can be estimated that approximately 72% of Utah’s total residential water consumption is 

                                                 
1
 2009 Residential Water Use  - November 3, 2010 - Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of 

Water Resources 
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for outdoor irrigation. Utah’s high water consumption has been attributed to its dry 

climate, large residential lots, and widespread use of automated sprinkler systems.  

 

The average water in the City of Saratoga Springs, analyzing culinary and secondary 

meter data from 2011, is approximately 280 GPCD with 64 gallons the average indoor 

use and 216 gallons the average outdoor use per day.
2
 While indoor use in Saratoga 

Springs is slightly below State and National averages, outdoor water use is significantly 

higher. The high outdoor water consumption in Saratoga Springs is likely a combination 

of the high evapotranspiration rate, the lower quality of secondary water sources (high in 

Total Dissolved Solids), and the flat rate charged for secondary water regardless of actual 

use. 

 

The secondary water use data presented above was based on the limited number of 

metered secondary water connections that were available in 2011 and may not be 

representative of all areas in the City. Most of the secondary water meters in the City 

were installed at the end of the 2014 irrigation season and therefore very little use data 

per connection is currently available.  

 

Culinary water use can also be analyzed by looking at the record of discharge flow rates 

to the Timpanogos Special Service District (TSSD).  In 2008, 4 new flow meters were 

installed (two on the Posey Lift station force mains and two on the Inlet Park force 

mains) and consistent results have been observed for discharge flow rates.  The results of 

those meters in million gallons per day (mgd) are shown in the following table. 

 

Historic Saratoga Springs Sewer Flows 

Month 
Metered Flow to TSSD (mgd) 

2009 2010 2011 Average 

Jan 0.714 0.821 0.922 0.819 

Feb 0.758 0.768 0.733 0.753 

Mar 0.658 0.714 0.773 0.715 

Apr 0.885 0.776 0.842 0.834 

May 0.804 0.906 0.736 0.815 

Jun 0.763 0.968 1.102 0.944 

Jul 1.087 1.110 1.147 1.115 

Aug 0.982 0.957 1.092 1.010 

Sep 0.803 0.933 0.856 0.864 

Oct 0.891 0.843 0.863 0.866 

Nov 0.714 0.735 0.960 0.803 

Dec 0.742 0.806 0.923 0.824 

 

                                                 
2
 Culinary and Secondary Water CFP/IFFP – Hansen, Allen & Luce April 2014 (Ordinance 14-6 & 14-7) 



  

 

Proposed Level of Service 
 

The level of service for the Culinary and Secondary Water Systems has been established 

by the City’s adopted Impact Fee Facilities Plans. For culinary water, the goal is to 

provide a reasonable supply of indoor water, fire suppression capacity, and water rights 

to assure that the system does not run out of water. For Secondary Water, the goal is to 

provide a reasonable supply of water so that residences and businesses can meet their 

minimum irrigation needs with sufficient pressures and flows during the irrigation 

season. The following tables summarize the culinary and secondary levels of service 

proposed in the City’s adopted Impact Fee Facilities Plans per equivalent residential 

connection (ERC)
3
 and per irrigable acre (IA).   

 

Culinary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per ERC) 

  Proposed Level of Service 

Annual Volume (ac-ft/yr) .45 

Peak Day Demand Pressure (psi) 40 

 

 

Secondary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per ERC) 

  2011 Use 

Proposed Level of 

Service 

Irrigated Acres (ac-ft/yr) 0.22 0.24 

Average Yearly Demand (ac-ft/yr) 0.97 0.75 

Peak Day Demand (gpm/connection) 2.53 1.8 

 

 

Secondary Water Level of Service Comparison (Per Irrigated Acre) 

  2011 Use 

2014 IFFP Proposed 

Level of Service 

Average Yearly Demand ac-ft/yr  4.46 3.13 

Peak Day Demand gpm/irrigated acre 11.50 7.50 

 

In the City’s Culinary water system, the level of service per is based on the Utah 

Administrative Code, Title R309. These standards are required regardless of actual water 

use in the drinking water system. 

 

In the Secondary Water system, the level of service identified in the 2014 Culinary and 

Secondary Water Impact Fee Facilities Plans are lower than the estimated current use, in 

                                                 
3
 An ERC is equal to the average culinary water demand of one residential connection. 



  

some categories significantly less. Reducing outdoor water use to the proposed levels of 

service will aid in conserving water city wide.   Once all secondary water connections are 

metered, the City will be able to accurately determine the amount of water being used at 

each point of connection to the system as well as track conservation success.   

 

Future Water Needs 
 

The City’s future culinary and secondary water systems will continue to utilize deep 

groundwater sources to meet the needs of the Community. The City also anticipates 

additional source for the culinary system being available from the Central Water Project 

(CWP) being provided by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD) which 

should be available as soon as 2019. 

 

Based on growth projections provided in the City’s IFFP’s, the development of an 

additional 736 acre-feet of culinary source and 3,437 acre-foot of irrigation water source 

will be required by 2022. Adequate storage and distribution system components will also 

be needed to meet future water needs in the City. It is anticipated that the 2 remaining 

culinary wells that can be equipped, as well as the option of using CWP water will be 

sufficient to meet the culinary water needs within this timeframe. Secondary water needs 

are proposed to be met through the addition of future wells as well as through the 

continued development of canal sources. More specifically the Utah Lake Distributing 

Canal and the Welby Jacob Canal run through the northern half of the City and as 

agricultural uses convert to municipal, it is anticipated that those water rights will remain 

in the canal and be transferred to the City and an amount proportional to the reduction of 

agricultural use. The majority of the canal water rights are owned by the LDS Church. 

 

By the year 2031, it is anticipated that the city will need an additional 3,867 acre-feet of 

culinary source and 5,970 acre-feet of irrigation water source. In order to develop the 

required source for long term needs of the City, it is evident that alternate source 

locations will need to be developed. It is unlikely the State Engineer’s office will 

continue to allow the drilling of additional wells in this area of the Utah Lake aquifer 

system or continue to allow the relocation of water rights in this aquifer system. There is 

already a moratorium on the transfer of surface water rights to ground water points of 

diversion (POD) in water right areas 54 and 55. 

 

With surface water quickly becoming the only remaining source of water under-utilized 

by municipalities in northern Utah County, it is very likely that direct diversion of water 

from the Utah Lake and Jordan River will be necessary to meet the long term water needs 

of the City. The poor water quality from these sources will require using treatment 

facilities, even for irrigation water use.  Other options for future source include obtaining 

wholesale water from the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District (JVWCD) or 

increasing the amount of water under contract with the Central Utah Water Conservation 

District (CUWCD). The use of reclaimed water is also an option to meet future irrigation 

demands in the City’s secondary water system. This reclaimed water could be piped in 

from an off-site treatment plant or could be part of a future sewage treatment plant 



  

constructed within the City. Coordination with the Timpanogos Special Service District 

(TSSD) and the Division of Water Rights would be required to implement such a plan.   

 

Saratoga Springs has adopted culinary and secondary master plans that provide 

guidelines on how to fully develop and implement a culinary and secondary water system 

that will meet the future needs of the City. These plans discuss options for the 

development of water sources as well as future storage and distribution needs. It is 

expected that future culinary wells will continue to be located on the east side of the 

Jordan River due to the higher quality of the water. Future secondary wells could be on 

either side of the Jordan River however, the best and most efficient distribution system 

would result from having secondary water sources evenly distributed throughout the City. 

 

Current Water Conservation Measures and Programs 
 

Saratoga Springs has adopted ordinances help reduce water consumption, installed 

infrastructure to address water supply shortages and implemented water rates to 

incentivize residents to conserve water. 

 

Development of Secondary Water System 

 

Pressurized Irrigation System – The City has required the installation of a 

pressurized irrigation system, completely separate from the culinary water system, 

to handle all irrigation demands for both residential and non-residential 

development. This will conserve culinary water for future growth and allow the 

city to utilize lower quality water sources that are unsuitable for domestic use. 

 

Delivery System Efficiencies 

 

24 hr. On Call Emergency Phone – The city has a 24-hour phone number for 

residents to call in the event of an emergency. The rapid identification and 

response to water leaks eliminates water waste. 

 

Total Master Planned System – The city has modeled and master planned the 

culinary and secondary water systems. These adopted master plans provide for the 

orderly growth of the system to meet future demands in the most efficient and 

economically possible way. 

 

Water Conservation Ordinances and Standards 

 

The City has adopted a Water Utilities Ordinance (Chapter 8.01 of the Saratoga 

Springs City Code). This ordinance governs the implementation and operation of 

the City’s water system. This portion of the City Code was first adopted in 1998 

and was amended in 2008, 2011, and 2014. The following portions of Title 8.01 

relate to water conservation: 

 



  

Section 8.01.11 - Use without Payment Prohibited – It is unlawful for any 

person to use the City water system without paying the proper fees.  This 

includes opening any fire hydrants, stopcocks, valves or other fixtures 

attached to the water system unless in agreement or resolution with the 

City.  Also noted is that it is unlawful to injure, deface, or impair any part 

or appurtenance of the water system, or to cast anything into any reservoir 

or tank.  Such violations are punishable by fine. 

 

Section 8.01.14 - Separate Connections – It is unlawful for two or more 

families or service users to be supplied from the same service pipe, 

connection, or water meter unless special permission for such combination 

usage has been granted by the City Council and the premises served are 

owned by the same owner. 

 

Section 8.01.17 - Pipes to be kept in Good Repair – All users of the City’s 

water services shall keep their service pipes and connections and other 

apparatus in good repair and protected from frost at their own expense. 

 

Section 8.01.19 - Faulty Equipment – It is unlawful to waste water or 

allow it to be wasted by faulty equipment. 

 

Section 8.01.24 - Sprinklers – An ordinance stating it is unlawful to use 

such a number of outlets simultaneously or to use such sprinkler 

combinations of sprinkler or outlets as will, in the opinion of the City 

Council, materially affect the pressure or supply of water in the City 

Water System or any part thereof. 

 

Section 8.01.25 - Scarcity of Water – Allowing the Mayor and City 

Council to limit the use of water to such extent as may be necessary. 

 

Section 8.01.26 - Waste of Water – Allowing the City Council to terminate 

the right of an individual to use culinary water if found to needlessly waste 

water. 

 

Section 8.01.27 - Water Meters – Requires the installation of water meters 

at all connections.  This allows for easy tracking of water use and 

capacity. 

 

Section 8.01.39 - Potable Water Supply – Defines the potable water supply 

for the City of Saratoga Springs.  Included is how to protect this supply, 

including maintenance to prevent pollution and contamination. 

 

Land Development within the City of Saratoga Springs is governed by Chapter 19 

of the City Code. The following portions of Chapter 19 relate to water 

conservation: 

 



  

Section 19.06.03 - General Provisions - All nonresidential, newly 

constructed buildings and expanded structures shall be required to install 

an automated irrigation system for all new landscaping. 

 

Section 19.06.06 - Planting Standards and Design Requirements - 

Tolerant Plants – Fifty percent of all trees and shrubs species shall be 

required to be drought tolerant. Drip lines are used for irrigation of shrub 

beds. 

Planting and Shrub Beds - Planting and shrub beds are encouraged to be 

used in order to conserve water. 

Water Conservation - While irrigation systems are required for all 

landscaped areas, all systems shall be efficient in the use of water such as 

the installation of drip lines for shrubs and trees and the use of secondary 

water where available. 

 

Consumer Education 

 

Open Public Hearing and Comment – Part of at least one City Council meeting 

every five years is devoted to a discussion and formal adoption of the City’s water 

conservation plan.  Public comment will be allowed on the water conservation 

plan following State Law. 

 

Notification Procedure – Upon adoption of the water conservation plan, every 

five years, the updated plan is made available on the City’s website and 

notification is sent to the media and residents of the City of its recent adoption 

and availability. 

 

Minutes – A copy of the minutes of the public hearing and notification procedure 

described above will be added as an appendix to this plan. 

 

City Website – The city website includes information and educational material to 

the public about water conservation. Also included are the most recent version of 

the Water Conservation Plan, the full City Code, Water Quality Reports, the 

emergency leak notification hotline, and contact information for City employees. 

 

Installation of Secondary Water Meters 

 

Metered Irrigation Water Rates – Currently the city has installed meters at 95% 

of all secondary water connections.  The City’s water department is working on 

installing meters on the remaining 5% over the next few years. The City is 

currently working with engineering and financial consultants on transitioning 

from a flat rate to a metered rate for the use of secondary water. The City 

anticipates fully implementing a metered secondary water rate by the 2017 

irrigation season. 

 

 



  

Rate Structure Policies 

 

Phase I (Implemented 6/1/1999) 

 

Bill Form – Water bills are provided in a form which displays current 

readings and current consumption. 

 

Monthly Billing – Water is billed on a monthly basis. 

 

Monthly Reading – Meters are read as often as practicable. 

 

Phase II (Implemented 6/1/2001) 

 

Definition of Fixed Cost – Defined the City’s fixed water system costs on 

culinary water bills in the form of a base rate. 

 

Water Budget Data Base – The city developed a water budget data base 

for each water customer. 

 

Ascending Rate Block Structure – A tiered culinary water rate structure 

was implemented to encourage water conservation. 

 

Phase III (Implemented 3/1/2014) 

 

New Culinary Water Rates – The City adopted new culinary and 

secondary water rates based on recommendations from a rate analysis 

completed by Zion’s Bank in February of 2014 to cover the cost of 

operating the system and to incentivize water conservation. 

 

Additional Tiered Rates – The city added additional tiers to its culinary 

rate structure to further encourage water conservation  

 

Current Pricing and Rate Structure 
 

In 2012, the City of Saratoga Springs hired Zion’s Bank Public Finance to conduct a 

utility rate study to determine if the City’s utility rates were sufficient to meet current and 

future service delivery and infrastructure needs. On Tuesday, February 4, 2014 Zion’s 

Bank Public Finance made a presentation to the City Council during the work session and 

recommended changes to the culinary and secondary water rates. These Changes were 

adopted February 18, 2014 through resolution 14-13and took effect March 1, 2014. 

 

 Residential Minimum Monthly Charge (Single Unit) $17.75  
    (Includes 1st 3,000 gal.) 
 

 Residential Minimum Monthly Charge (Master Metered) $17.75  x # of Units Served 

    (Includes 1st 3,000 gal. multiplied by # of Units Served) 



  

 

 Residential Monthly Usage Rate (per 1,000 gal.)  $2.40 for gal. 3,001 – 7,000 

    (For Master Metered systems multiply gal. by # of Units) $3.25 for gal. 7,001 – 12,000 

         $4.00 for gal. 12,001 - ∞ 

 Non-residential Minimum Monthly Charge  

¾” $17.75 

1” $23.08 

1.5” $28.40 

2” $46.15 

3” $177.50 

4” $225.43 

6” $339.03 

8” $468.60 

 

 Non-Residential Monthly Usage Rate (per 1,000 gal.) $1.65 

 

 Pressurized Irrigation (Secondary Water) monthly fee  $26.18/per ¼ acre. 

 

Reduction Goals and Conservation Measures 
 

With plans for extensive future growth, the management of the City’s water supply is 

vital to the development of the City as a whole. It is estimated that water conservation 

efforts will require the administrative effort of at least one City staff member.  Below are 

some goals and recommendations the City and community can pursue to build upon and 

improve water conservation efforts in the City of Saratoga Springs. 

 

Overall Water Use Reduction Goal 

 

Match Culinary and Secondary Water Use to Adopted Level of Service 

 

The City’s Overall water use reduction goal is to reach a correlation between the 

level of service adopted in the City’s culinary and secondary water IFFP’s and the 

amount of water actually being used by residents and businesses. In the case of 

secondary water use, this means a reduction of almost 25% per irrigable acre of 

water use on an annual basis.  

 

Water Conservation Measures 

 

Complete Development of the Secondary Water System 

 

The City is fully determined to continue the implementation of a separate 

pressurized irrigation system. Future capital projects outlined in the City’s 

adopted secondary water CFP will complete the last remaining components 

necessary to ensure all areas in the City have secondary water source, storage, and 

distribution facilities. This system will allow the City to reduce its culinary water 



  

use and even provides unique opportunities such as the use of reclaimed water as 

an irrigation water source. 

 

Secondary Water Meters at every point of Connection 

 

The City has a goal of metering 100% of the secondary water connections in the 

City. In the summer of 2014, the City installed more than 3,000 secondary water 

meters and is well on its way to achieving this. Installing metering devices will 

help monitor and control irrigation usage. The goal of this program is to eliminate 

excessive irrigation use thus conserving the water supply. Proper maintenance of 

water meters used for the culinary water system will also be maintained. 

 

Tiered Secondary Water Rates 

 

The City has a goal of transitioning from a flat rate for secondary water use to a 

metered rate with tiers that provide increasing rates per gallon to deter excessive 

water use.  

 

Timeline for Action 
 

Match Culinary and Secondary Water Use to Adopted Level of Service 

 

For the culinary system it appears, based on utility billing, that the City has already 

achieved this goal; therefore, continuing the trend of low indoor water use is the focus. 

For the secondary system, the City hopes to have reduced secondary water use by 25% by 

the implementation of its next Water Conservation Plan Update in 2020. By working to 

ensure that water use does not exceed the adopted level of service, they City can have 

confidence its existing and proposed infrastructure is sufficient to meet the needs of its 

residents. Having all culinary and secondary water connections metered will help the City 

track these goals into the future and to identify ongoing trends in use.   

 

Complete Development of the Secondary Water System 

 

The capital projects outlined in the City’s adopted secondary water CFP are anticipated to 

be completed in 2022. At that time, all areas in the City should have secondary water 

source, storage, and distribution facilities. 

 

Secondary Water Meters at every point of Connection 

 

According the City’s utility accounting system, Clarity, there are approximately 5,043 

existing secondary water connections in the City. Approximately 4,011 of these 

connections are metered. The City anticipated having all of the remaining 1,032 

connections metered by the implementation of its next Water Conservation Plan Update 

in 2020. 

 

 



  

 

 

 

Tiered Secondary Water Rates 

 

The City hired engineering and financial consultants in 2014 to study the implementation 

of a metered secondary rate structure and anticipates fully implementing a metered 

secondary water rate by the 2017 irrigation season.  

 

Evaluation Process  
 

Measuring the progress of overall water use reduction goal and water conservation 

measures 

 

The City will continue to evaluate its well pumping rates and utility billing to evaluate 

the progress that has been made to reaching the goals outlined in this Water Conservation 

Plan.  Throughout the year the Engineering and Public Works Departments will evaluate 

water consumption, work with the City’s Public Involvement Officer, and support public 

education programs. Updates will be provided to the City Council as well as documented 

in the 2020 Water Conservation Plan. 

 

Notification Procedure 
 

This Water Conservation Plan will be scheduled for a public hearing during a City 

Council Policy Meeting. Notification of the public hearing will be made in compliance 

with State Laws and residents, local business owners, and all other stakeholders will 

encouraged to comment. An update and public hearing for this water conservation plan 

will be required in 2020 and every five years thereafter.  The minutes and notification 

procedure of the public hearing will be included in Appendix C of this plan. 

 



  

Appendix A 
 

 

City Maps 
 

  



  



  

 



  

 



  

Appendix B 
 

 

Certification of Adoption 
 

 

The City Recorder for the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah hereby certifies that the 

attached Water Conservation Plan has been established and adopted by the City Council 

for the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah on February 3rd, 2015 

 

 

 

 

_______________________     _________________  _________________ 

Name     Title    Date 

  



  

Appendix C 
 

 

Minutes and Notification Procedure of 

Public Hearing 
 

 

 

 

Notification Procedure 
 

This Water Conservation Plan will be scheduled for a public hearing during a City 

Council Policy Meeting. Notification of the public hearing will be made in compliance 

with State Laws and residents, local business owners, and all other stakeholders will 

encouraged to comment. An update and public hearing for this water conservation plan 

will be required in 2020 and every five years thereafter.  The minutes and notification 

procedure of the public hearing will be included in Appendix C of this plan. 

 



 

 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 

     City Council 
Staff Report 

Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit 
Riverbend Medical 
February 3, 2015 
Discussion and Possible Action 
 

Report Date:     Tuesday, January 27, 2015 
Applicant:  Blaine Hales 
Owner (if different):   Saratoga Springs Professional Building, LLC 
Location:    Riverbend Commercial, 41 E. 1140 N.  
Major Street Access:   Redwood 
Parcel Number(s) and size:  51:508:0004, 1.63 Acres 
General Plan Designation:  Neighborhood Commercial 
Zone:     Neighborhood Commercial 
Adjacent Zoning:   Agriculture, R-14, R-18 
Current Use:    Vacant 
Adjacent Uses:    Residential, Vacant 
Previous Meetings:   Riverbend MDA Extension approved June, 2014 

Riverbend Commercial Plat approved March 11, 2008 
Concept Plan: PC and CC October 23 and November 18, 2014 
Planning Commission Hearing on CUP & Site January 8, 2015 

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

 
 
A.  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.  
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 8, 2015, and voted to forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council on both the CUP and the Site Plan, with conditions.  
 
The City Council held a work session on January 20, 2015, and also gave the applicant feedback on the 
architecture. The applicant has provided updated elevations reflecting the Council and Commission input.   

 
Staff Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that the City Council discuss the applications and vote to make a decision on the Site 
Plan and CUP. Staff recommends approval with conditions, either as proposed or with modifications. 
Alternatives include denial or continuance, as outlined in Section H of this report.  

 
B. 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 mixed commercial, 
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office, and residential development on the property, however the applicants wish to pursue only 
commercial. The City Council approved a rezone to Neighborhood Commercial in 2014. 
 
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 9-10).  
 
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, and provided updated plans: 

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 Added 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. 
o All materials used will be located on each elevation. 

 
C. SPECIFIC REQUEST:  
 The Site Plan is for a 9596 sq.ft. medical office building with three separate units.  
 

“Office, Medical” is a conditional use in the Neighborhood Commercial zone. The applicants have 
requested approval of a CUP along with the Site Plan.  

 
D. PROCESS 

 
Site Plan 
Section 19.13 summarizes the processes for Site Plans, and 19.14 outlines the requirements for Site Plans.  
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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 then formally approves or denies 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.  
 

E. COMMUNITY REVIEW:  
The January 8, 2015 Planning Commission meeting was noticed as a public hearing in the Daily Herald, 
and mailed notice sent to all property owners within 300 feet at least 10 days prior to that meeting. Draft 
minutes and the report of action from the January 8, 2015 Planning Commission meeting are attached.  
 
No public hearing is required before the City Council.   

 
F. GENERAL PLAN:   

The site is now 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 Neighborhood 
Commercial land use designation. Trail connectivity and appropriate landscaping are proposed.  
 

G. 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  
o Dwelling/Building size – maximum 15,000 sq.ft. per building. Complies at 9596 sq.ft. 
o Height – 35’ maximum, complies 
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o Open Space / Landscaping – 25% required, 0.62 acres = ~44% provided 
o Sensitive Lands – n/a 
o Trash – provided  
 

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.  
• 26,305 sq.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. 
• 26,305 sq.ft. = 5 + 3 = 8 
• 11 provided 

§ Shrubs:  25 for 15,000 sq.ft. plus 1 per additional 3000 sq.ft. of landscaped area. 
• 26,305 = 25 + 3 = 28 
• 148 provided 

§ Turf: minimum of 25% required. 39.5% provided. 
§ Planting and shrub beds: maximum of 75%. 60.5% provided. 

o Fencing & Screening – complies with condition to provide screening 
§ Opaque fence or wall required along eastern property line; this has been added to the plan. 

 
• 19.09, Off Street Parking – Complies  

o Dimensions – complies (9’ x 18’) 
o Accessible – complies  

§ Provided 
o Landscaping – complies  

§ Islands 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 
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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.  
o Utilities: complies.  
o Grading and drainage: complies. 
o Secondary Water System: complies. 
o Piping of Irrigation Ditches: n/a 
o Preliminary Condo Plat: n/a 

 
• 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. 
o Exterior materials of high quality: complies with condition that additional treatment be provided to 

rear of building.  
o Landscaping shall comply with 19.06: complies. See analysis above.  
o Parking Lot, Building, and Street Lighting shall comply with 19.11: complies. See analysis above. 
o Colors limited to 4 major colors and accent colors: complies. 4 major colors and 1 accent. 
o Long facades required to have shift or architectural treatment to break up monotony: complies. 

Added additional rock to south elevation at Planning Commission’s direction, and added window 
treatment to improve treatment to south elevation at Council’s direction. 

• 19.14.06.7 – Complies. See other specific code section analyses and exhibits.  
o Considerations relating to traffic safety and congestion – see Engineer’s Report 
o Considerations relating to outdoor advertising – see signage section 
o Considerations relating to landscaping – see landscaping section 
o Considerations relating to buildings and site layout – see 19.04 section 
o The effect of the site development plan on the adequacy of the storm and surface water drainage – 

see Engineer’s Report 
o Adequate water pressure and fire flow – see Engineer’s report 
o Compliance with the General Plan, Code, and other regulations – see report Sections F & G 
 

• 19.15, Conditional Use Permit. Complies. 
• 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 the location 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 the location and character of any display of goods and services; and  
o the size, 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 
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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.; 
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: 
o additional parking; 
o water, sewer, and garbage facilities; 
o landscape screening to protect neighboring properties; 
o requirements for the management and maintenance of the facilities; 
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o changes in layout or location of uses on the lot; and 
o 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.  
 

• 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.  

 
• 19.18, Signs. Complies with modifications 

o Monument sign: complies with modifications 
§ Maximum height 7’6”, height proposed 7’6” 
§ Maximum display area 45 sq.ft., display area proposed 33 sq.ft. 
§ Address is required on sign. The applicant has made this change.  

o Wall signs: Complies with modifications 
§ 2 elevations permitted to have wall signs: complies. Only one façade is proposed to have 

signage. 
§ One sign per tenant per elevation: complies with modification.  

• Each tenant is less than 9,999 sq.ft., thus each qualifies for one sign per elevation 
containing signage. 

• Utah Valley Pediatrics proposes 2 signs; if the two signs are combined into one, 
this criterion will be met. The applicant is making this change.  

§ 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 
• Utah Valley Pediatrics: letters 27.75”, logo 48”, too tall. Must be reduced to 

maximum of 36”. The applicant is making this change.  
§ Illumination: complies. Internally illuminations, with no visible light source.  

 
H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

 
Staff recommends that the City Council discuss the applications and vote to make a decision on the Site 
Plan and CUP applications. 
 
Staff Recommended, Option 1, Approvals 
 “I move to approve 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.  

2. The Site Plan and Conditional Use comply with Section 19.04 of the Code, as articulated in 
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Section G of the Staff report, which section is hereby incorporated by reference.  
3. 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.  

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 signage 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. All requirements 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. Additional architectural treatment shall be provided along the rear elevation to break up the 

façade and meet the requirement that all facades receive equal treatment.   
4. The applicant shall work with the Riverbend HOA to finalize a maintenance agreement for the 

shared road.  
5. 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.  
6. The applicant shall be responsible for the repair of any damage to the existing rock wall along 

the eastern property line that occurs from construction or operation of the proposal.  
7. Any conditions added by the Council. __________________________________ 

 
Option 2, Continuance 
“I 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:  
 

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
Option 3, Denials 
“I move to deny 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, 5, 6, and 7 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 Council:  
a. ______________________________________________________________ 
b. ______________________________________________________________ 
c. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
I. Exhibits:   

1. Location & Zone Map       (page 10) 
2. Aerial         (page 11) 
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3. Concept Plan        (page 12) 
4. Site Plan         (pages 13-25) 

a. Cover 
b. Demolition 
c. Site 
d. Utility 
e. Grading 
f. Storm Drain 
g. Details 
h. Erosion 
i. Context 
j. Landscaping 
k. Irrigation 

5. Elevations         (pages 26-31) 
6. Signage Details        (pages 32-35) 
7. Floor Plans         (page 36) 
8. City Engineer’s Report       (pages 37-38) 
9. Planning Commission Minutes 10/23/2014     (pages 39-41) 
10. City Council Minutes 11/18/2014      (pages 42-43) 
11. Planning Commission Report of Action 1/8/2015    (pages 44-47) 
12. DRAFT Planning Commission Minutes 1/8/2015    (pages 48-50) 
13. DRAFT City Council Minutes 1/20/2015     (pages 51-52) 
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Blaine Hales |  Job# 36566  |  Qty 1  |  Monument Signage

801.796.1411  
1584 South 580 East, 
American Fork, 84003

 

Sales Rep:
Keith Johnson
Designer:
Matt Peterson

Shipping:

Address •
Client Approval

•
Landlord Approval

MEMBER

INTERNATIONAL SIGN ASSOCIATION

SPECIFICATIONS FOR FABRICATION AND INSTALLATION:

25 East 1140 North
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Blaine Hales |  Job# 36566  |  Qty 1  |  Reverse Lit Channel Lettering

801.796.1411  
1584 South 580 East, 
American Fork, 84003

 

Sales Rep:
Keith Johnson
Designer:
Matt Peterson

Shipping:

Address •
Client Approval

•
Landlord Approval

MEMBER

INTERNATIONAL SIGN ASSOCIATION

TM

1.  .080 ALUMINUM FACE
2.  WHITE LED STRIP LIGHTING
6.  1/4" ALUMINUM SPACERS
7. CLEAR LEXAN BACK
8.  .063 ALUMINUM SIDEWALLS
9.  DISCONNECT SWITCH
10. SEAL TIGHT PASS-THROUGH WIRING KIT
11. 30 ma TRANSFORMERS
12. WALL ANCHORS AS REQUIRED

LISTED

 

9

11

12

2

5

4

 6

7

8

1

3" 2"

10  

 

REVERSE CHANNEL LETTERS
L.E.D. ILLUMINATION

Night View:
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Blaine Hales |  Job# 36566  |  Qty 1  |  Reverse Lit Channel Lettering

801.796.1411  
1584 South 580 East, 
American Fork, 84003

 

Sales Rep:
Keith Johnson
Designer:
Matt Peterson

Shipping:

Address •
Client Approval

•
Landlord Approval

MEMBER

INTERNATIONAL SIGN ASSOCIATION

TM

1.  .080 ALUMINUM FACE
2.  WHITE LED STRIP LIGHTING
6.  1/4" ALUMINUM SPACERS
7. CLEAR LEXAN BACK
8.  .063 ALUMINUM SIDEWALLS
9.  DISCONNECT SWITCH
10. SEAL TIGHT PASS-THROUGH WIRING KIT
11. 30 ma TRANSFORMERS
12. WALL ANCHORS AS REQUIRED

LISTED

 

9

11

12

2

5

4

 6

7

8

1

3" 2"

10  

 

REVERSE CHANNEL LETTERS
L.E.D. ILLUMINATIONLAKEVIEW FAMILY 

MEDICAL
138.4”

Night View:

LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL
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Blaine Hales |  Job# 36566  |  Qty 1  |  Reverse Lit Channel Lettering

801.796.1411  
1584 South 580 East, 
American Fork, 84003

 

Sales Rep:
Keith Johnson
Designer:
Matt Peterson

Shipping:

Address •
Client Approval

•
Landlord Approval

MEMBER

INTERNATIONAL SIGN ASSOCIATION

TM

1.  .080 ALUMINUM FACE
2.  WHITE LED STRIP LIGHTING
6.  1/4" ALUMINUM SPACERS
7. CLEAR LEXAN BACK
8.  .063 ALUMINUM SIDEWALLS
9.  DISCONNECT SWITCH
10. SEAL TIGHT PASS-THROUGH WIRING KIT
11. 30 ma TRANSFORMERS
12. WALL ANCHORS AS REQUIRED

LISTED

 

9

11

12

2

5

4

 6

7

8

1

3" 2"

10  

 

REVERSE CHANNEL LETTERS
L.E.D. ILLUMINATION

100.5”

36”

145.9”

36” 27.75”

Night View:
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Riverbend Medical             
Date: January 8, 2015 
Type of Item:   Site Plan Approval 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
K. Developer shall remove all existing wells and septic systems within the site in 

accordance with State standards. 
 
L. Developer shall protect the existing retaining wall along the east property line. 
 
M. Lighting plan shall comply with the City’s Land Development Code and Engineering 

Standards and Specifications. 
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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.  
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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. 
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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. 

 
9. 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.  
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Jarred Henline appreciated Commissioner Steele and Commissioner North’s comments. Hopefully when they 
come back it will have everything they need to move forward. 

Jeff Cochran asked staff about the detention basin on the plan, could those be combined with the larger current 
basin to perhaps increase parking. 

Jeremy Lapin hadn’t done much research on it but he thought the Walmart pond might not be down-stream 
enough to handle and also cleaning was sized to the one site and if they combined it might be hard. He 
said not to the west but possibly to the south or underground.  

Jeff Cochran challenged the applicant to look at the parking again and see if they could possibly add a few 
more stalls. 

Rachel McKenzie replied that the most efficient way to get more parking would be to have less drive, if they 
look at landscape as percentage wise, and eliminate some of the landscaping on the edge it might, but 
when they look into how to break it up they have more drives and lose more stall.  

Jeff Cochran said as they come back he would encourage them to follow code to make the process easier. We 
are anxious to have a place like this in the community. We look forward to having you back. 

 
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.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the Site plan. She noted the elevations on the plan were situated in the direction 

you were looking at, not the direction they faced. She reviewed code compliance. She noted the condition 
that they work with Riverbend HOA to finalize a maintenance agreement. Kimber would recommend that 
they add a condition about the fence. 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 
Lori Johnson said when they first started this they were talking about putting a fence right above the 

leaning wall, that has disappeared from the plans. She is concerned that a car may accidentally go off 
the wall or lights would shine in the buildings. She is concerned about the condition that it comes to an 
HOA agreement to take care of the road. They don’t have much money sitting in the HOA. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 
Blaine Hales responded that originally they had discussed putting a fence, then just a hedge along that side and 

the city told them they had to have a fence, they do have a fence now on the plans. The new plan including 
a fence was resubmitted recently. The engineer told him that the parking lot would slope away from the 
adjoining property so water will run away from the fence and if a car rolled it would roll back into the 
parking lot. They are concerned about the fencing because the neighbors have a rock wall along the 
property line and he is worried that putting a fence up would mess with the unstable wall. Also if they put 
a fence inside the property line they are worried that they would need some kind of agreement with the 
adjacent owners to avoid any legal issues with boundaries in the future.  

Sandra Steele noted that compatibility is important; it is mentioned in the Code many times. She was hoping to 
see a color board which was not brought in tonight. She has seen rock in nearby buildings that she thinks 
they could incorporate easily to be more compatible. All building sides need to have equal treatment and 
she doesn’t think they meet that. She reviewed the architectural standards. Since the building materials 
have not been provided and they did not give any dimensions on the buildings they cannot decide if they 
meet requirements. She noted that she can see 5 colors but only 4 major colors are allowed.  

Blaine Hales said he has brought all these things into an engineer and feels that they have everything they 
asked for. 

There may have been some breakdown in communication, Kimber had the most recent digital information and 
had not seen what was brought in. 

Sandra Steele noted 19.14.06, several of those were met and she noted they needed to consider compliance to 
City Architectural standards. 19.18.08 iii - She also noted the monument sign needed the street number. 
She asked what the dimension from the shortest parapet to the roof would be and if they had an interior 
access. (Yes.) It looked like some were higher than others and she is concerned that the rooftop equipment 
won’t be screened from view.  

Kara North thought it was previously said that they would work with the HOA to shore up the wall. 
Blaine Hales recalled that they had said they would work to not disturb it.  
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Kara North thought the staff had done a great job and agreed with the conditions in the report. She agreed with 
the majority of the comments Sandra Steele made but she does like what they have as far as the elevations 
are concerned. She would say an additional condition be added that the finalization of the HOA be in place 
before a Certificate of Occupation is given. 

Jarred Henline clarified that Sandra Steele was saying they couldn’t even make a decision tonight because they 
hadn’t been given the appropriate information. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they do comply with the height, she has measured it. There is side that is not in 
compliance and would need to add an architectural treatment. 

Blaine Hales commented that it was one of the conditions that they do more rock treatment on the rear because 
it shows up on the other sides, the architect says he is planning on doing that and they will make sure it’s 
not an issue. 

Jarred Henline asked if they could put a condition on that they comply with that before it heads to Council. 
also there needs to be a condition that there is a privacy fence in there, that there needs to be an agreement 
with HOA prior to certificate of occupancy,  that a façade shift or additional articulation needs to be added 
to the South wall, and that the percentage of the design materials match and meet the compliance of the 
City. With those he would be ok with forwarding it. 

Jeff Cochran appreciates the comments, he felt there was information lacking but it sounds like it was provided 
in some sort. Most of his questions were answered but he is asking whose property the existing wall is on. 

Blaine Hales replied that it’s on both, some places on theirs and some on ours. 
Jeff Cochran said where it’s a wall in poor condition how do they protect it and not cause further problems. 
Blaine Hales said they are willing to do something to find a good answer, he isn’t sure what the answer is but 

he doesn’t feel they should bear all the cost for it.   
Jeff Cochran hates to sweep this issue under the rug but doesn’t know how to best mitigate it. 
Kara North thought they could potential add a condition that they meet with the HOA to discuss option for a 

joint resolution. 
Kimber Gabryszak would recommend more of a determination based on whose property the wall is on.  
Kevin Thurman says it’s a Conditional Use permit and if this creates adverse impacts on neighboring 

properties then they can place a Reasonable Condition on the Conditional Use. The law does say 
reasonable and talks about that the impacts have to be detrimental. You could make it a condition that they 
address it before it comes to the Council stage. 

Jeff Cochran thought that they could put a condition on it that the applicant determines who owns the fence 
and a potential mitigation based on findings. 

Kevin Thurman said yes they could do that but it sounds like a lot of it will be addressed by the engineering 
standards. 

Jeremy Lapin commented that his use does not affect the wall, the wall is inconvenient but he isn’t causing it 
to be a worse condition. They are not allowed to discharge water on the neighboring parcel and they have 
a landscape buffer. 

 
Further discussion was held on design standards and additional conditions to cover concerns Commission 

Steele addressed earlier.  
 
Motion from Kara North to Forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Riverbend 

Medical Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit, located on the approximately 1.63 acres of parcel 
51:508:0004, as identified in Exhibit 1 and proposed in Exhibits 4, 5, 6, and 7, with the Findings and 
Conditions contained in the staff report as well as the additional conditions with the addition to 
number 5 that the applicant shall work with the Riverbend HOA to finalize a maintenance 
agreement for the shared road prior to issuance of any certificates of occupancy. And the additional 
conditions: that all mechanical equipment shall be screened; that address shall be added to the 
monument sign; that a façade shift or additional materials shall be added to the south  façade in 
compliance with the design standards; Percentages of building materials on each elevation shall be 
provided to the Council in compliance with the design standards, page 3.6 prior to the Council 
meeting; Location of the existing rock wall shall be determined; if the wall is on the Riverbend 
commercial property it shall be stabilized. Second from Jarred Henline. 
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Kimber Gabryszak did not write a condition to address the colors so she suggested adding that. “The 

percentages of building materials and number of colors on each elevation shall be provided to the 
Council. . .” 

Kara North accepted the amendment 
Jarred Henline accepted the amendment 
Sandra Steele noted that nothing was said about the elevation to the west looking like a primary 

entrance. 
 
Aye: Jeffrey Cochran, Kara North, Jarred Henline.  Nay: Sandra Steele. Motion carried 3-1. 

 
 
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.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the plat amendment. She noted they had seen a code amendment related to this. 

She reviewed code criteria and staff recommendation. They added a condition that a signature block for 
each utility shall be added to the plat, and signed prior to recordation. 

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

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 

Jarred Henline wondered how they know what utility companies are really there. 
Kimber Gabryszak said it’s really only the ones we know about. 
Kevin Thurman said there are no utilities where they have dug the swimming pool, the only ones we know 

about are in the 5’ and it is the City that owns the public utility easement, we don’t need the utility 
company’s permission, but we could add their signature line to the plat if they would like to play it safe. 

Jarred Henline commented that if we know there is nothing there and they don’t own it than why would we 
need to require the signature blocks. 

Kimber Gabryszak said it was because of some issues with release letters but since we know there aren’t 
utilities in the area if they come later they will see the new plat with 5’ utility easements. 

Kevin Thurman thought it would be safer to leave it. They should be ok to not require it though, the hole has 
been dug and we know there is nothing there. 

Jarred Henline would say to take off condition number 4 if it’s not really needed. 
Kara North does not have issues with it and is indifferent to condition 4. 
Sandra Steele is uncomfortable with the way the letters are written, what would they do if they needed to come 

in with a bulldozer? 
Jeremy Lapin commented that if they were bringing in large equipment, even with a 10’ easement that would 

require fences be torn down. But a 5’pue is not uncommon to have. Is the concern that they won’t sign it? 
Could they change it to an attempt to have them sign it? 

Sandra Steele is concerned for potential owners, the signatures add a little bit of comfort. 
Jeremy Lapin noted you could change it to show a 5’ encroachment area and notify future homeowners that 

the area is at potential future risk. 
Jeff Cochran thinks the utilities won’t sign it and waive their right if given the option. The companies would 

need to do due diligence and find the most recent plat if they needed to come in. 
Kevin Thurman says they don’t have to sign the plat but we have to notify them. We are taking a bit of risk but 

not a huge one, we know there aren’t any utilities there, they don’t have veto power over a subdivision plat 
and we could send them a notification. 

Jarred Henline thought we could send a notification that if they object they need to send notice in 14 days or 
something. If there is no opposition then it could be recorded. If there is opposition the homeowners could 
work on it. 

Kevin Thurman noted on a plat there is an owner’s dedication which dedicates the pue’s to the City not the 
public utilities, other companies have to have franchise agreements to use them. Our franchise agreements 
require them to give owners notice before working in pue’s, written and telephone. 
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Rachel McKenzie, the architect, did not know but would check. 54 
Councilwoman Baertsch wanted to make sure that they weren’t maxing out the area because of a lot of 55 

employees. In general she doesn’t have a problem with this, but several of Vasa’s other buildings are in 56 
a mall type area and that may make a difference in parking, we don’t have a bus system other cities may 57 
have and she wants to make sure we are seeing apples to apples. We need to watch it and see how it 58 
goes for the future.  59 

Councilman Willden agrees with the comments made and is supportive of making the change to 5 stalls. 60 
 61 
4. Discussion of the Riverbend Medical Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit. 62 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the plan and noted the applicant had made quite a few changes since Planning 63 
Commission and that was given to her today. She wanted to do the review today so they could move 64 
quickly. They are requesting the setback reduction recently approved as a Code Amendment. She noted 65 
the changes they have made in compliance to Planning Commission conditions. They are asking that the 66 
city accept the road as a city street. She noted the concerns over the existing rock wall to the east. 67 
Engineering indicates that there will be no drainage towards the wall. 68 

 69 
Councilwoman Call asked how the signage on attached buildings worked with the current code 70 
Kimber Gabryszak responded that based on tenant size they are granted a certain number and size of 71 

signage and a limit on facades. While they are placing all the signs on one façade they still have one 72 
sign per tenant. Our code is not specific that the signs need to be on their own building wall,  73 

Councilwoman Call wants to make sure that we should limit number of signs per façade, based on the size 74 
of the building. She thinks the architectural design of the long wall could use something over the 75 
widows that add depth. She didn’t think we should burden the developer for an existing wall, but they 76 
have agreed to something and they should be held to it. She wonders if there should be a deadline policy 77 
for changes to be submitted to staff and turn them around to Council.  78 

Councilman McOmber liked the changes, he appreciates them listening to Planning Commission and 79 
making the changes. He feels these will help the applicant to make a better product. He is glad we are 80 
having this initial discussion and moving it along. He likes the building against Redwood Road and the 81 
parking behind that.  82 

Councilwoman Baertsch is fine with the setback reduction along Redwood Road. She sought clarity on the 83 
amount of colors our Code requires. 84 

Kimber Gabryszak noted the Codes says 4 Major colors so it is how you consider ‘major’ they are asking 85 
that you consider the small part as an accent color. It helps break up the buildings. 86 

Kevin Thurman noted the code does say “4 major colors excluding accent colors.” 87 
Councilwoman Baertsch said we definitely need to look at that when we consider Code. She agreed that 88 

there could be something more added to the South elevation to break up the wall. 89 
Kevin Thurman noted that it says “shall be considered” so it wasn’t mandated; it’s more of a guideline. 90 
Councilwoman Baertsch wanted them to look at the Landscaping Code for bark/mulch and appreciated 91 

getting signage down to code. 92 
Councilman Willden thanked the builder for working with Planning Commission concerns. He doesn’t have 93 

any additional concerns. He would like to see if the road they want dedicated meets City standards.  94 
Councilman Poduska thought the architectural enhancement was good and likes the cheerful colors. He has 95 

no problem with the setback reduction. He asked about the dedication of the street to the city and if the 96 
street meet code. 97 

Jeremy Lapin thought it did not meet requirements right now. Staff would come back with needed 98 
information. 99 

 100 
Blaine Hales explained about the rock wall on the East and the concerns. It is leaning and the Neighboring 101 

HOA is concerned. He doesn’t anticipate any problems from their construction. They would like to 102 
install their fence a full foot behind the existing wall to avoid disturbing it. He noted they would like to 103 
deed the road to the city. 104 

Mayor Miller asked if he has spoken to the Fire Chief about burning the existing house for training.  105 
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Blaine Hales said he talked about it but didn’t know how it impacted the cost to tear it down. If it doesn’t 106 
create additional costs they would be willing to do that. They are getting asbestos tested this week.  107 

 108 
5. Discussion of the Wildflower Rezone, General Plan Amendment and Community Plan. 109 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that the Council had requested additional information and the applicants have 110 
brought that information at this time.  111 

Greg Curtis is working with DAI primarily to reach a resolution with UDOT. There were two appraisals 112 
done, the total acreage of the MVC is between 145-155 acres. The value is appraised with and without a 113 
density transfer. UDOT had an appraisal done (Lang Appraisal) and DAI obtained another appraiser, 114 
Phil Cook who has worked with UDOT before. There was a fairly wide discrepancy in the appraisals. 115 
UDOT was fairly adamant about what amount they wanted to pay, and it was felt the only way DAI 116 
could make that work was with a density transfer. He thinks they are close to an agreement, DAI feels 117 
they cannot finalize a decision until they know what the City is willing to do. UDOT does not have any 118 
funding to allocate to this project right now but they are working on it with the Transportation 119 
Commission.  120 

 121 
Councilman McOmber wanted to know what they are hoping to get from the city. 122 
Greg Curtis said the corridor cuts out potential lots and they would like to transfer that density to another 123 

area of the land.  124 
Councilman McOmber said UDOT is purchasing this right-of-way from DAI so why are they being 125 

reimbursed from us also. We would be willing to discuss additional severance that impacts the 126 
surrounding land around the road and mitigate some of the losses. 127 

Greg Curtis said they dispute the amount that UDOT wants to pay as full value. So they are looking to the 128 
density transfer to offset those costs.   129 

Nathan Shipp wanted to be clear that there was an underling value being displaced. The appraisers do their 130 
best to identify all the components like additional excavation to meet new roads, loop power lines and 131 
sewer lines, etc. that wouldn’t otherwise have to be done. They are asking for 432 units that have been 132 
displaced. They feel they have come down on units and have eaten additional cost. 133 

Councilman McOmber feels everyone has a portion in this and we can work together. He would like to see 134 
UDOT step up and say they would do another 144 units, City could do 144, and the Developer could 135 
take another portion. This land will be more valuable because of this added accessibility. There are 136 
ways to do density nicer like mansion style triplexes. If we can make a better product with our densities 137 
it would benefit us all. He wants to avoid clustering all the high density in one spot. There are other 138 
things to do that would create the illusion of more open space. If he could get some better products he 139 
would be willing to go up from 144 units.  140 

Councilwoman Baertsch agreed with much of what Councilman McOmber said. She thinks there is still 141 
some work to be done on the numbers but she agrees that it needs to be a true tri-party agreement. 142 

Councilman Willden appreciated the explanations and asked staff for clarification in how many homes do 143 
R3 developments get.  144 

Kimber Gabryszak replied that most R3 developments get 2.4-2.5 units per acre. In this area it would be 145 
around 350 or 360.  146 

Councilman Willden said we want to be a willing participant. It comes down to two wrong appraisals. He 147 
would be willing to go no higher than the 144 units. 148 

Councilman Poduska wants to reach a 3-way compromise. Any density changes that we make are going to 149 
be relatively small compared to the overall development and the eventual size of the city. He wants to 150 
come to an agreement somewhere in the middle. 151 

Nathan Shipp understands that they want to split the cost but he feels they have already brought down the 152 
number and if they are talking about splitting the cost 3-ways they need to consider the costs the 153 
developer has already contributed. 154 

Mayor Miller thought we could adjourn to policy session and continue this item later in that meeting. 155 
 156 
Adjourn to Policy Session 7:00 p.m.  157 
  158 
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