CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, February 17, 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.

—_

8.
9.

10.

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

Quarterly Update from the Finance Department.
Consent Calendar:
a. Consideration and Possible Approval of the Final Plat for Sierra Estates Plat E located at approximately 600 West 400 North, Patterson
Homes, applicant.
b. Resolution R15-6 (2-17-15): Addendum to resolution of the City of Saratoga Springs pertaining to the City Street Lighting Special
Improvement District to include additional subdivision lots. (Sierra Estates Plat E)
c. Resolution R15-7 (2-17-15): A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, regarding the Temporary
Appointment of Justice Court Judges.
d. Consideration and Possible Approval of Water Right Purchase Agreement with Paul Johnson.
e. Consideration and Possible Approval of Waldo Water Right Purchase Agreement.
f. Consideration and Possible Approval of a Pavilion for Shay Park.
g. Minutes:
i. February 3, 2015.
Public Hearing: Consideration and Possible Vacation of a Sewer line Easement to Lot 7 of the Ironwood at Saratoga Subdivision Plat 1
development (also known as Plat 17 of the Saratoga Springs Development).
a. Ordinance 15-5 (2-17-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah vacating a sewer line easement in Lot 7 of the
Ironwood at Saratoga Subdivision Plat 1.
Public Hearing: Consideration and Possible Adoption of a General Plan Amendment to the Mixed Lakeshore Designation.
a. Ordinance 15-6 (2-17-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the Saratoga Springs General
Plan pertaining to the Mixed Lakeshore designation.
Public Hearing: Consideration and Possible Adoption of Code Amendments to the Land Development Code Section 19.13 (Concept Plan
process)
a. Ordinance 15-7 (2-17-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah adopting amendments to the Section 19.13 of the
Saratoga Springs Land Development Code (Concept Plan Process) and establishing an effective date.
Consideration and Possible approval of the Preliminary Plat and Site Plan for Jordan View Landing located between Crossroads Boulevard and
400 East , Ivory Development LLC, applicant.
Continued discussion and possible approval of the Rezone, General Plan Amendment, Master Development Agreement and Community Plan
for the Wildflower development located 1 mile west of Redwood Road, west of Harvest Hills, DAI/Nathan Shipp, applicant.
Ordinance 15-8 (2-17-15): An Ordinance appointing a member to the City of Saratoga Springs Planning Commission.
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.
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.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary communicative aids and
services) during this meeting should notify the City Recorder at 766-9793 at least one day prior to the meeting.
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City Council S
Staff Report /T
Author: Chelese Rawlings, Finance Manager K/"
Subject: Second Quarter Budget Financial Statements Yad
Date: February 17, 2015 Z
Type of Item: Informational SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description

A. Topic

Attached are the second quarter budget financial statements for the fiscal year 2014-2015.
B. Background

The budget document was adopted by the Council on June 17, 2014. The attached reports
show the actuals in comparison to the budget up to December 31, 2014.

C. Analysis/Overview of the General Fund
Revenues in comparison to last year second quarter:

® Property Tax revenue collected approximately the same as last fiscal year

e Sales tax revenue collection is more by over $85,400.

® Franchise and energy taxes are less by $106,400

e Licenses and Permits are higher by more than $110,500

e Collected over $254,200 more in charges for services, a majority in plan checking fees,
engineer’s inspection fees, ambulance service revenue, and Wiland revenue

e Collected about approximately the same in other revenue.

Expenditures in comparison to last year second quarter:

e Total General Fund expenditures increased by $682,730. This is mainly due to an
increase in general liability insurance, membership dues, one time parks equipment
purchases, Wiland fire expenses, increased personnel costs in police with the addition of
an 1.5 FTE’s, increased personnel costs in fire due to an addition of a .67 FTE, the
creation of the public improvements department and the addition of 2 FTE’s.

® Another reason for the increase is benefits that incrementally increase every year that
are not controlled by council or staff, such benefits are: URS retirement, health
benefits, dental benefits, etc.



D. Summary

The City of Saratoga Springs is under the 50 percent threshold of expenditures to date. The
threshold is determined to be 50 percent because the first quarter reflects a quarter of our
budget. In the General Fund we are currently at 43.4 percent of budgeted expenses.

The revenues are over the 50 percent threshold, mainly because the City has received a
majority of our property tax revenues budgeted. These taxes are mostly collected in
December. In the General Fund we are currently at 55.1 percent of budgeted revenues.

Due to the way our current general ledger structure is set up, the beginning fund balance is
added as budgeted revenue to be included with the revenues currently received. These
monies were collected in previous years and are being used in the current year to balance
the budget for projects in which will now be using the funds. The following chart shows
what the current revenue percentage is without the beginning fund balance.

Percent of Total Revenue
Collected without Beginning Fund
Balance included in Total

Fund Revenue
Street Ligting SID S. R. Fund 59.90%
SSD Street Light SID S. R. Fund 50.10%
Storm Drain - Capital Proj Fund 53.20%
Parks - Capital Projects Fund 71.60%
Roads - Capital Projects Fund 109.60%
Public Safety - Capital Projects Fund 54.20%
Capital Projects Fund 26.00%
Sewer Fund 60.20%
Waste Water 43.30%
Storm Drain Enterprise Fund 50.60%
Culinary Water Capital Project Fund 15.90%
2ndary Water Capital Project Fund 8.70%

Water Rights Fund 83.70%



Revenues

1) Intergovernmental Revenue - there is a two month lag on the Class C road funds from the state, combined

2nd Quarter FY2015 Budget Analysis - General Fund

General Fund

Account | YTD Actual | YTD Budget | % Variance | $ Variance
Revenue
TAX REVENUE 3,380,963 2,980,075 (400,888)
LICENSES AND PERMITS 374,753 291,050 (83,703)
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 257,947 403,942 145,995
CHARGES FOR SERVICES 994,152 764,389 (229,763)
OTHER REVENUE 897,067 664,847 (232,221)
ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGES 984,020 984,022 2
CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS 0 330,264 330,264
TOTAL REVENUE 6,888,902 6,418,589 (470,314)
Expenditures
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT 69,788 57,886 (11,902)
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENT 228,611 280,244 51,633
UTILITY BILLING DEPARTMENT 56,107 70,862 14,755
TREASURER DEPARTMENT 75,086 74,092 (995)
RECORDER DEPARTMENT 41,119 62,106 20,987
ATTORNEY DEPARTMENT 118,854 134,243 15,389
JUSTICE COURT DEPARTMENT 105,132 111,473 6,341
NON-DEPARTMENTAL 276,579 223,017 (53,563)
GENERAL GOV'T BLDGS & GROUNDS 71,387 93,258 21,871
PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT 160,059 172,514 12,455
COMMUNICATIONS DEPARTMENT 52,990 54,755 1,765
POLICE DEPARTMENT 1,273,712 1,410,529 136,817
POLICE DEPARTMENT - BLUFFDALE 377,038 394,339 17,301
FIRE DEPARTMENT 823,958 841,404 17,446
BUILDING INSPECTION 189,841 262,803 72,962
GRANT EXPENDITURES 7,548 54,732 47,184
STREETS DEPARTMENT 155,020 329,958 174,938
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 218,262 233,963 15,701
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 190,075 207,782 17,707
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 219,251 256,186 36,935
PARKS & OPEN SPACES DEPT 374,171 439,834 65,663
RECREATION DEPARTMENT 47,937 89,651 41,714
CIVIC EVENTS 34,179 59,533 25,354
LIBRARY SERVICES 90,319 92,153 1,834
OTHER USES 0 81,217 81,217
TRANSFERS 172,038 164,930 (7,108)
TOTAL EXPENSES 5,429,061 6,253,457 824,396
NET REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES 1,459,841 (1,459,841)

with less budgeted grants received to date
2) Contributions & Transfers - This is beginning fund balance to be appropriated, was collected in previous years.

Expenses

1) Legislative Department - memberships and association dues paid for at the beginning of the fiscal year.

2) Non-Department - majority of the general liability insurance is paid for at the beginning of the fiscal year.




2nd Quarter FY2015 Budget Analysis - Other Funds

All Other Funds
Fund YTD Actual YTD Actual Expenses YTD Net
Revenue Revenue/(Expense)

STREET LIGHTING SID S.R. FUND 80,927 47,352 33,575
SSD STREET LIGHT SID S.R. FUND 11,277 66,165 (54,888)
ZONE 2 WATER IMPROVEMENT SID 213,184 8,440 204,744
STORM DRAIN-CAPITAL PROJ FUND 135,538 311,296 (175,758)
PARKS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND 322,058 298,763 23,295
ROADS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND 547,865 701,926 (154,061)
PUBLIC SAFE-CAPITAL PROJ FUND 162,450 0 162,450
CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND 1,194,278 934,078 260,200
DEBT SERVICE FUND 145,902 67,690 78,212
WATER FUND 1,924,712 3,611,931 (1,687,219)
SEWER FUND 1,315,507 942,392 373,115
WASTEWATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND 158,012 223,354 (65,342)
STORM DRAIN ENTERPRISE FUND 202,223 273,910 (71,687)
GARBAGE UTILITY FUND 452,802 377,878 74,924
CUL WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND 430,197 221,811 208,386
2NDARY WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND 191,131 7,893 183,238
WATER RIGHTS FUND 418,630 79,354 339,276

1) SSD Street Light SID S.R. Fund - fund balance used to purchase and install street lights

2) Storm Drain - Capital Proj Fund - payment from fund balance to fund 35 to pay for Israel Canyon Project
3) Road Impact Fund - Fund balance from previous years earnings being used for current projects

4) Water Fund - Secondary Water Meter Project- bond proceeds not yet received

5) Watewater Impact Fund - fund balance from previous years being used for current projects

6) Storm Drain Enterprise Fund - payment from fund balance to fund 35 to pay for Israel Canyon Project



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

GENERAL FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE
TAX REVENUE 3,380,963 5,960,150 2,579,187 56.7
LICENSES AND PERMITS 374,753 582,100 207,347 64.4
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 257,947 807,884 549,937 31.9
CHARGES FOR SERVICES 994,152 1,528,778 534,626 65.0
OTHER REVENUE 897,067 1,329,693 432,626 67.5
ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGES 984,020 1,968,044 984,024 50.0
CONTRIBUTIONS & TRANSFERS 0 330,264 330,264 .0
6,888,902 12,506,913 5,618,011 55.1
EXPENDITURES
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT 69,788 115,772 45,984 60.3
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENT 228,611 560,488 331,877 40.8
UTILITY BILLING DEPARTMENT 56,107 141,723 85,616 39.6
TREASURER DEPARTMENT 75,086 148,183 73,097 50.7
RECORDER DEPARTMENT 41,119 124,211 83,092 331
ATTORNEY DEPARTMENT 118,854 268,485 149,631 44.3
JUSTICE COURT DEPARTMENT 105,132 222,946 117,814 47.2
NON-DEPARTMENTAL 276,579 446,033 169,454 62.0
GENERAL GOV'T BLDGS & GROUNDS 71,387 186,516 115,129 38.3
PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT 160,059 345,027 184,968 46.4
COMMUNICATIONS DEPARTMENT 52,990 109,510 56,520 48.4
POLICE DEPARTMENT 1,273,712 2,821,057 1,547,345 45.2
POLICE DEPARTMENT - BLUFFDALE 377,038 788,677 411,639 47.8
FIRE DEPARTMENT 823,958 1,682,807 858,849 49.0
BUILDING INSPECTION 189,841 525,606 335,765 36.1
GRANT EXPENDITURES 7,548 109,463 101,915 6.9
STREETS DEPARTMENT 155,020 659,915 504,895 235
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 218,262 467,925 249,663 46.6
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 190,075 415,564 225,489 45.7
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 219,251 512,371 293,120 42.8
PARKS & OPEN SPACES DEPT 374,171 879,668 505,497 42.5
RECREATION DEPARTMENT 47,937 179,302 131,365 26.7
CIVIC EVENTS 34,179 119,065 84,886 28.7
LIBRARY SERVICES 90,319 184,305 93,986 49.0
OTHER USES 0 162,434 162,434 .0
TRANSFERS 172,038 329,860 157,822 52.2
5,429,061 12,506,913 7,077,852 43.4
1,459,841 0 ( 1,459,841) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

STREET LIGHTING SID S.R. FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE
STREET LIGHTING SID REVENUE 77,842 135,000 57,158  57.7
OTHER REVENUE 2,492 0 ( 2,492) 0
INTEREST REVENUE 594 60,573 59,979 1.0
80,927 195,573 114,646 414
EXPENDITURES
STREET LIGHTING SID EXPENDITUR 47,352 195,573 148221 242
47,352 195,573 148221 242
33,575 0 ( 33,575) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

SSD STREET LIGHT SID S.R. FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

SSD STREET LIGHT SID REVENUE 11,219 22,500 11,281  49.9
INTEREST REVENUE 58 69,038 68,980 A
11,277 91,538 80,261  12.3

EXPENDITURES
SSD STREET LIGHT SID EXPENDIT 66,165 91,538 25373  72.3
66,165 91,538 25373  72.3
( 54,888) 0 54,888 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



REVENUE

WATER SID REVENUE
INTEREST REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

WATER SID EXPENSES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

ZONE 2 WATER IMPROVEMENT SID

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
212,637 400,000 187,363 53.2

547 0 547) .0

213,184 400,000 186,816 53.3

8,440 267,231 258,791 3.2

0 132,769 132,769 0

8,440 400,000 391,560 2.1

204,744 0 204,744) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

02/09/2015

10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

STORM DRAIN-CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE
CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER SOURCES 0 770,273 770,273 .0
IMPACT FEES REVENUE 135,538 255,000 119,462 53.2
135,538 1,025,273 889,735 13.2
EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 311,296 1,025,273 713,976 30.4
311,296 1,025,273 713,976 30.4
( 175,758) 0 175,758 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

PARKS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE 322,058 2,403,532 2,081,474 134
322,058 2,403,532 2,081,474 134

EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 298,763 2,403,532 2,104,769 124
298,763 2,403,532 2,104,769 124
23,294 0 ( 23,294) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

02/09/2015

10:16AM



FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

ROADS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
547,865 5,445,312 4,897,446 10.1
547,865 5,445,312 4,897,446 10.1
701,926 5,445,312 4,743,385 12.9
701,926 5,445,312 4,743,385 12.9

( 154,061) 0 154,061 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

02/09/2015

10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

PUBLIC SAFE-CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE 162,450 1,124,737 962,287 14.4
162,450 1,124,737 962,287 14.4

EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 0 824,737 824,737 .0
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES 0 300,000 300,000 .0
0 1,124,737 1,124,737 .0
162,450 0 ( 162,450) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

GRANTS 362,766 0 ( 362,766) .0
TRANSFERS AND OTHER SOURCES 476,718 1,799,434 1,322,716 26.5
CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER REVENUE 354,794 3,690,221 3,335,427 9.6
1,194,278 5,489,655 4,295,377 21.8

EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 934,078 5,489,655 4,555,577 17.0
934,078 5,489,655 4,555,577 17.0
260,200 0 ( 260,200) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

DEBT SERVICE FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

ADMIN FEES 106,888 213,773 106,885  50.0
CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS 39,014 78,027 39,013 50.0
BEGINNING BALANCE 0 650 650 0
145,902 292,450 146,548  49.9

EXPENDITURES
DEBT SERVICE 67,690 292,450 224760 232
67,690 292,450 224760 232
78,212 0 ( 78,212) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:16AM



FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

REVENUE

UTILITY OPERATING REVENUE
BOND REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

INCREASE IN FUND BALANCE
WATER OPERATIONS
SECONDARY WATER OPERATIONS
FUND BALANCE TO APPROP

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

WATER FUND
YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
1,924,712 3,340,500 1,415,788 57.6
0 2,565,565 2,565,565 .0
1,924,712 5,906,065 3,981,353 32.6
0 207,359 207,359 .0
775,529 1,875,102 1,099,573 41.4
2,836,401 3,028,698 192,296 93.7
0 794,907 794,907 .0
3,611,931 5,906,065 2,294,134 61.2
( 1,687,219) 0 1,687,219 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

02/09/2015

10:16AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

SEWER FUND
YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

OPERATING & NON-OPERATING REV 1,315,507 2,186,500 870,993 60.2
CONTRIBUTIONS & TRANSFERS 0 520,647 520,647 .0
1,315,507 2,707,147 1,391,640 48.6

EXPENDITURES
SEWER OPERATIONS 942,392 2,707,147 1,764,755 34.8
942,392 2,707,147 1,764,755 34.8
373,115 0 ( 373,115) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

WASTEWATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE
IMPACT FEES REVENUE 158,012 1,233,863 1,075851  12.8
158,012 1,233,863 1,075851  12.8
EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 223,354 1,215,323 991,969 184
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES 0 18,540 18,540 0
223,354 1,233,863 1,010,509  18.1
( 65,342) 0 65,342 0
FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

STORM DRAIN ENTERPRISE FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

OPERATING REVENUE 201,556 400,000 198,444 504
CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER SOURCES 666 235,554 234,888 3
202,223 635,554 433331 318

EXPENDITURES
STORM DRAIN OPERATIONS 273,910 635,554 361,644  43.1
273,910 635,554 361,644  43.1
( 71,687) 0 71,687 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

GARBAGE UTILITY FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

OPERATING REVENUE 452,102 851,785 399,683  53.1
INTEREST REVENUE 700 0 ( 700) 0
452,802 851,785 398983 532

EXPENDITURES
GARBAGE OPERATIONS 377,878 783,663 405785 482
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES 0 68,122 68,122 0
377,878 851,785 473,907 444
74,924 0 ( 74,924) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

CUL WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE
BOND REVENUE 0 1,800,000 1,800,000 .0
CONNECTION FEES REVENUE 430,197 1,164,557 734,360 36.9
430,197 2,964,557 2,534,360 14.5
EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 221,811 2,964,557 2,742,746 75
221,811 2,964,557 2,742,746 75
208,386 0 ( 208,386) .0
FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

REVENUE

BOND REVENUE
CONNECTION FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

2NDARY WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
0 2,000,000 2,000,000 .0
191,131 437,594 246,462 43.7
191,131 2,437,594 2,246,462 7.8

7,893 2,072,008 2,064,115

0 365,586 365,586
7,893 2,437,594 2,429,700 .3
183,238 0 ( 183,238) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

02/09/2015

10:17AM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 6 MONTHS ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2014

WATER RIGHTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

WATER RIGHTS - DEVELOPER FEES 411,681 500,000 88,319 82.3
INTEREST REVENUE 6,948 300,000 293,052 2.3
418,630 800,000 381,370 52.3

EXPENDITURES
WATER RIGHTS EXPENSES 79,354 800,000 720,646 9.9
79,354 800,000 720,646 9.9
339,276 0 339,276) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 50 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 02/09/2015  10:17AM
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City Council
Staff Report

Sierra Estates Plat E
Final Plat

February 17, 2015
Public Meeting

Report Date:
Applicant/Owner:
Location:

Major Street Access:

Parcel Number(s) & Size:

Parcel Zoning:
Adjacent Zoning:
Current Use of Parcel:
Adjacent Uses:
Previous Meetings:

Previous Approvals:
Land Use Authority:

Future Routing:
Author:

February 10, 2015

Patterson Homes, Inc

Approximately 600 West 400 North

400 North

a portion of 58:034:0496 (~7.81 acres)
R-3, Low Density Residential

A, PCand R-3

Undeveloped

Low Density Residential, Agricultural
2/27/14, PC review of Amended MDA
6/12/14, PC review of Sierra Estates Preliminary Plat
3/25/14, CC approval Amended MDA
7/1/14, CC approval of the Preliminary Plat
City Council

None

Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner

Executive Summary: This is a request for final plat approval for Sierra Estates Plat E
which consists of 26 lots within 7.81 acres in the R-3 zone. The property falls within
“The Sierra Estates amended Master Development Agreement” that was approved by
the City Council on March 25, 2014.

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 “H” of this report. Options include approval with conditions,
continuing the item, or denial.

Background: The property falls within the Sierra Estates amended Master Development
Agreement. The MDA allows 9,000 square foot lots and states that the open space
requirements have been met with previous phases.

Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner

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



The Preliminary Plat was approved by the City Council on July 1, 2014. The attached
final plat is consistent with the preliminary plat. During the Preliminary Plat review, the
City Council agreed that the City would accept long-term maintenance of the park strip
along 400 North (no part of the 400 North park strip is included in this plat).

Specific Request: This is a request for Final Plat approval for Plat E of the Sierra
Estates Development.

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

Community Review: Prior to City Council review of the proposed Final Plat, the
Preliminary Plat was reviewed by the Planning Commission at a public hearing on June
12, 2014 and by the City Council at a public meeting on July 1, 2014. Prior to the public
hearing with the Planning Commission, 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.

During the public hearing with the Planning Commission and at the City Council meeting,
neighboring residents in the Agricultural zone made the following comments:
e Support was given for placing notification on the title and/or plat that
neighboring properties have animals and agricultural rights.

However, Plat E does not directly abut the agricultural uses.

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

Finding: consistent. The R-3 zoned portion of the Sierra Estates development is a
total of 188 units on 74.58 acres; resulting in a density of 2.52 units per acre. The
undeveloped R-3 zoned property within the Sierra Estates project, which is included in
the preliminary plat, is 28.28 acres with 94 lots; resulting in a density of 3.32 units per
acre. These densities are consistent with the general plan for low density residential
development.

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 preliminary plat will
provide residential building lots that will support single family homes, which are
permitted uses in the R-3 zone.

Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size in the R-
3 zone is 10,000 square feet. The City Council may approve a reduction based on
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compliance with specific criteria. These criteria were evaluated during the MDA review
and the City Council approved a reduction to 9,000 square feet for the proposed lots.

Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. 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 on the plans indicates compliance with these requirements.
The corner lot setback is shown at 25 feet on that detail and may be reduced to 20 feet.

Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the
front building setback. The proposed lots are a minimum of 70 feet wide at the front
building setback.

Minimum Lot Frontage: complies. Every lot in this zone shall have at least 35 feet of
frontage along a public street. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.

Maximum Height of Structures, Maximum Lot Coverage, Minimum Dwelling
Size: can comply. No structure in the R-3 zone shall be taller than 35 feet. Maximum
lot coverage in the R-3 zone is 50%. The minimum dwelling size in the R-3 zone is 1,250
square feet of living space above grade. These requirements will be reviewed by the
building department with each individual building permit application.

Open Space: complies. The open space requirements were agreed to with approval of
the MDA. The open space requirements for this phase of the Sierra Estates development
have already been fulfilled.

Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage
when calculating density. All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space.
Sensitive lands may be used for credit towards meeting the minimum open space
requirements. However, no more than fifty percent of the required open space shall be
comprised of sensitive lands. 7here are no sensitive lands within this phase of
development.

Trash Storage: complies. Each future home will have an individual garbage can.

Second Access: complies. Section 19.12.06(1)(e) requires two separate means of
vehicular access onto a collector road whenever the total number of dwelling units
served by a single means of access will exceed 50. The project currently has two points
of access onto a collector road and another access will be added as the remaining land
develops.

Phasing: can comply. Section 19.12.02(6) requires City Council approval of phasing
plans. Plat E is the next phase of development and requires City Council approval. This
is addressed as a condition of approval.



Fencing: can comply. Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting
open space, parks, trails, and easement corridors. In addition, fencing may also be
required adjacent to undeveloped properties. A six foot tall tan vinyl privacy fence is
recommended along the rear of lots 512-518. This has been included as a condition of
approval.

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 Sierra Estates Plat E Final Plat, located at
approximately 600 West 400 North, with the findings and conditions below:

Findings:

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

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.

3. Plat E may be developed as the next phase of development.

4. A six foot tall tan vinyl privacy fence shall be installed by the developer along the
rear of lots 512-518.

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 Sierra Estates Plat E Final Plat, generally located at
600 West 400 North. 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:



Exhibits:

Engineering Staff Report
Zoning / Location Map
Approved Preliminary Plat
Proposed Final Plat
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City Council S~

Staff Report /S‘
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer K/—-—
Subject: Sierra Estates Plat E L

Date: February 17, 2015 Z

Type of Item: Final Plat Approval SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

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

B. Background:

Applicant: Patterson Homes, Inc
Request: Final Plat Approval
Location: Approximately 600 W and 400 North
Acreage: 7.81 acres - 26 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 recorded 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 and improvements not located in the
public right-of-way. All off-site easements (outside the boundaries of the plat) shall
be recorded prior to commencing construction on the project.

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.

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

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

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

Developer may be required by the Saratoga Springs Fire Chief to perform fire flow
tests prior to final plat approval and prior to the commencement of the warranty
period.

Submittal of a Mylar and electronic version of the as-built drawings in AutoCAD
format to the City Engineer is required prior acceptance of site improvements and
the commencement of the warranty period.

All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate
all geotechnical recommendations as per the applicable soils report.

Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all lots and shall stabilize and
reseed all disturbed areas.

Developer shall relocate the cutoff swale upland of the lots in the phase of the
development.

Existing easements that were recorded with Plat D and that encumber lots in this
phase will need to be vacated or amended.
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APPROVED PRELIMINARY PLAT

: - SURVEYQOR'S CERTIFICATE
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‘ CORP OF PRES BISHO? TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE | WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN CITY RULES, ORDINANGES, REQUIREMENTS, STANDARDS, AND STREETS, AND EASEMENTS, HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROFERTY DESCRIVED ON THIS FLAT IN
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[ PATTERSON HOMES, INC B haos Ty IS g SMie g OR SITE ' ‘
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/ e NURTH(;ATE (vauc} ey ] ALL IMPROVEMENTS GURRENTLY MEET CITY STANDARDS, AND WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAM, SAID PARCEL. BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
f BONDS ARE POSTED BY THE CURRENT OWNER COF THE PROJECT
. i — PURSUANT TO CITY CODE. BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH 1S § 89°5316" W 1049.37 FEET FROM THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF
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| . 'ERR STATE:S B i PARTY, INCLUDING UNIT OR LOT OWNERS, SHALL BE DEEMED A N 89°5449" E 416,66 FEET TO A POINT ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY OF SIERRA ESTATES PLAT "B",
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. 1 10" SIDE - . LOCATED IN A PORTION OF THE HORTHEAST OUARTER OF SECTION 22
_ 10" FUE 10" SIE SETBACK |- 10" siDE - 19 ‘
A PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT r 10" SIDE SETBACK SETBack  SETBACK SETBACK | __QUESTAR GAS COMPANY ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER TOWNSHIP 3 SOUTH, RANGE | WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND FERIDIAN
25' STREET SIDE = pus " PLE 5 FLE . SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
B EXISTING STREET LIGHT SETBACK 5 pu PUE COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION CENTURY LINK SEALE [ 2100 FEET
APPROVED THIS DAY OF ________ AD. 20_, | APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD. 20, TR TR T TR
& PROPCSED STREET LIGHT 25" FRONT SETBACK i6' PLE 26" FROMT BETBACK. 16 PUE 25 FRONT SETBACK 10" PUE .
CORNER LOT IHIERIOR LOT CUL-DE-SAL R, KHUCHLE L6T COMCAST GABLE TELEVISION CENTURY LINK
r— AZTEC FIRE CHIEF APPROYAL PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW SARATOGA SPRINGS ENGINEER APFROVAL SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE
EWEI ENGINEERING | sseroven sy me sre cuer on mis REVIEWED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON THIS APPROVAL BY THE CITY ENGINEER ON THIS APPROVAL BY SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY ON THIS APEROVED BY POST OFFICE REPRESENTATIVE ON
DAY OF. AD. 20 DAY OF AD. 20 DAY OF AD. 24, DAY OF. AD. 20 THIS. DAY OF, AD. 20
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P i e CITY FIRE CHIEF CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION GITY ENGINEER SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE REPRESENTATVE




CORP OF PRES BISHOP
CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST

N 89°0L'LY" E L16.66 OF LDS

SIERRA ESTATES PLAT "E”

PROPOSED FINAL PLAT

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

ly , DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR AND THAT | HOLD A LICENSE,
CERTIFICATE NO. , IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS LICENSING ACT

/ — 00—~ —90.00— FOUND IN TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22 OF THE UTAH CODE. | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, | HAVE MADE A
: . _—' r . . —I | [— . i 3 LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 22, SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED BELOW, HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS,
& & ' STREETS, AND EASEMENTS, HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH UTAH
/ 23, Sl4 | g 513 | g 512 | S z o TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE | WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN CODE SECTION 17-23-17, HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS, AND HAVE PLACED MONUMENTS AS REPRESENTED ON THE PLAT. |
: BES g5 '& & | w 5 = FURTHER CERTIFY THAT EVERY EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT OF RECORD FOR UNDERGROUND FACILITIES, AS
553 20l <F = 9’%00 x = 9,008 s¢ = L £ SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY, UTAH COUNTY, UTAH DEFINED IN UTAH CODE SECTION 54-8A-2, AND FOR OTHER UTILITY FACILITIES, IS ACCURATELY DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT, AND
PATTERSON HOMES, INC - =T 10280 5F 0.21 Ac |12 0.21 ac |12 0.21 Ac | I 5 g 3 THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND CORRECT. | ALSO CERTIFY THAT | HAVE FILED, OR WILL FILE WITHIN 90 DAYS OF THE
UDOT PRESERVATION o B 1s RECORDATION OF THIS PLAT, A MAP OF THE SURVEY | HAVE COMPLETED WITH THE UTAH COUNTY SURVEYOR.
MOUNTAIN VIEW CORRIDOR | - ' s Q npu CURVE TABLE
72 Ac Cok 53,74 L —90.00 L . N I ERRA ESTATES B CURVE RADIUS LENGTH DELTA CHORD BEARING
Cl 200.00 90.54 25°%6'I5" 89.77 N 77°08'35" W
® [ c2 200.00 22371 64°05'17" 212.23 N 57°52'll' E BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
_ SBOBLULO'WI99.99' a c3 800.00 14.99 01°04'26" 14.99 S 89°32'58" E
Ch 15.00 23.36 90°00100° 21.2] N 45706°45" W A PARCEL OF LAND SITUATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 22, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE | WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
NORTHGATE (PuBLIC) c5 15.00 23.56 90°00'00" 21.21 N 64°53'17* E SAID PARCEL BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
‘ < Lot L LTI 0.05 N 2096 51 £ BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS S 89°53'16" W 1343.51 FEET AND NORTH 558.51 FEET FROM THE EAST Y, CORNER OF SAID SECTION 22; RUNNING
: R L . % ¢ 20.00 16.96 [7L0°09" 16.89 N 51°30'26" E THENCE S 89°53'17" W 270.06 FEET; THENCE N 00°06'43" W 99.98 FEET; THENCE S 89°53'7* W 67.I1 FEET; THENCE N 00°06'45" W 156,00 FEET,
I_ —I |_ I c8 55.00 65.42 68°09'13" 61.63 N II°04715" W THENCE S 89°53'17" W 91.00 FEET; THENCE N 76°33'58" W 87.78 FEET; THENCE N II°L8'44" E 30.14 FEET; THENCE N 64°10°28" W 180.12 FEET;
= |z ) 55.00 63 8L 66°30'2]" 60.32 N 78°24°03" W THENCE N 25°49'32" E 77.08 FEET; THENCE N 64°10°28" W 95.32 FEET; THENCE N 28°29'44" E 310.52 FEET; THENCE N 89°54'49" E 416.66 FEET TO
<<‘D>° 510 <2 1l Cl0 55.00 (8.47 19°14',3* 18.39 S 58°43'25" W A POINT ALONG THE WEST BOUNDARY LINE OF SIERRA ESTATES PLAT "B*; THENCE ALONG SAID BOUNDARY LINE THE FOLLOWING EIGHT COURSES:
g I S 9.000 SF LAST - - — : p— (1) S 00°05'II" E 100.69 FEET, (2) S 34°I5'24" W 66.99 FEET, (3) S 00°09'58" E 100.00 FEET, (4) S 89°10'49" E 22.66 FEET, (5) S 85°45'25" E 77.57
= ) = . : : : FEET, (6) S 84°27'39" E 55.91 FEET, (7) S 06°44'09" W 220.47 FEET, (8) S 69°I4'54" E 50.85 FEET TO A POINT ALONG THE WEST BOUNDARY OF
9,000 5F Z ! Cll 15.00 10.68 LOLT'3 10.45 S 69°29'40" W ®)
= 0.21 AC | i LI AC | S 89°10'4L9" E Cl2 15.00 23.56 90°00'00" 21.2| N 45°06'L3" W SIERRA ESTATES PLAT "D"; THENCE ALONG SAID BOUNDARY LINE THE FOLLOWING THREE COURSES: (1) S 00°40'34" W 107.08 FEET, (2) S 17°21'37" E
S 8 S . CLARK 3 17200 77 86 25956 [5" 77,20 N 77°08'35" W 58.64 FEET, (3) S 00°06'43" E 99.98 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
|8 | 18 / 22.66 Clt 228.00 57.83 14°3200" 57.68 N 82°50'43" W CONTAINS: 7.81 ACRES
2 Cl5 228.00 145,38 24" 15" 45,31 N 69°52'35" W
\ L S 89°54'49" W 90.00" JIL S 89°54'49" W 90.00 | S 85°%45'25" £ 77 57 S 84°27'39" 55 Cl6 15.00 23.56 90°00"00" 21.2] N 70°49'32" E # OF LOTS: 26
o m— .gl ¢ - . lo— e — .l&' _-.—v. ' oNN'NNY LU
40.96 1 92.00 |_“7 0 7529 . : 9l cl7 15.00 23.56 90°00°00 2.2 N 19710°28" W BASIS OF BEARING: SECTION LINE BETWEEN THE EAST ¥, CORNER AND THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 22 T5, RIW, SLB&M BEARING
! ] —I Ci8 172.00 80.33 26°45'35" 79.60 N 39°12'20" E S 00°01'27" W 2650.79 FEET.
= NE ci9 172.00 112.06 31°19'4I 110.09 N 7P°14'58" E
ME 506 g : c20 228.00 2.57 00°38'46" 2.57 N 26°08'55" E
12 9,037 s = | | CRAFTSMAN c2l 228.00 80.99 20°21°07" 80.56 N 36°38'51" £ DATE SURVEYOR'S NAME LICENSE NO.
| = 0.21 AC = . c2z 228.00 70.98 17°50'17" 70.70 N 55°44'33" E
s i__ sl COMPANIES c23 228.00 70.98 17°50' 7" 70.70 N 73°34'50" E
| I P 14 456 S < c24 228.00 29.50 07°24'50" 29.48 N 86°12'24" £ OWNER'S DEDICATION
: : S ’ -
24.40° 66.47" c\\/
a a KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT , THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S) OF THE
Csoss E e NOTES: ABOVE DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND HAVING CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS AND STREETS TO BE HEREAFTER KNOWN AS
N 40 z g LA
STTER TPUBLIC : g 1. PLAT MUST BE RECORDED WITHIN 24 MONTHS OF FINAL PLAT APPROVAL BY CITY -
(PLaLC) 2 g COUNCIL. FINAL PLAT APPROVAL WAS GRANTED ONTHE DAY OF , SIERRA ESTATES PLAT "E
S 8 20__. DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC AND/OR CITY ALL PARCELS OF LAND, EASEMENTS, RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND PUBLIC
. 19.10° 84.50 % RANGER RUN 2. THE INSTALLATION OF ALL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL CONFORM TO ALL CITY RULES, AMENITIES SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC AND/OR CITY USE. THE OWNER(S) VOLUNTARILY DEFEND, INDEMNIFY, AND
Z o ~ ] =T je ORDINANCES, REQUIREMENTS, STANDARDS, AND POLICIES REGARDING THE SAVE HARMLESS THE CITY AGAINST ANY EASEMENTS OR OTHER ENCUMBRANCE ON A DEDICATED STREET WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH
D =g - DEVELOPMENT OF THIS PROPERTY. THE CITY FRON A DAHAGECLAIED 5Y PERSONS WITHN OF WTHOUT THS SBDNIION 10 AAve BEE CLAED Y ALTERR IS OF
TR g 50 : ‘ 3. PRIORTO BUILDING PERMITS BEING ISSUED, SOIL TESTING STUDIES MAY BE REQUIRED THE GROUND SURFACE, VEGETATION, DRAINAGE, OR SURFACE OR SUB-SURFACE WATER FLOWS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION OR BY
||: % = S | . I(D)I[\IAEAI\%{YLSET QL?BEEE'R}%INFEIE I\IZZS?IIE!IER%EIIIEBIP&’R/IIES 'PXE%AEII-VIENT DEVELOPMENT ESTABLISHMENT OR CONSTRUCTION OF THE ROADS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION.
3 = 9,902 sF o :
< 2 = 0.23 A = ,
o T = 23 Ac l S AGREEMENT, SUBDIVISION AGREEMENT, OR SITE PLAN AGREEMENT, SEE CITY
8 » DAHL RECORDER FOR MORE INFORMATION.
' g : J RICH 5. BUILDING PERMITS WILL NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL ALL IMPROVEMENTS HAVE BEEN IN WITNESS HEREOF, ____HAVE HEREUNTO SET THIS DAY OF o AD-20__
l_ .S 89°53'7* W 99 50" _ § | r ] PITCHER INSTALLED AND ACCEPTED BY THE CITY IN WRITING. ALL IMPROVEMENTS CURRENTLY
85 g—— 2 N D & - MEET CITY STANDARDS; AND BONDS ARE POSTED BY THE CURRENT OWNER OF THE
S — B 1 5 | P PROJECT PURSUANT TO CITY CODE.
DATA TABLE L —. .\ . s | 4 | 2 6. ALL BONDS AND BOND AGREEMENTS ARE BETWEEN THE CITY, DEVELOPERIOWNER,
TOTAL LOTS: % 3 \ . | l - & 502 - 50 = AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTION. NO OTHER PARTY, INCLUDING UNIT OR LOT OWNERS,
L LOTS: = \ 1 573 & 5 | e ol s | = SHALL BE DEEMED A THIRD-PARTY BENEFICIARY OR HAVE ANY RIGHTS INCLUDING THE
ZONE: R-5 s S S 0002 < = ) 023 ac S oz 3 L) RIGHT TO BRING ANY ACTION UNDER ANY BOND OR BOND AGREEMENT. CORPORATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT
~ \ \ S 0.23 A | 5600 ROW— 3 < 7. THE OWNER OF THIS SUBDIVISION AND ANY SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS ARE
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT: 340,206 SF 7.81 AC. (100%) Y =\ . @ 57 L0? RESPONSIBLE FOR ENSURING THAT IMPACT AND CONNECTION FEES ARE PAID AND STATE OF UTAH
™ >/ o _J | ; L03 WATER RIGHTS ARE SECURED FOR EACH INDIVISUAL LOT. NO BUILDING PERMITS COUNTY OF UTAH S5
PUBLIC ROAD DEDICATION: 88,503 SF 2.03 AC. (26%) BN \\\ﬁ' < ) \ ;\g — e — . 9 @ . g |11 . - SHALL BE ISSUED FOR ANY LOT IN THIS SUBDIVISION UNTIL ALL IMPACT AND
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA: O SF 0.00 AC. (0%) Tt - > 850 N 80.00 CONNECTION FEES, AT THE RATES IN EFFECT WHEN APPLYING FOR BUILDING PERMIT, o DAY O , D 20__ PERSONFLLY AFPEARED BEFORE ME, AND, WHO
oS \ \ &l ) ARE PAID IN FULL AND WATER RIGHTS SECURED AS SPECIFIED BY CURRENT CITY BEING BY ME DULY SWORN DID SAY EACH FOR HIMSELF, THAT HE, THE SAID IS THE PRESIDENT AND HE
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS AREA: 61,533 SF .4l AC. 3 ¥ ) <R & THE SAID IS THE SECRETARY OF CORPORATION, AND THAT THE WITHIN
TOTAL LOT AREA: 251,701 SF - 5.78 AC. (7L%) o N N 89°53'17" E 127.50° S N89S E 200,98 ORDINANCES AND FEE SCHEDULES. AND FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS SIGNED IN BEHALF OF SAID CORPORATION BY AUTHORITY OF A RESOLUTION OF ITS BOARD
: \ LB S BONO BLVD (PUBLIC) @® . TL% ?g/%%lfngggEssﬁﬁgch fAON,?\ éASSOScI:(ITTSI‘(')N BYLAWS. ARTICLES OF INCORPORATIONS SAID CORPORATION EXECUTED THE SAME AND THAT THE SEAL AFFIXED IS THE SEAL OF SAID CORPORATION
| \ |2 __ . \I‘ ' " AND CCR'S ’ MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
LEGEND: \ 5.89°03'17" W 67.11 r_ o002 _I |__ o0 _] r_ o900 o I(\lsggAsléZLI;léEld\L(;, RESIDING AT
Q> FOUND SECTION CORNER MONUMENT S =2 é\ o |- e e STATES "D ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY
-/ o o < 2
O EXISTING SUBDIVISION SURVEY MONUMENT N T w3 \ Sl o2k |2 525 |2 226
'-|_- > S \ 3 | 9,000 sF ' : 9,000 sF : : 9,000 sF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, COUNTY OF UTAH, APPROVES THIS SUBDIVISION
@ PROPOSED SUBDIVISION SURVEY MONUMENT <T % © ) \ :8 | 0.21 AC l S 0.21 AC I 8 0.21 AC %Pilg\fjllsg ;:és(il)-ggJ:SAgth%Vdg‘é% UL)TIIP'LIIIELYSI%%PQP%[ES!NAE%DED - SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS STATED HEREON, AND HEREBY ACCEPTS THE
o S 9 9 , , ,
£ EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT \ \ S |7 1= OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANTS OF RECORD.  (B) LOCATION gﬁg#%%g%’: OTLQIIDLEQIEESATLSUEQSSEETT-IESPSSLDI COTHER PARCELS OF LAND INTENDED FOR PUBLIC
. = — OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND AND UTILITY FACILITIES. (C) CONDITIONS OR °
A PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT \ ' L. —90.02' — - L —90.02'— - JIL —90.02' < RESTRICTIONS GOVERNING THE LOCATION OF THE FACILITIES WITH THE
- = STyl - = = RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND EASEMENT GRANTS OF RECORD, AND UTILITY
: \ _ S 89°55'17" W 270.06 = l\\ z LOL DIAMOND FACILITIES WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION. "APPROVING® SHALL HAVE THE THIS_____ DAYOF , AD.
& EXISTING STREET LIGHT \\ T — — % \_ P O.B :[>J EAST I/4 CORNER, MEANING IN UTAH CODE SECTION 10-9A-603 (&)(c)(1).
@  PROPOSED STREET LIGHT 0 50 100 150 200 — e — R = ' g | SECTION 22, T5,
s — = = “o - RIW, SLB&M - ESAR L COMPANY
VICINITY SKETCH SCALE 1"=50" )\ \ z$ B.M. ELEV=L500.00 APPROVED THIS____ DAY OF AD. 20__,
- A | S89°53'6"W
X \ 035 JIKJ QUESTAR GAS COMPANY ATTEST
. _ o - COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION CITY MAYOR CITY RECORDER
Vo w| S = PARSONS APPROVED THIS____ DAY OF AD. 20__, (SEE SEAL BELOW)
: Z|©o I 2 PR
’ | NS ~
5 \ \ BAXTER BLVD (PUBLIC) = =0 E COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION g P LAT E
z i\ : ~ TYPICAL SETBACK & P.U.E. DETAILS IR S : 5 N 9 ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER Z SIERRA ESTATES
( 400 NORT 25 REAR SeTaAck, [ TV 25" REAR SETBACK 5 PUE PO'REARSETBACKY \ \ s 2 APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD. 20__, |~ |
x PNy PROJECT SITE Sininin T i - 08 g @ LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 22
P, A( o Aee] i st ST i S 8120' SIDE \ = SOUTH EAST CORNER, e MG FOTR TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE | WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
%5 . . 20" . ! SETBACK
S B, N | 20 STREET SDE | | ils pe /20" SIDE SETRACK—Y, ik p ek " PUE o T SECTION 22, T5S, W0 HOMESITE 7 CENTURY LINK SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY . UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
SETBACK - ! , ; ; SCALE: I"= 50 FEET
\ H A kL" i 'J : 5 P E T J - \ \ AIZ RIYV;\ASLB&M APPROVED THIS— DAY OF—— A.D. 20—’ SURVEYOR'S SEAL NOTARY PUBLIC SEAL CITY ENGINEER SEAL LERK-RECORDER SEAL
1 25' FRONT SETBACK-. Lo PUE 25' FRONT SETBACK-  Li0" PLE 25' FRONT SETBACK ‘ |
CORNER LOT INTERIOR LOT CUL-DE-SAC OR KNUCKLE LOT , CENTURY LINK
AZTEC FIRE CHIEF APPROVAL PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW SARATOGA SPRINGS ENGINEER APPROVAL SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE
ENGINEERING| approveD BY THE FIRE CHIEF ON THIS REVIEWED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ONOTHIS APPROVAL BY THE CITY ENGINEER ON THIS APPROVAL BY SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY ON THIS #:IPSROVED BY P%SIY OCI)-'FICE REPRESENTATI\AEDObé .
— DAY OF AD. 20____, DAY OF AD. 20______, — DAY OF AD. 20_____ , - DAY OF AD. 20_____, - D. 20,
CIVIL ENGINEERING 491 N 450 W
e g Bt OREM, UT 84057
office (801} 492-1217 CITY FIRE CHIEF CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION CITY ENGINEER SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE REPRESENTATIVE




RESOLUTION NO. R15-6 (2-17-15)

ADDENDUM TO RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF
SARATOGA SPRINGS PERTAINING TO THE
CITY STREET LIGHTING SPECIAL
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO INCLUDE
ADDITIONAL SUBDIVISION LOTS. (Sierra
Estates Plat E)

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, Ufah 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 Sierra Estates Plat E, (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 17" 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




CONSENT OF OWNER OF PROPERTY
TO BE INCLUDED IN STREET LIGHTING SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

WHEREAS the City of Saratoga Springs (the “City”), by and through its City Council,
has created a Street Lighting Special Improvement District (the “Lighting SID”) to pay for
maintenance of street lighting within the subdivisions covered by the Lighting SID.

WHEREAS the undersigned (“Developer™) is the developer of Sierra Estates Plat E
Subdivision (the “Subdivision”) located within the City for which the City Council has given or
is expected to give final plat approval.

WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 17A-3-307 provides that before the completion of the
improvements covered by a special improvement district, additional properties may be added to
the special improvement district and assessed upon the conditions set out therein. Since the
improvements covered by the Lighting SID are the maintenance of street lighting in the Lighting
SID, said improvements are not completed so additional properties may be added to the Lighting
SID pursuant to said § 17A-3-307.

WHEREAS, the City is requiring that the Subdivision be included within the Lighting
SID in order to provide for the maintenance of street lighting within the Subdivision as a
condition of final approval of the Subdivision.

WHEREAS, Developer, as the owner of the property covered by the Subdivision, is
required by Utah Code Ann. § 17A-3-307 to give written consent to having the property covered
by that Subdivision included within the Lighting SID and to consent to the proposed
improvements to the property covered by the Subdivision and to waive any right to protest the
Lighting SID.

NOW THEREFORE, Developer hereby consents to including the lots and parcels within
the Subdivision in the Lighting SID. On behalf of itself and all lot purchasers and/or successors
in interests, Developer consents and agrees as follows:

1. Consents to have all property covered by the Subdivision and all lots and parcels
created by the Subdivision included within the Lighting SID. The legal description and the tax
identification number(s) of the property covered by the Subdivision are set out in Exhibit A
attached to this Consent.

2. Consents to the improvements with respect to the property covered by the Subdivision
-- that is the maintenance of street lighting within the Subdivision. The street lighting within the
Subdivision will be installed by Developer as part of the “Subdivision Improvements.”

3. Agrees to the assessments by the Lighting SID for the maintenance of street lighting
within the Lighting SID.



4. Waives any right to protest against the Lighting SID and/or the assessments currently
being assessed for all lots in the Lighting SID.

Dated this day of ,20__

DEVELOPER:

Name: JF Capital
Authorized
Signature:

Its:

2001273



Cl1 T Y OF

City Council e

Staff Report /T
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer K/v
Subject: Paul Johnson Water Right Purchase Yad

Date: February 17, 2015 Z

Type of Item: Water Right Purchase SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

A. Topic:

This item is for the approval to purchase 80.12 AF of water rights from Paul Johnson.
B. Background:

Paul Johnson owns interest in 2 water rights that have been approved for diversion from the
City’s secondary wells. Water Right 54-1203 (a32707) covers 62.92 AF and is currently owned
by Paul Johnson. This Water Right was approved by the State Engineers office for diversion
from the City’s secondary water wells but remained in the ownership of Mr. Johnson.

Water Right 54-1204 (a32706) has been previously deeded to the City. When this water was
deeded to the City, Mr. Johnson received a credit that was used towards development. To date,
he has used 45.72 AF leaving a remaining credit of 17.2 AF.

Mark Christensen and | met with Mr. Johnson on January 15" and discussed purchasing all
62.92 AF of water right 54-1203 and the remaining credit of 17.2 AF left in water right 54-1204
so conditional on the approval of the City Council. Staff negotiated a price of $3,012 per AF
based on that being the City’s current water right fee. Mr. Johnson accepted this offer and is
prepared to close immediately pending the Council’s approval.

C. Analysis:

These water rights are valuable to the City because the State Engineer has made it increasingly
difficult to move additional water into our wells and this 80.12 AF is already approved for use
from our secondary wells. The proposed purchase price of $3,012/AF is a good value
considering the city has paid up to $3,500/AF for other secondary water as recently as 2012.

The City’s current budget includes $400,000 in GL# 58-5800-407 for water right purchases in
this fiscal year; no purchases have yet been made therefore a budget amendment is not
required for this transaction.

Recommendation: | recommend that the City Council approve the purchase of the
aforementioned water right and water right credit in the amount of $241,321.44.



WATER RIGHT AND CREDIT PURCHASE AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered as of , 2015, by and
between PAUL JOHNSON, (“Seller”), and the CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS,
(“City”).

RECITALS:

A. Seller is the owner of Water Right 54-1203 (a32707) covering 62.92 acre
feet of water. This water right is approved for diversion in Utah County from secondary
water wells owned by the City for municipal purposes.

B. Seller is also the owner of water credits with the City, which were
acquired when Seller previously deeded 62.92 acre-feet to the City under Water Right 54-
1204 (a32706) and the City granted the Seller a credit for those water rights. To date,
Seller has used 45.72 acre-feet of these credits leaving Seller with a remaining credit of
17.2 acre-feet.

C. Seller agrees to sell and the City agrees to purchase from seller the full
62.92 acre feet in Water Right 54-1203 (a32707) (“Water Right”) and the remaining 17.2
acre feet of credits in Water Right 54-1204 (a32706) (“Water Credit”’) upon the terms
herein provided.

AGREEMENT:

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, conditions, and
terms set forth herein and other good and valuable consideration, the parties hereby agree
as follows:

1. Agreement to Sell and Purchase — Purchase Price. Seller hereby agrees to
sell to City and City hereby agrees to purchase from Seller the Water Right and Water
Credit, for the consideration stated herein and upon the terms and conditions hereinafter
set forth. The purchase price shall be $3,012.00 per acre-foot of water for a total
purchase price of $241,321.44 (“Purchase Price”).

2. Title Insurance — Acceptance of Title. Seller shall provide a preliminary
commitment for a title insurance policy in the name of City for the Water Right within 5
business days after the execution of this Agreement. City shall have five business days
from receipt of the preliminary title commitment to accept title or give written objections
to title. Failure to give notice of objections shall be deemed acceptance of title by City.
Seller shall have five business days from receipt of notice of objections to title to satisfy
and cure such written objections. If Seller shall fail to cure City’s objections within said
five business days, City may waive such objections and accept title or City may reject
title and terminate this Agreement by written notice to Seller within ten business days of
notice to Seller of City’s title objections. Upon the recording of the Special Warranty
Deed from Seller to City, a standard Owner’s title insurance policy based on the




preliminary commitment shall be issued insuring fee title in City in the full amount of the
Purchase Price subject only to the Permitted Exceptions. Seller shall pay the premium
for the title policy and the cost of recording the Special Warranty Deed.

3. Sellers’ Representations and Warranties. Seller represents and warrants as
of the date hereof and as of closing that:

3.1 Seller has the right, power, legal capacity, and authority to enter
into and perform its obligations under this Agreement.

3.2 Seller has not entered into any agreement nor does it have notice or
knowledge as to any order, action, or proceedings pending that would prevent Seller from
conveying the Water Right to City free from any lien, encumbrance, claim, or cloud on
the title to the Water Right.

3.3 Seller has not entered into any agreement nor taken any action or
proceeding, and Seller does not have notice or knowledge of any agreement, order,
action, or proceeding, that has committed the Water Right or Water Credit so as to
prevent the Water Right or Water Credit from being used in the City of Saratoga Springs
or from being lawfully conveyed to the City of Saratoga Springs without encumbrances.

4. City’s Representations and Warranties. City represents and warrants as of
the date hereof and as of closing that:

4.1 City has the right, power, legal capacity, and authority to enter into
and perform its obligations under this Agreement.

4.2 City has not entered into any agreement nor does it have notice or
knowledge as to any order, action, or proceedings pending against City that would
prevent City from purchasing the Water Right and Water Credit.

4.3 City’s representative signing this Agreement is authorized to do so
on behalf of City.

5. Time and Place of Closing. The closing of the sale of the Water Right and
Water Credit shall take place at a mutually agreed place, date, and time no later than 30
calendar days from the date of this Agreement.

5.1 Payment of the Purchase Price at Closing. At closing, City shall
cause the Purchase Price to be paid in certified funds to an escrow agent mutually
acceptable to Seller and City.

52 Deed to be Delivered by Seller. At closing, Seller shall execute
and deliver to City a Warranty Deed and Assignment conveying the Water Right and
Water Credit in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A.




6. Miscellaneous Provisions.

6.1 Time is of the Essence. It is agreed that time is of the essence in
the performance of duties and obligations under this Agreement.

6.2  Notices. Any notices required or permitted to be given hereunder
shall be given in writing and shall be deemed to have been sufficiently given when
delivered (a) in person, (b) by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, or
(c) by a commercial overnight courier that guarantees next day delivery and provides a
receipt, addressed as follows:

To City: City of Saratoga Springs
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84043
Attention: Jeremy Lapin, City Engineer
E-mail: jlapin @saratogaspringscity.com
Telephone:  801-766-9793 Ext. 137

To Seller: Paul Johnson
99 East State Street, Suite 200
Eagle, Idaho 83616
E-mail: johnsonwindsor @aol.com
Telephone:  801-377-3100

6.3  Covenant of Further Assurances. The parties to this Agreement
agree to cooperate with each other in effectuating the terms and conditions of this
Agreement and agree to execute such further agreements, conveyances, and other
instruments as may be reasonably required to carry out the intents and purposes of this
Agreement.

6.4  Construction. This Agreement shall be governed and construed in
accordance with the laws of the State of Utah. All section titles or captions of this
Agreement are for convenience only and shall not be deemed part of this Agreement and
in no way define, limit, augment, extend, or describe the scope, content, or intent of any
part of this Agreement.

6.5  Waiver. No failure or delay in exercising any right, power, or
privilege under this Agreement on the part of any party shall operate as a waiver thereof.
No waiver shall be binding unless executed in writing by the party making the waiver.

6.6  Attorneys’ Fees. The parties agree that should any party default in
any of the covenants or agreements herein contained, the defaulting party shall pay all
costs and expenses, including reasonable attorney’s fees, which may arise or accrue from
enforcing this Agreement or in pursuing any remedy provided hereunder or by applicable
law, whether such remedy is pursued by filing suit or otherwise.




6.7 Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts,
which when compiled, shall constitute an original.

6.8 Limitation of Liabilities. The parties hereto expressly agree that in
no event shall the parties, or their directors, officers, employees, agents, affiliates,
successors in interest, or assigns, be liable for any consequential or punitive damages,
including, but not limited to, damages related to loss of profits, income, or business that
may arise out of, or be based in any way on, this Agreement; however caused, under any
theory of liability in law or equity or pursuant to any claims of any and every kind and
description.

6.9 Incorporation of Recitals. The recitals stated above are
incorporated herein by this reference and made material terms of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed
as of the date first hereinabove written.

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

Mark Christensen, City Manager

ATTEST:
Recorder

PAUL JOHNSON

By:  Paul Johnson
STATE OF UTAH )

:ss
COUNTY OF UTAH )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of
, 2015, by as owner of the aforementioned

Water Rights and Water Credits

Notary Public
My Commission Expires: Residing at:
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City Council

Staff Report /T
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer /
Subject: Waldo Water Right Purchase Agreement Oy
Date: February 17, 2015
Type of Item: Purchase Agreement Z
o SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:
A. Topic:

This item is for the amendment of a water right purchase and credit contract with Waldo Co. Ltd. as well
as for the purchase of 42.187 AF of water under water right 54-1278 (a37898). This new agreement
would amend a 2008 agreement for water right 54-622 (a33123) as well as establish a price per acre-ft
in the event the City desired to purchase the water. The water covered under both water rights has
already been approved for diversion from the City’s secondary wells.

B. Background:

The City entered into a purchase agreement with Waldo in 2008 for 282.83 acre-ft of water. At that time
Waldo deeded the water rights to the city in exchange for a water right credit that could be used for the
development of Waldo’s property or for Waldo to sell to other parties for development within the City.
The agreement also gave the City the option to purchase some or all of the rights at a price of $3,500
per acre-ft. In November of 2012 the City and Waldo was successful in getting the Utah Division of
Water Rights to approve an additional change application covering 42.187 acre-ft of water. Waldo
contacted the City and offered to deed this additional 42.187 acre-feet to the city if it could be added to
the original purchase agreement. City Staff met with Waldo in January of 2015 and negotiated amending
the existing agreement covering 282.83 acre-feet of water and to purchase the 42.187 acre-feet of
water at $3,500 per acre-foot contingent upon the approval of the City Council.

C. Analysis:

If the City approves the amendment of the purchase agreement, Waldo will continue to have 282.83
acre- feet of secondary water right credits that may be used for development within the City and the
City will acquire 42.187 acre-feet of new secondary water rights to meet the existing demands of
development. These water rights are valuable to the City because the State Engineer has made it
increasingly difficult to move additional water into our wells and this additional 42.187 is already
approved for use from our secondary wells.

The City’s current budget includes $400,000 in GL# 58-5800-407 for water right purchases in this fiscal
year; with the Paul Johnson Purchase Agreement of $241,321.44 there will still be $158,678.56
remaining in the budget for water right purchases. Therefore a budget amendment is not required for
this transaction.

Recommendation: | recommend that the City Council approve the request to enter into a new water
right credit and purchase agreement with Waldo. The Purchase of 42.187 acre-feet of water at $3,500
per acre-foot will result in a total purchase price of $147,654.50.



When Recorded, Mail To:

City of Saratoga Springs

1307 North Commerce Drive Suite 200
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

WATER RIGHT CREDIT AND PURCHASE AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of , 2015 by and between the CITY
OF SARATOGA SPRINGS (the “City”) and WALDO COMPANY (“Waldo”).

RECITALS:

A. Waldo as the owner of Water Right No. 54-622, change application a33123, covering
282.83 acre feet of water (the “Water Right”), entered into a Water Right Credit and Purchase Agreement
dated July 30, 2008 with the City (the “2008 Credit Agreement”).

B. Subsequent to entering into the 2008 Credit Agreement, Waldo desired to attempt to
increase the amount of water covered by the Water Right because it believed that the Water Right had
been wrongfully reduced by the Utah Division of Water Rights (the “Division”) during the change
application process. The City agreed to cooperate with Waldo in those efforts and agreed that if Waldo
was successful in increasing the amount of the water covered by the Change Application, they would
amend the 2008 Credit Agreement to cover the increased amount of water.

C. The Division decided to segregate the amount of additional water that Waldo was
claiming into another water right and to take whatever action it deemed to be appropriate with regard to
the segregated water right. By approved segregation application, the Division created Water Right 54-
1278 covering 42.187 acre feet of water (the “New Water Right”).

D. Waldo filed change application a37898 to change the New Water Right to a municipal
secondary water right for use within the City and to allow the water to be diverted from some of the
City’s secondary wells. Change Application a3789 was approved by Order of the State Engineer dated
October 16, 2012. With the approval of that change application, the New Water Right can be used in the
same manner and for the same purposes as the Water Right.

E. The purpose of this Amended Agreement is to convey the New Water Right to the City
as well as replace the 2008 Credit Agreement with the Agreement herein, which Agreement is intended to
be a clearer statement of the rights and obligations of the parties and to incorporate the New Water Right.

F. Any reference to “Water Right” hereinafter shall be interpreted to include both the prior
Water Right as well as the New Water Right.

G. This Agreement supersedes and replaces the 2008 Credit Agreement. Any reference
hereinafter to “Credit Agreement” or “Agreement” shall be interpreted to mean the Agreement herein.

AGREEMENT:
NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants, conditions and terms

hereinafter set forth and set forth in the Recitals, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties hereby agree as follows:



1. Conveyance of Water Right.

The Water Right is being conveyed to the City by Waldo by deed so that that the City can
maintain the Water Right including the filing of non-use applications, requesting
extensions of time in which to file proof on the Water Right, and the filing of new change
applications.

In the event of litigation or other action necessary to determine that the Water Right is
valid and has not been forfeited due to non-use for circumstances that occurred prior to
the City’s ownership, City and Waldo agree to share equally the costs of such litigation or
other action, including the hiring of outside counsel by City. This agreement to share in
the costs of litigation or other legal action shall extend for a period of 15 years (through
October 16, 2027) the statute of limitation for non-use, from the date of approval by the
State Engineer for change application a3789.

In the event a final, non-appealable determination is made that the Water Right has been
terminated under nonuse laws, or in the event Waldo or the City decide not to continue
efforts to contest litigation, Waldo shall fully reimburse the City any payments made on
such Water Rights or, if those Water Rights have been applied to a development, Waldo
agrees to purchase additional Water Rights, equal in number and quality to those applied
to a development, from the City to cover those lost due to the determination.

2. Waldo’s Use of Water Right Credit.

a.

In consideration for conveyance of the Water Right to City, the City shall compensate
Waldo in the amount of $3,500 per acre-foot for the 42.187 acre-feet in Water Right 54-
1278; the total amount to be paid to Waldo by the City shall be $147,654.50. Waldo shall
continue to have a Water Right Credit with the City in the total amount of 282.83 acre
feet covered by Water Right 54-622 (hereinafter “Credit”) (any reference to “Credit” in
subsequent paragraphs shall include all or any portion of the Credit). Any portion of the
Credit may be used to meet the secondary water right requirements of City ordinances
and standards for development within the City.

The closing of the sale of the Water Right 54-1278 (covering 42.187 acre-feet at $3,500
per acre-foot) shall take place at a mutually agreed place, date and time no later than 30
calendar days from the date of this Agreement. At closing, City shall cause the Purchase
Price to be paid and Seller shall execute and deliver to City a Warranty Deed and
Assignment conveying the Water Right in a form acceptable to the City.

Except as provided in section 3 below, the Credit may be used by Waldo in whole or in
part for the development of Waldo’s property within the City as provided in City
ordinances and standards, or the Credit may be conveyed by Waldo in whole or in part to
other parties for development within the City.

In the event Waldo sells or otherwise conveys the Credit to any party other than the City,

Waldo shall give 30 days advance written notice of the sale of the Credit to the City. The
Credit shall not be deemed sold until a notarized notice is provided to the City.

2



e. If Waldo desires to use the Credit, Waldo shall give 30 days advance written notice that it
is committing the Credit for any development in accordance with City ordinances and
standards. The Credit shall not be deemed committed to Waldo’s development until the
City receives a notarized notice of such commitment.

3. City’s Option to Purchase.

a. Waldo’s water right credit shall extend for a period of ten (10) years from the date of this
Agreement. At any time during that ten year period, Waldo or the City may complete a
purchase of any portion of the Water Right Credit (if such portion has not been
committed for approved development or sold to another party) if agreed to by both
parties. In the event there are Water Right Credits remaining at the end of ten years from
the date of this Agreement, then the City shall be entitled to purchase any portion of the
Water Right Credit that has not been committed for approved development or sold to
another party. If at the end of the term of this Agreement there are Water Right Credits
remaining and the City elects not to purchase them, than the agreement shall
automatically extend for an additional five (5) years. The City shall have to right to
purchase any remaining Water Right Credits at any time during the extension period. If at
the end of the 5 year extension period there are remaining water right credits and the City
does not elect to purchase them, the City shall transfer by deed any remaining Water
Right Credits back to Waldo.

b. The purchase price for Water Right Credits subject to the previous paragraph shall be
$3,500 per acre foot or equal to the highest price per acre foot that the City has paid to
purchase other secondary water rights within the previous 5 years, whichever is greater.

c. The purchase of Water Right Credit(s) by the City shall be deemed to have been
completed and mutually accepted upon Waldo’s deposit of the check for the purchase of
such Credit(s).

4. Term of Agreement.

a. This Agreement shall terminate at the earlier of: (a) the disposition of the Credit due to
the City’s purchase, use by Waldo for development, and/or selling to another party; or (b)
fifteen years from the date of this Agreement.

5. Limitation of Credit to Secondary Water Only. The Water Right has only been approved for
diversion of water from the City’s secondary wells and therefore the Credit can only be used to
meet the secondary water requirements for development in the City. In order to use the Credit,
Waldo, or its successors and assigns, must comply with all requirements of the City’s ordinances
and standards, including but not limited to payment of secondary water impact and connection
fees and construction of secondary water facilities needed to provide secondary water service to
the development.

6. Notices. Any notice given under this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be delivered
personally, be sent by facsimile transmission ("Fax"), or be mailed by first class or express mail,
addressed as follows:

City of Saratoga Springs
Attn: Jeremy Lapin



1307 N. Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Saratoga Springs, UT 84032

Waldo Company
Attn : Jim Davis
801-367-3664

7. Incorporation of Recitals. The recitals at the beginning of this Agreement shall be incorporated
herein by this reference and made a part hereto.

8. Successors and Assigns. The rights and obligations herein shall be deemed to transfer to
successors and assigns of Waldo and to subsequent owners of the Water Right or Credit, whether
or not there has been an executed assignment.

9. Representations and Warranties. Waldo represents and warrants as of the date hereof and as of
closing that:

a. Waldo has the right, power, legal capacity and authority to enter into and perform its
obligations under this Agreement.

b. Waldo has not entered into any agreement nor does it have notice or knowledge as to any
order, action or proceedings pending that would prevent Seller from conveying the Water
Right to City free from any lien, encumbrance, claim or cloud on the title to the Water
Right..

c.  Waldo has not entered into any agreement nor taken any action and Seller does not have
notice or knowledge of any agreement, order, action or proceeding that has committed
the Water Right so as to prevent the Water Right from being used in the City of Saratoga
Springs.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties have caused this Amendment to be executed as of the date
first hereinabove written.

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

By:
ATTEST: Its:
City Recorder
WALDO COMPANY
By:
Its:
STATE OF UTAH )
: ss.
COUNTY OF )
On this day of , 20 , personally appeared before me
, who being by me duly sworn did say that he/she is the of
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Waldo Company, and that the foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of Waldo Company by proper
authority.

NOTARY PUBLIC
Residing in County,
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City Council /T
Staff Report /
Author: Mark T. Edwards CK»-/"
Subject: Pavilion Purchase Z
Date: February 17, 2015

Type of Item: Purchase Approval SARATOGA SPRINGS

Description:

A. Topic: This item is for the approval to allow Staff to purchase a pavilion that will be
installed by a pre-qualified contractor in the future Shay Park project.

B. Background: This pavilion has been identified as an integral feature by the Design
committee for the newly designed park in Aspen Hills. In order to save considerable
funds, Staff recommends that the City pre-purchase the pavilion directly from the
vendor and install it when the park is constructed this coming summer. The vendor, Play
Space Design has the State Contract to provide municipality’s large custom pavilions at a
pre-negotiated price. If purchased by the City before February 28, the manufacture is
offering a discounted rate for the freight.

C. Analysis: Staff has provided the Council with a quote from Play Space Design for the
purchase of the pavilion. The Quote provides two options; the first option shows the
costs for the pavilion if the City’s contractor were to order the structure. The Contractor
would almost certainly add their standard overhead fees onto this cost option which will
increase this price. The second option is what the City pays for the structure under the
State Contract which will save an additional 35% plus a $250 Engineering fee. The freight
discount is available to either party if purchased prior to February 28, 2015,

D. Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council approve the purchase of the

pavilion from Play Space Design for $65,388. These funds will be subtracted from the
budget provided in the GL Account 32-4000-693.



Lori A. Yates

From: Mark Edwards

Sent: Sunday, January 18, 2015 4:33 PM

To: Mark Edwards

Subject: FW: Saratoga Springs RR Park Playground Packet

From: Diana Ross [mailto:playspace2 @earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, January 05, 2015 1:04 PM

To: Hugh Holt; Mark Edwards

Cc: Mark Jarvis

Subject: Re: Saratoga Springs RR Park Playground Packet

happy New Year, Just wanted to let you know two things about the price on the shelter I quoted you for
Railroad Park:

1. I quoted it on the state contract which gave you a 35% discount. This contract is up on March 31, and when/if
renewed, the state is unsure whether they will continue the "custom" clause of the contract.

2. You received a discounted freight rate on the quote. Poligon has let me know what this discounted freight
program is over for me. As of 2/28/15, my customers will return to full freight rates.

Thanks, diana

Diana Ross

PlaySpace Designs
diana@goplayspace.com
801.274.0212/800.840.5410
(f) 801.274.0214
WWW.goplayspace.com

&
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On Nov 19, 2014, at 1:09 PM, Hugh Holt wrote:

Here is the base file.

Hugh

On 11/19/2014 1:01 PM, Diana Ross wrote:
Hello again. do you have this in autocad? thanks
Diana Ross
PlaySpace Designs
diana@goplayspace.com
801.274.0212/800.840.5410
(f) 801.274.0214




www.goplayspace.com

<Mail Attachment.gif>

On Nov 17, 2014, at 9:56 AM, Hugh Holt wrote:

Diana,

As per our conversation, here is the Saratoga Springs RR Park packet.
Let me know if there are any questions.

Hugh

<Hugh.jpg>
<Saratoga Springs RR PARK Playground Info PACKET.pdf>

<Hugh.jpg>
<SHAY PARK BASE.dwg>



FRAME COLOR: ALMOND
ROOF COLOR: BRANDYWINE

COLORS SHOWN ARE FOR REFERENCE ONLY.
CONTACT INFO@POLIGON.COM TO REQUEST ACTUAL COLOR SAMPLES.

SHAY PARK

SARATOGA SPRING, UT
CUSTOM REK 33x51
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ESTIMATE

12.1.14

VALID 30 DAYS

Phone: 801-274-0212/800-840-5410
email: playspace2@earthlink.net

PRODUCT: POLIGON/#96389

OPTION 1: CONTRACTOR PURCHASED WITHOUT DISCOUNT

prepared by D. Ross

DESCRIPTION EXT
CUSTOM REK 33X51TGSS: 33x51 gable-roof shelter with tongue and groove roof deck and $87,520
standing seam roofing in standard Poligon color per designer’s sketch. W/ Poli 5000 coating
system, 12” SQ columns, anchor bolts, hardware coated to match frame, gable
ornamentation in both ends, electrical access with 8 electrical cutouts. Wind load: 115MPH,;
ground snow load: 43# PSF. Column wraps should not be attached directly to frame and
should be considered during foundation design
Engineering $250
Freight $8,500
Tax $5,995.12
TOTAL | $102,265.12

OPTION 2: CUSTOMER PURCHASED ON UTAH STATE CONTRACT #PD2096 W/

PRE-NEGOTIATED 35% DISCOUNT FOR CUSTOM STRUCTURE

DESCRIPTION EXT
CUSTOM REK 33X51TGSS: 33x51 gable-roof shelter with tongue and groove roof deck and $56,888
standing seam roofing in standard Poligon color per designer’s sketch. W/ Poli 5000 coating
system, 12” SQ columns, anchor bolts, hardware coated to match frame, gable
ornamentation in both ends, electrical access with 8 electrical cutouts. Wind load: 115MPH;
ground snow load: 43# PSF. Column wraps should not be attached directly to frame and
should be considered during foundation design
Engineering N/C
Freight $8,500
Tax TIE
TOTAL $65,388

notes

1) Equipment required for off loading. 2) Inventory product within 5 days of receipt. 3) Payment net 30 days.

4) Customer/Contractor responsible for accuracy to plans and specifications. 5) Freight has been quoted for single
delivery. 6) If multiple deliveries are required by customer, additional costs will apply. 7) Customer will be prepared
to receive material upon delivery. 8) If unable, customer is responsible for all additional storage and/or

reconsignment charges. 9) Installation not included.
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City of Saratoga Springs
City Council Meeting
February 3, 2015
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Work Session Minutes

Present:
Mayor: Jim Miller
Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska
Staff: Scott Langford, Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman,
Jeremy Lapin, Nicolette Fike
Others: Nate Brockbank, Nate Shipp, Josh Romney, Paul Linford, Dan Griffiths, Rick Davis, Matt
Niepraschk, Alita Wilkinson, Laura Ault

ok ke
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17 Call to Order - 5:35 p.m.

18

19 1. Update from the SPAC Committee.

20 Dan Griffiths reported that they have gotten positive feedback from their surveys. They are pleased with the
21 way things are headed and the sense of community they have found. We need to make sure the City is

22 looking at the long term. He introduced the members of the committee, Rick Davis, Matt Niepraschk,

23 Alita Wilkinson.

24 Councilman Poduska asked if they found any significant difference working with this community vs. others.
25 Dan Griffiths found that people in this community were much more engaged than other cities. He noted that
26 Rick had read every survey and he would make sure Owen had that information to give the Council.

27 Rick Davis felt the priorities here were that people liked the unique environment and high quality of life. You
28 will find the reason people moved here are paramount as you move forward.

29 Councilwoman Call thanked them for their time. Sometimes the Council gets caught up in the details and this
30 helps us look at the broad perspective and the directives to see that we are still following the vision.

31 Councilman McOmber commented that this shows that they are on track as they try to implement policies for
32 the city. He thanked them and wanted to make sure their work was recognized.

33

34 2. Discussion of amendments to Code addressing undesirable utility locations.

35 Jeremy Lapin noted his staff met last week and discussed a variety of issues. They identified a concern with
36 their process. He has put together a policy proposal for reimbursements and easements. How do you craft
37 a code that selectively addresses some issues without taking a broad brush and having unintended

38 consequences. He would like to come back later with this. When it comes to easements they think the

39 policy should be that for residential developments the easement should be recorded prior to beginning

40 construction. For non-residential the easements would be required prior to occupancy. This is for public
41 and private, not just easements being dedicated to the city. This would help address issues they have

42 seen.

43

44 3. Discussion of upcoming reimbursement agreements with Edge Homes (Talus Ridge) and DR Horton
45 (Legacy Farms).

46 Talus Ridge would like to work with the city on a variety of system improvements. One is the storm drain

47 another is the waterlines along Talus Ridge blvd. Most likely they will try to get storm drains, that way
48 they can get impact fee credits; the other is the large diameter water lines to facilitate future

49 development. He will be bringing back a more specific agreement at a later time.

50 Councilwoman Call wondered if we were involved in the bids? How do we justify the cost where the

51 developer is undertaking the cost but are not accountable to taxpayers. How do we insure it’s a fair cost?
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Jeremy Lapin explained some checks they have, one is if it is close to the Engineers estimate, another is
impact fee credits they can look at. They can look at the bids and see if they are reasonable.

Kevin Thurman thought they were legitimate concerns and they could look at what the State law
requirements are for putting it out to public bid.

Councilwoman Call asked if we have an engineering estimate for a project and their bid comes in low, do we
make up the difference? We need to consider those things.

Mark Christensen thought they were good points most of the bid will not change on small upsizes but
significantly larger they will have to look at. Generally speaking developers say they can build it cheaper
than we can. There is some advantage to not having to follow our ridged process. We do go over them
line item by line item. We do break it down significantly. We can do that with you if you would like.

Councilwoman Call wants to make sure we are creating policy that looks at all the option and repercussions
that could happen, making sure we are doing it as right as we can.

Jeremy Lapin said there is a distinction between a developer building a system improvement that is on our
impact fee and one that is not. They are entitled to the full reimbursement if it is. In this instance their
request is that this storm line be in the impact fee facility plan and they get a full reimbursement credit.
They have looked at the whole project and said these are the certain items we want to work with the city
on. DR Horton, we are installing a secondary water line all the way down Redwood Road to Grandview.
They are installing one to the south for upsize. That would be the incremental upsize that we are asking
for a bid from their contractor for both sizes. They are also doing the sewer.

Councilman Poduska asked about timeline.

Jeremy Lapin said they have to do this for their very first house.

Mark Christensen said they would like to start their system improvements by early May and be done by fall.

Councilman McOmber asked how many cuts across Redwood Road.

Jeremy Lapin replied that Tickville and the secondary water are the two big ones. We need to encourage
solutions that do not restrict the level we have now. For these projects with DR Horton, building these
portions we would only have to do the little portion. We could possibly fund this without a bond. Their
goal is to bring these at preliminary plat.

Discussion of The Springs Annexation Master Plan located west of Wildflower and Harvest Hills,

south of Camp Williams, Western State Ventures, applicant.

Kimber Gabryszak went over the project with the Council. The Annexation is currently in process. They are
bringing in additional parcels for continuity. There is high density proposed nearer the industrial areas of
Eagle Mountain and larger lots nearer Camp Williams. The densities requested in the pods are below the
maximum available. The total proposed units they are requesting are 1770 including non-residential
units.

Mark Christensen noted they met with the Church and said for about every 450-500 units it equals 1 church
building site.

Kimber Gabryszak noted the parcels that were owned by HADCO, aka JD V and JD VI, and they have
requested to be brought in under industrial zone. They have also requested a large buffer zone. The other
parcels they are proposing to bring in under agricultural. She noted that HADCO had requested a large
buffer zone. Kimber Gabryszak reviewed what the Planning Commission had discussed.

Councilwoman Call wanted to discuss the request for the buffer zone. She felt it was a little ridiculous. She
asked what the current operations were on those properties.

Kimber Gabryszak said they have asked the applicants for verification of use for mining and they have not
received any verification of what they are doing. They also expressed a desire for relocation of their
headquarters.

Councilwoman Call thought there was a lot of work to do in that area. She appreciates that the unit numbers
are coming in lower. She would encourage some commercial potential.

Nate Brockbank noted that they would be open to it.

Councilman McOmber also noted that there is some potential for commercial.

Councilwoman Call said she was pleased with the total ERU’s. She noted they needed tabulation on sensitive
lands.

Nate Brockbank noted that some of the sensitive lands will be used in their landscaping and trails and parks.
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Councilwoman Call appreciated the open space but if she had to choose between open space and density she
would choose the lower density.

Councilman McOmber thought this was a great product, especially viewing what they are abutting. It’s
exactly what would be needed in this area. He is not concerned with the high density in the front entrance
because he knows they will make it look good.

Nate Brockbank indicated that they would like to talk more about the commercial possibilities; they don’t
love the high density right at their entrance.

Councilman McOmber doesn’t agree with the blast zone they are asking for, it needs to be fair.

Nate Brockbank noted they have reached out to John Hadfield and he felt like he had to ask for that to protect
himself but there are no laws that say they need that. They have hired a consulting firm to test when he is
blasting. They don’t think it would affect the houses there.

Councilman McOmber doesn’t have a problem with the shaking. He thought perhaps for the industrial zone,
maybe they could do a conditional use because right now they are not mining that.

Mark Christensen said their argument is that they had always intended it for this industrial use they don’t
have the choice now to go to Eagle Mountain because they are under this annexation process. It’s a
question of how the Council wants to do this. This is being presented as part of their request

Councilman McOmber is not comfortable with zoning industrial so close to residential but he can understand
a continuing use based on what they are already doing. He would rather do a feathering use. He thinks
they are ready to move forward.

Councilwoman Baertsch appreciates the tables they have done and the ERU’s. She thinks they are close on
the densities; she is a little uncomfortable with the R18 and 4 story apartments. In general the
presentation needs some cleaning up and making sure everything is according to code. She thinks
HADCO needs to take some of the responsibility of the buffer on themselves. She asked if the
agricultural is what we want to do here or do we need to do an Open space zone.

Kimber Gabryszak noted we would not have the open space zone complete in time.

Kevin Thurman noted the zoning is really only a level of regulation as far as density. They have the zoning to
have the flexibility of the lot sizes but they won’t be allowed to exceed the total density.

Nate Brockbank noted they would have green space in each pod.

Councilman Poduska liked the concept of what is being done, especially considering the industrial they are
up against. He had concerns about the R2 and R3 and asked about the elevation, would it be high enough
to see over 4 story apartments?

Josh Romney noted it was high enough and they are looking at ways to buffer the view of the industrial area.

Councilman Poduska thought a commercial aspect near MVC would be worth looking into. He is not in
agreement with the buffer zone asked for.

Nate Brockbank noted that they have dropped asking for the 40’ building. They are staying with the 35’ in
the R18.

Josh Romney clarified that they could do 4 story office buildings. (yes.)

Mayor Miller thanked them for doing this plan and they looked forward to them coming back.

Nate Brockbank said the typography would make the development unique.

Kevin Thurman noted that the road known ad Old military road would need to be vacated by the city and
there was some dispute among the property owners as to whether it was a public road. They need to get
all the parties to figure out where to send all the big truck traffic.

Nate Brockbank noted they had hired a traffic engineer who is giving them alternative routes, he is finishing
up his reports and they will sit down with everyone. He thinks the engineer has a great resolution. They
will also work with DAL

Agenda Review: Item skipped.
a. Discussion of current City Council agenda staff questions.
b. Discussion of future City Council policy and work session agenda items.

Reports:

a. Mayor.
b. City Council.
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Councilman Poduska noted they had cleared some Urban Design proposals for some townhomes coming
in. there is a small tractor company looking to come in that would like an outdoor garden for
displays, they are looking at property across from Walmart.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted they had been going up to legislature; Chief Burton has been involved
with the Police Association on the body cam issues. There is some legislation on political
subdivision; there is some push from some Council’s to get rid of the Mayor’s office.

Mark Christensen said he sat on the committee a few years ago and the concession point was that they
could only add or remove the mayor vote with a mayor’s vote.

Councilwoman Baertsch they are pretty certain it won’t get out of committee. Another issue is talking
about auto dealerships. Utah has the largest protection radius between dealerships. There was a bill
suggestion that your sales tax from Auto Dealers would go where you live. There is also concern
with online purchasing of automobiles from dealerships. There are a few other bills to watch.

Councilman McOmber wanted to bring up some items to follow up on; he is getting done when it comes
to signs on roads with bad directions. He thinks it might be good to state the miles on the signs and
other directional helps. He would like a report on to why the sign coming into the city on Redwood
road wasn’t working.

Councilwoman Call said the Chamber of Commerce is now doing a business of the month award. EDCQ
would like to have the project managers back out, they may want to hold off until they have
something to announce. She will be attending ICSC. The JRC has met with different legislators; they
are proposing that they receive some of the increase in transportation tax. She thinks that the
municipalities need to decide where that money goes, not directly to the commissions. The Lake
Commission is also struggling with funding and they need a permanent source of revenue, but where
the members are not accountable for their actions she is not ok with providing a permanent funding
source. Dredging for 4 marinas was about 8million dollars. The executive director has resigned. The
executive committee will decide what to do about recruiting. The Jordan River Bluffdale trail will be
finished between 2015 and 2016. Another legislative item is Public Water access, because our
agreements are somewhat different this gets everywhere else that has public water the same access. It
is nothing for residents to be concerned about. She was approached by a resident that is interested in
putting a gun range in the city.

Administration communication with Council.

None.

Staff updates: inquires, applications and approvals.

None.

Adjourn to Policy Session 6:58

Date of Approval Lori Yates, City Recorder
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Policy Session Minutes

Present:

Mayor: Jim Miller

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Bud Poduska

Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, , Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, Sarah Carroll,
Jess Campbell, Andrew Burton, Nicolette Fike

Others: Nate Shipp, Brian Flamm, Preston Condie, Wendy Condie, Setterberg, J. Klingonsmith, Julie Moore,
Diana Brady, Bill Garcia, Jared Pinegar, Rachel McKenzie, Lars Anderson, Bob Krejci, Cari Krejci,
Julie Carli, Laura Ault, Charlie Haommond, Steve Larsen, Thomas Baggeley, Christian Baggeley, Brett
Hardcastle, Matt Niepraschk, Mindi Tate

Call to Order 7: 00p.m.

Roll Call - Quorum was present

Invocation / Reverence - Given by Councilwoman Baertsch
Pledge of Allegiance - led by Councilman McOmber

Public Input — Opened by Mayor Miller
Matt Niepraschk heard about the park in their area, the only thing that was mentioned for the park was a
baseball diamond. He decided to ask the neighbors about it. The response was that they didn’t want a
baseball field. The number one item they wanted was a playground. Second was a pavilion and benches
then others mentioned basketball court and restroom. He has all the comments and he has given those to
the Mayor. He is hoping to get more comments; they are delighted to have someone include them. The
people/community wants to know and be part of things.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted that she and Councilman McOmber sat on the park committee. And when
they found the money for this park they went back to the original concept back in 2008 and 2011 and
it was the exact concept as it was then. The ball park was very low key. The council feels that ball
fields are one of the number one requests by the residents of the city.

Councilwoman Call thanked him for bringing back input. She asked why the residents didn’t want the
baseball feature.

Matt Niepraschk noted that there were many reasons; they didn’t’ want more people coming in to the
neighborhood and more traffic in the neighborhood.

Councilman McOmber indicated that when he was there the park was advertised as such and the people
should have known that. He noted that the park that was close did not get very much use. He thinks a
baseball field would justify having a play park even more.

Mark Christensen noted that they will have an open house prior to completing the design.

Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller

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.
¢. 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.
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ii. January 9 and 10, 2015.
iii. January 20, 2015.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted a road stub in Heron hills that did not go anywhere.
Sarah Carroll noted it went to future development, an R3 parcel.
Councilman McOmber had a minutes change for Dec. 9" minutes.

Motion made by Councilman Poduska to approve the Consent Calendar with the minutes changes that
were recommended. Seconded by Councilwoman Call.
Councilwoman Call wanted to call out the bid award amount for item a. $38,470.
Kevin Thurman asked to include the findings and conditions.
Amendments were accepted.
Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska.

Motion passed unanimously.

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)

Sarah Carroll showed data collected by the staff and applicant that compared other cities parking. They also
noted the peak hours of their businesses.

Public Hearing Open — by Mayor Miller
No input at this time.

Public Hearing Closed — by Mayor Miller

Councilman McOmber appreciated the comparisons to the other sites and this building would be somewhere
in the middle of the large facilities and the Express locations. He noted how many people were using
what types of amenities in other locations and for this location he feels Vasa probably knows what they
need, as a younger city we may not have known the best numbers. He feels their employees shift change
is not at peak times to impact parking, and they have asked their employees to park further away. He
does not have a problem with the parking change.

Councilwoman Baertsch had asked for an employee count previously.

Charlie Hammond, applicant, noted the employee count at any given time is between 4 and 5.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked with the 77 peak occupancy count they had, was that the incoming low and
what was the max occupancy.

Rachel noted that building code was up to 400 but it wouldn’t ever get close to that.

Charlie Hammond noted there may be some overlap in the numbers but not much, people are only staying 30
min. to an hour.

Councilwoman Baertsch was concerned that the chart only showed the check-in numbers and not check-out.
She is not convinced that this is the best change.

Councilman Poduska felt that the goal in the city was to be business friendly; it doesn’t seem that our code is
flexible enough to accommodate all the types of businesses. He would recommend, based on the data
provided, that if the business felt it was sufficient, that he would be in favor of adjusting the code.

Councilwoman Call feels the visits per hour are a bit concerning, we may be looking at 81-83. She would
like to see more parking but doesn’t feel that parking for neighboring businesses needs to fall on this
developer’s back. She would be interested in the difference for the smaller gyms vs. the larger. She
doesn’t think there is a one size fits all. With the data given and because we are competing with other
cities for businesses she is hesitantly ok with changing it to 5 stalls but it needs to be monitored for future
developments.

Motion made by Councilman McOmber to approve 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) as outlined in the

motion with all findings. Seconded by Councilman Poduska. Aye: Councilman McOmber,
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Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously. Nay: Councilwoman
Baertsch. Motion passes 3-1.

3. Concept Plan for VASA Fitness located at 1523 North Redwood Road, HD Saratoga, LL.C/Charlie

Hammond, applicant.

Sarah Carroll — presented the plan. She noted they are requesting a 10° setback on the west side along an
existing drainage.

Councilwoman Baertsch had no problem with the setback reduction. In general the layout is great; make sure
the signs fit code.

Councilman Poduska is fine with the setback reduction. He agrees with Councilwoman Baertsch that the
concept plan looks good.

Councilwoman Call is good with the setback. And she noted that there are actually 5.3 stalls provided. She
asked why the dumpster is so far away.

Rachel McKenzie noted it helped with access for the truck to be able to get to it. Also they did not want it
near their building. The truck would need to make a full loop either way.

Councilman McOmber is fine with the setback reduction. He likes the design of the building. He thinks it
will get a lot of usage and thinks parking will be more of a problem in the winter. He wondered if there
was a retail space inside.

Charlie Hammond said right now there was not one planned but if they find a good space for it they would
like to include it.

Councilwoman Baertsch had a suggestion for their roof parapets. She asked about the V sign, where was it,
inside/outside? Consider placing it inside the glass.

A 5 min. recess was taken at this time.

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.

Jeremy Lapin noted that they brought this up in a previous work session, this will cover us until 2020 and we
are working on building a water conservation page on the city website. Primarily we are talking about the
city finishing secondary water system, getting everyone on meters and establishing a meter rate. On the
culinary side we are where we need to be so our efforts are on more the secondary side. The goal is 25%
reduction in secondary use.

Public Hearing Open — by Mayor Miller
Jennifer Klingonsmith has talked with Michael Corrine a horticulturist who is looking at doing some
master gardener classes in the city. After hearing about the salinity results last year she feels it’s
interesting that some of the salt toxicity symptoms mimic under-watering. Some of the things
residents do for that are counter intuitive. For her business she has created an informational handout
on different ways to mitigate the damage that can be done with secondary water. She feels we owe it
to new residents to help them be aware of the problem so they can plan their landscaping better so
they can use less water and it will help the city.
Council asked that she work with Owen Jackson on that.
Councilwoman Call also encouraged her to work with Chamber of Commerce to put the info in the
welcome packets.
Public Hearing Closed — by Mayor Miller

Councilman Poduska thought that our secondary usage was 4 times the normal use.

Jeremy Lapin noted that 25% was to get where they want to be and then they would work to reduce it again.

Councilman Poduska wondered with our population growth will much of that be handled by Central Utah
Water Conservancy District.
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Jeremy Lapin remarked it will help but we will need to utilize some more underground wells and eventually
surface water and we could ultimately see treatment plants. We have potential with our secondary system
to distribute reclaimed water that other cites might not have.

Councilman Poduska is concerned that we wouldn’t be able to keep up with the population growth.

Jeremy Lapin said we are poised well now. The State and USGS offices have spent time studying. They
issued a ground water rule that prohibits any more transfer for surface water to ground water rights and
moving water from east to west of the Jordan River.

Councilwoman Call worried that the 25% reduction in the packet was worded in a way that wasn’t clear to
the intent of what we wanted.

Jeremy Lapin noted in the context of the report he thought it was clear that what we were looking at was the
metered use comparing to what we adopted in impact fees.

Councilwoman Call would add something to clarify it better. She thought we were on target to get all the
meters in.

Jeremy Lapin noted he was pulling data from 2013 for the report.

Mark Christensen noted they had less than 100 meters that need to be installed and they were on target for
early this spring.

Councilwoman Call remarked that we had a goal and if they could get the usages this year and put that on the
bills, even if it’s an average for the area so that people can make adjustments and they can start using the
system this June.

Councilman McOmber would like to give more communication out.

Mayor Miller would also like communication to get out soon.

Jeremy Lapin noted that Zions Bank was ready to come do a presentation. And they could discuss
implementation at a work session.

Councilwoman Call thought we had done a good job with education, lets add on to that.

Mark Christensen when we bring Zions in they will have some data they have collected so far.

Councilwoman Call noted reclamation is now illegal; it may be time to talk to our legislators for a way to
reclaim that water.

Mark Christensen said the state is turning its focus, he believes reclamation may be a good part of that
conversation.

Councilman McOmber feels this is the right approach. We do need to make sure we are good stewards with
the resources we have. He thinks more systems in the state will be metered soon. He would like to turn
ours on as soon as possible. Right now we are getting extra traffic on the site for sports registration and
we can add some communication on the front page, and it needs to be prominent in the newsletter. He
agrees that we need to look at other things we can do as well, be creative.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted we are still using culinary in some areas of the city to supplement and as that
gets switched over we will see usage on that go down. She appreciates staff looking out for them in long
range planning. We can look at the storm drain issues and hope we can reclaim some of that.

Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to approve Ordinance 15-4 (2-3-15): Adopting the City of
Saratoga Springs Water Conservation Plan with all findings and conditions. Seconded by
Councilwoman Call. Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call,
Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously.

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.

Kimber Gabryszak presented the summary of the Plan. This is one of two commercial lots approved as part
of the Riverbend MDA. There have been a few modifications since last seen. She noted the setback
reduction and proposed site plan. They are exceeding requirement for landscape plants. There was a
concern with the long facade facing south and the applicants have added some brick and window
treatments. Kimber reviewed the Code compliance. Staff recommends approval.

There were some changes and added Conditions.

#4 added “prior to issuance of any certificates of occupancy.”
#8 All mechanical equipment shall be screened.
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#9 Percentages of building material number of colors on each election shall be provided to the
Council in compliance with the design standard page 3.6, prior to the Council meeting.

Jared Pinegar was present for applicant.

Councilwoman Call asked about adding “fully screened” in condition #8. She recommends that according to
sign code now we don’t limit the number of tenants, but she doesn’t think it’s a desired look to make one
large sign with all the tenants listed. She appreciates the articulation on the windows.

Councilman McOmber appreciates the changes to the building he believes it will be to their benefit. He is
fine with the setback. He believes this will revitalize this area of the city.

Councilwoman Baertsch thanked them for the changes they made and complying with code. She likes the
change on the south facade. She is fine with the changes for conditions 8 and 9. She asked if we had
anything on the road ownership discussion.

Jared Pinegar said they checked on the road and it was too narrow. They and the HOA will both participate
in the care.

Councilman Poduska was impressed with all the improvements.

Mayor Miller asked about the house to be removed and the asbestos test and if it could be burned.

Jared Pinegar said they should have that report back by Friday.

Chief Campbell noted they were planning on around March 1*.

Mayor Miller thought it was great when they could do that for training.

Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to approve the Site Plan and Conditional Use for Riverbend
Medical located at 41 East 1140 North, west of Riverbend with the Findings and Conditions in the
staff report, including the change to condition number #4 and additions of conditions #8 and #9,
both as provided to us tonight. Seconded by Councilman Poduska. Aye: Councilwoman Baertsch,
Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously.

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.

Nathan Shipp noted that just a moment ago he received a phone call that they should, by the 26th, have a deal
with UDOT to preserve the road. They are excited to go through the Community Plan. It is mostly the
same plan that they presented previously, the most significant changes are that it shows 1468 total units
now. Mr. Shipp began to reference the changes throughout the document.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted some verbiage needed to be changed in the document about the final location
of Mountain View Corridor because UDOT will be deciding the final alignment. She noted that
providence drive needed to be called out as 66’road not a Master Plan road of 77 residents see the same
color on the map and think it’s the same size.

Nathan Shipp noted on page 71 the road sizes are matched to the traffic report from Brian Hales.

Councilwoman Call liked the density numbers on page 14; in addition there will be open space within
individual neighborhoods that will make it better.

Nathan Shipp noted their intent on the phasing plan is to be back as soon as possible and show everything on
the east side of the corridor all at once. He explained the slope differences they need to work around with
the UDOT project and they feel that they know where they need to be on the East frontage roads.

Mark Christensen said a concern was signage, sign companies would like to put billboards on this corridor,
and he doesn’t feel that would be consistent with this development or the City. He wonders if the
developer would be willing to put a restriction to prohibit any billboards in this section of MVC.

Kevin Thurman asked if they were going to record the MDA before the agreement with UDOT, we could
write it with the MDA. He noted that State is not subject to our land use ordinances.

Nathan Shipp thought they did not have a desire to have billboards.

Nathan Shipp said the caveat is that some partners are not here tonight. Pg 58 and 59 refers to signs and that
might be a good place to include it. They wanted to point out the entrance features, they are tall but they
are starting down lower so it won’t be as intrusive as they think it may be. He continued noting changes
in the document and noted the ranges of lot sizes and proposed percentages.
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Councilwoman Call would like to take the brackets down, something that indicates the typical lot ranges
better.

Nathan Shipp indicated the different types of elevation styles. They took out references to Stacked or R18,
R14 or R12. One thing they have done is to do full length drives in the cluster housing to make them feel
less clustered. They take pride in their elevations and the breaks in sizes. They almost always have the
six-pack rule for building different types of homes near each other

Councilman McOmber wanted to not lock the area down to craftsman style to not date the area.

Councilwoman Baertsch urged them to work within our guidelines for fire code.

Councilwoman Call wanted to show them a few examples of mansion style townhomes.

Nate Shipp noted they are looking at a 10 year project and things change, the more product types they can get
the better the neighborhood feel. Their intent is to obligate themselves to improve that open space and
turn it into something special. It’s important to them to have a mechanism that includes the extra in the
capital facilities plan so new residents moving in contribute to the extra cost they will be spending. By
doing that they can bring in a much higher level of parks. They have done that in their Bluffdale
development. It’s just for the community level open space.

Mark Christensen thinks it will need to have a legal review and we need to be cautious.

Councilwoman Call said we need to establish our base level of service. Anything above that would be
amenable to reimbursement.

Councilman McOmber said private entities can be effective, if we can partner we can avoid some of the fees.
We do need to identify the baseline.

Mark Christensen commented that we need to look at who is maintaining the parks and trails.

Kevin Thurman noted there are two ways to look at it, if they build system improvement it can be added to
impact fee facilities plan and if they reduce impact on system facility we can give credit. He is concerned
with the language as it is now. We need to be careful about adding it into impact fee facility plan.

Nate Shipp noted in Bluffdale, they showed they had so many acres of park exceeding their level of service,
it was easing burden on the other parks.

Councilwoman Call noted it does call out that they anticipate dedicating the open space to the City.

Councilman Poduska thought it was leaning towards a cooperative plan, it needed ironing out though.

Nathan Shipp said it was important to them to have this at this level, they intend to be the Master Developer
for all of this, and to build as Candlelight homes. They need a document that helps them understand that
they will get the benefit of getting better parks but they need to help with those costs.

Jeremy Lapin said they talked about if at a future date they wanted to take some and add to the facilities plan
than they would get a credit, but until they adopt it it’s a hard commitment to make. This will be a
discussion for a lot of their infrastructure.

Councilwoman Call referred back to the SPAC document from today that seemed to indicate that nice
amenities are what the residents wanted.

Councilman McOmber thought we should go to Bluffdale and asked them what worked for them with this
developer and what they learned.

Councilwoman Call thought we could revisit an idea about making an SID for parks fund included in
resident fees.

Kevin Thurman said they could establish a parks and rec. fee without a lot of effort, it was simpler than
establishing an SID.

Mark Christensen said that is a big step for us, it will need further discussion.

Nathan Shipp thought if there was some language that could help them establish a guiding path to help us get
there.

Councilman McOmber thought we need to keep looking outside the box.

Kevin Thurman doesn’t want to agree before we have done due diligence.

Mark Christensen would like to have anything labeled as neighborhood parks may need to be relabeled as
more of a regional component so it wasn’t prohibited.

Jeremy Lapin recommended that it would be helpful that they have everything on the table that they would
like to be reimbursed for.

Nathan Shipp suggested from pg.71-78 are the system improvements that they would include in that. He
feels this is the crux of whether or not they will be able to come to an agreement by the 26"
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Councilman McOmber likes the beginnings of this concept already; we want these types of things in the city.

Mark Christensen said they should include a Parks Master Plan.

Councilman McOmber noted the fencing plan and that they did not allow chain-link in the city, except for
schools. Any trail corridor needs to be semi-private fencing so there are eyes on the trail. He also noted
that fencing along arterial roads needed to be semi-private.

Kimber Gabryszak indicated that the code committee would be coming back with the Fencing Code soon.

Mindi Tate suggested they change that point to leave it with the City.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted if they are going to have fencing on 5’ setbacks they have only allowed that at
the back of the houses.

Councilwoman Baertsch commented about the grading and trees and asked if they would be preserved them.

Nathan Shipp said anytime they could preserve a big tree they would try to do that.

Councilwoman Baertsch residents would be appreciative if they could incorporate a round-about to help slow
down traffic.

Nathan Shipp said the problems were snow plows had trouble and trailers.

Mark Christensen would like to talk to them about how to encourage large truck traffic to stay off the
neighborhood roads.

Jeremy Lapin thought they could include language to include a number of calming mechanisms for traffic.

Nathan Shipp said they could include a page on traffic calming measures.

Kevin Thurman urged them to leave some flexibility, and work with the adjacent owners.

Jeremy Lapin commented from a grading standpoint to make sure there is consistence between the
Community Plan and our Master Transportation Plan.

Nathan Shipp took note of all the suggestion from the Council and Staff.

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.

Motion made by Councilman McOmber 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. Seconded by Councilwoman Baertsch
Aye: Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman Poduska and Councilwoman
Call. Motion passed unanimously.

Meeting Adjourn to Closed Session 9:44 p.m.
Closed Session

Present: Mayor Miller, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman
Poduska, Mark Christensen, Kevin Thurman, Nicolette Fike, Jeremy Lapin

Litigation updates
Personnel issues
Closed Session Adjourned at 9:51p.m.

Policy Meeting Adjourned at 9:51p.m

Date of Approval Mayor Jim Miller

Lori Yates, City Recorder
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Staff Report

/T
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer; Kevin Thurman, City /

Attorney ™
Subject: Ironwood (SSD plat 17) Sewer Easement Vacation L Z

Date: February 3, 2015
Type of Item: Vacation of Easement, Legislative Decision SARATOGA SPRINGS

Description:

A. Topic:

This item is for the approval of a sewer line vacation on Lot 7 in the Ironwood Subdivision
B. Background:

The developer of lronwood (Plat 17 in SSD) relocated a section of existing Sewer Main within their
project to align with a proposed lot line (Lot 6) as opposed to running diagonally across the lot and likely
being located under a future home. A new easement was recorded with the plat and a portion of the
existing easement needs to be vacated as it no longer contains the sewer line.

In accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5, in order to vacate an easement, the City must publish 10
days advance public notice in a newspaper of general circulation (Daily Herald), hold a public hearing,
and determine if: (a) good cause exits for the vacation; and (b) whether the public interest or a person
will be materially injured by the vacation. If good causes exists and the public interest or a person will
not be materially injured, the City Council may exercise its legislative discretion to vacate the easement.

C. Analysis:

In accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5, there is good cause for the vacation because the the new
location of the sewer line easement is more accessible than it was previously and the developer has
provided both a paved access road to the new manhole as well as recorded a new easement for the
relocated main. The new easement is equitable in size, quality, and value to the existing easement being
vacated. Since the vacated easement is being replaced by a new easement that is equal in size, quality,
and value, no person or the public interest will be materially injured by the vacation.

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing, take public comment,
and approve the vacation of the sewer line easement on lot 7 of the Ironwood Subdivision as described
in the attached document.



ORDINANCE NO. 15-5 (2-17-15)

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA
SPRINGS, UTAH VACATING A SEWER LINE
EASEMENT IN LOT 7 OF THE IRONWOOD AT
SARATOGA SUBDIVISION PLAT 1.

WHEREAS, the City previously obtained a sewer line easement that is located on what
is now Lot 7 of the Ironwood at Saratoga Subdivision Plat 1 in the City of Saratoga Springs,
Utah; and

WHEREAS, the sewer line utility easement is recorded as entry 103941:2004 in the
Utah County Recorder’s Office in the State of Utah; and

WHEREAS, the sewer main that used this easement has been relocated, and a new
easement has been recorded on the Ironwood at Saratoga Subdivision Plat 1; and

WHEREAS, the property owner has asked that the sewer easement be vacated as the
sewer easement is no longer necessary; and

WHEREAS, the new easement is approximately equal in size, value, and quality to the
easement to be vacated; and

WHEREAS, Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5 allows the City Council to vacate some or all of a
street, right-of-way, or easement if the City Council holds a public hearing finds good cause for
the vacation and that the public interest or any person will not be materially injured by the
proposed vacation; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been properly noticed and held in accordance with
Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5.

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

SECTION I - VACATION OF EASEMENT

The City Council hereby vacates the sewer line utility easement recorded as entry
103941:2004 in the Utah County Recorder’s Office in the State of Utah. The City Council finds
that good cause exists for the vacation and that the public interest or any person will not be
materially injured by the vacation. The sewer line easement is being replaced by a new easement
that is approximately equal in size, value, and quality to the easement being vacated.

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 1V - 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 §8§ 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:
1. 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
_ dayof___ ,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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General Plan Amendment
Mixed Lakeshore Land Use Designation
Tuesday, February 17, 2015

Public Hearing
Report Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015
Applicant: City Council Initiated
Previous Meetings: None
Land Use Authority: City Council
Future Routing: Public hearing(s) with City Council
Author: Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director

A. Executive Summary:
The Mixed Lakeshore Land Use Designation (ML Designation) has the purpose of encouraging
development that takes advantage of its proximity to Utah Lake, and that creates places of benefit
to the entire City by providing beach access, small shops and restaurants, recreational equipment
rentals, and so on. The ML Designation anticipates that property will be zoned to the Mixed
Lakeshore Zone (ML Zone) but also permits the City to allow zones appropriate for the Low
Density Residential Land Use Designation. Most properties in the ML Designation to develop
have to date requested only residential zones, and have not pursued the ML Zone.

To avoid the loss of ML Designated property to residential-only development, the proposed
amendment removes Low Density Residential zones from consideration in the ML Designation.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, take public comment,
discuss the proposed amendment, and vote to approve the amendment with or without
modifications. Alternatives include continuance to a future meeting or denial.

B. Background: As a result of recent development applications in the ML Designation proposing
only residential development without lake access or recreational opportunities benefiting the City,
the City Council has recommended that the ML Designation be modified to limit the loss of
lakefront opportunities in the future.

C. Specific Request: The proposed amendments are summarized below, with details outlined in
Exhibit 1:

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 ¢ Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 1
801-766-9793 x107 » 801-766-9794 fax
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* Reword to clarify that Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and
Neighborhood Commercial are permitted uses within the ML zone, but only as part of a
ML development and not as standalone zones or developments.

D. Process: Section 19.17.03 of the Code outlines the process and criteria 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. There is no application as this is Staff initiated, and has been presented
to the Commission for a recommendation.

Note: as the Commission hearing will be held after delivery of this report to the
Council, a report of action summarizing the Commission’s recommendation(s)
will be provided to the Council prior to the February 17, 2015 meeting.

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

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

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

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

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

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; as these amendments affect the entire City, no mailed notice
was required. A public hearing with the City Council will be scheduled and noticed at a later date.

F. General Plan:

Land Use Element

The General Plan has the vision for a balanced mix of residential and commercial land uses, while
taking advantage of the City’s proximity to Utah Lake, and maintaining the residential character of
the overall community. The Mixed Lakeshore designation identified key locations around Utah
Lake, which could be utilized to give the community recreational and scenic opportunities.



The current language reads as follows:

h. Mixed Lakeshore. The Mixed Lakeshore designation guides
development patterns at key locations along the Utah Lake shoreline.
This designation accommodates a wide range of land-uses so long as
those land-uses are combined and arranged to create destination-
oriented developments that take full advantage of the scenic and
recreational opportunities that their lakeshore locations provide.
Appropriate mixtures of land-uses would include retail, residential, and/or
resort properties. Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential
and Neighborhood Commercial land uses would be considered
appropriate for this land use designation. A mix of 80% residential and

20% commercial use in the Mixed Lakeshore designation is the goal. The
City will review each proposal on an individual basis to determine an
acceptable ratio for the residential and commercial components.

Given the broad range of land-uses that will be included in this area, a
sense of consistency, place and arrival will be established with the
integration of stylized architecture and proper site design. Developments
in the Mixed Lakeshore area will be required to maintain and enhance
public access to the lakeshore and associated facilities (trails, beaches,
boardwalks).

Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational
features as per the City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space
Element of the General Plan. In this land use designation, it is estimated
that a typical acre of land may contain 3 equivalent residential units
(ERU's).

It appears that the intent was to permit different residential densities as part of a ML development,
however the wording has to date permitted developments that are not of ML nature. Currently, the
market in the southern portion of the City where the ML Designation exists supports residential
development more than commercial and mixed use. As a result, the unintended consequence of the
inclusion of Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Neighborhood
Commercial as permitted categories is that developers have only pursued residential development.

The proposed edits are attached as Exhibit 2, and seek to clarify that a variety of residential uses
are permitted as part of a ML development and not as stand-alone developments.

Staff conclusion: consistent

By clarifying the types of uses permitted in the ML Designation, the proposed changes support the
overall vision of the General Plan to provide recreational opportunities, take advantage of the
City’s proximity to Utah Lake, and maintain the residential character of the community.

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



Code Criteria:

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

The criteria for a General Plan amendment are outlined below, and act as guidance to the Council,
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 help ensure that the public will benefit in the future by
developments that provide scenic and recreational opportunities stemming from Utah
Lake, and that those opportunities are not lost through other types of development.

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.
b.
c.

encourage and facilitate the orderly growth and expansion of the City;
secure economy in governmental expenditures;

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;
enhance the economic well-being of the municipality and its inhabitants;
facilitate adequate provisions for transportation, water, sewer, schools, parks,
recreation, storm drains, and other public requirements;

prevent the overcrowding of land, the undue concentration of population,
and promote environmentally friendly open space;

stabilize and conserve property values;

encourage the development of an attractive and beautiful community; and
promote the development of the City of Saratoga Springs in accordance with
the Land Use Element of the General Plan.

The amendment encourages orderly growth in locations adjacent to Utah lake, contributes
to happy living of the City’s inhabitants, encourages the development of an attractive and
beautiful community, and promotes development of the City in accordance with the overall
General Plan goals.



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 amendment will better serve the community by helping ensure adequate
lake access and recreational opportunities into the future.

Recommendation / Options:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, take public comment, discuss
the proposed amendments, and vote to approve the amendments with or without modifications, or
choose from the alternatives below.

Staff Recommended Motion — Approval
The City Council may choose to approve all or some of the amendments to the General Plan, as
proposed or with modifications:

Motion: “Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to approve the
proposed amendments to The Mixed Lakeshore Designation as outlined in Exhibit 2, with the
Findings and Conditions 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.

2. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.2 as outlined in Section G of this
report and incorporated herein by reference.

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.

Conditions:

1. The amendments shall be edited as directed by the Council:
a.
b.
C.

Alternative A — Continuance
Vote to continue all or some of the General Plan amendments to the next meeting, with specific
feedback and direction to Staff on changes needed to render a decision.

Motion: “I move to continue the amendments to the Mixed Lakeshore Designation to the March 3,
2015 meeting, with the following changes to the draft:

Alternative B — Denial
Vote to deny all or some of the proposed General Plan amendments.



Motion: “Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to deny the
proposed amendments to the Mixed Lakeshore Designation of the General Plan, as outlined in
Exhibit 2, 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.
3.

I. Exhibits:
1. Current ML Designation Language (page 6)

2. Proposed Amendments to ML Designation (page 7)



EXHIBIT 1
EXISTING LANGUAGE

h. Mixed Lakeshore. The Mixed Lakeshore designation guides development
patterns at key locations along the Utah Lake shoreline. This designation
accommodates a wide range of land-uses so long as those land-uses are combined
and arranged to create destination-oriented development that take full advantage of
the scenic and recreational opportunities that their lakeshore locations provide.
Appropriate mixtures of land-uses would include retail, residential, and/or resort
properties. Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Neighborhood
Commercial land uses would be considered appropriate for this land use designation.
A mix of 80% residential and 20% commercial use in the Mixed Lakeshore
designation is the goal. The City will review each proposal on an individual basis to
determine an acceptable ratio for the residential and commercial components.

Given the broad range of land-uses that will be included in this area, a sense of
consistency, place and arrival will be established with the integration of stylized
architecture and proper site design. Developments in the Mixed Lakeshore area will
be required to maintain and enhance public access to the lakeshore and associated
facilities (trails, beaches, boardwalks).

Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational features as
per the City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space Element of the General Plan.
In this land use designation, it is estimated that a typical acre of land may contain 3
equivalent residential units (ERU’s).



EXHIBIT 2

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS:

h.

Mixed Lakeshore. The Mixed Lakeshore designation guides development
patterns at key locations along the Utah Lake shoreline. This designation
accommodates a wide range of land-uses so long as those land-uses are combined
and arranged to create destination-oriented development that takes full advantage of
the scenic and recreational opportunities that their lakeshore locations provide.

Appropriate mixtures of land-uses would include retail, residential, and/or resort
properties. Low Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, and Neighborhood
Commercial land uses would be considered appropriate for this land use designation,
only as part of Mixed Lakeshore developments and not as stand-alone developments.
A mix of 80% residential and 20% commercial use in the Mixed Lakeshore
designation is the goal. The City will review each proposal on an individual basis to
determine an acceptable ratio for the residential and commercial components.

Given the broad range of land-uses that will be included in this area, a sense of
consistency, place and arrival will be established with the integration of stylized
architecture and proper site design. Developments in the Mixed Lakeshore area will
be required to maintain and enhance public access to the lakeshore and associated
facilities (trails, trailheads, beaches, boardwalks, and similar amenities).

Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational features as
per the City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space Element of the General Plan.
In this land use designation, it is estimated that a typical acre of land may contain 3
6 equivalent residential units (ERU’s).



ORDINANCE NO. 15-6 (2-17-15

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA
SPRINGS, UTAH, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS’ GENERAL PLAN
LAND USE ELEMENT; INSTRUCTING THE CITY
STAFF TO AMEND THE LAND USE ELEMENT; AND
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Utah Code section 10-9a-403 allows municipalities to amend the General
Plan;

WHEREAS, before the City Council approves any such amendments, the amendment
must first be reviewed by the Planning Commission for its recommendation;

WHEREAS, on February 12, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing after
proper notice and publication to consider the proposed amendments to the City General Plan
Land Use Element and forwarded a positive recommendation with conditions;

WHEREAS, on February 17, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing after proper
notice and publication to consider the proposed amendments to the City General Plan Land Use
Element;

WHEREAS, after due consideration, and after proper publication and notice, and after
conducting the requisite public hearing, the City Council has determined that it is in the best
interests of the residents of the City of Saratoga Springs that amendments to the City General
Plan Land Use Element be made.

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

SECTION I - ENACTMENT

The amendments to the City’s General Plan Land Use Element attached hereto as Exhibit
A and incorporated herein by this reference are hereby enacted.

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 1V - 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:
1. 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 17"
day of February, 2015.

Signed:

Jim Miller, Mayor

Attest:
Lori Yates, City Recorder Date

VOTE

Shellie Baertsch
Rebecca Call
Michael McOmber
Bud Poduska
Stephen Willden
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Tuesday, February 17, 2015

Public Hearing
Report Date: Tuesday, February 12, 2015
Applicant: Council Initiated
Previous Meetings: Code Subcommittee Meetings
Land Use Authority: City Council
Future Routing: Public hearing(s) with City Council
Author: Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director

A. Executive Summary:
To support the goal of streamlining processes, the Code Subcommittee has recommended that the
City Council delegate the Concept Plan process to Staff. This was discussed during the City
Council retreat and the Council directed staff to initiate this code amendment. The current process
requires an informal application review before both the Planning Commission and City Council
prior to submittal of an official development application, which lengthens the process
considerably.

The amendment is to the following Code section:
* 19.13.05. Concept Plan Process.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, take public comment,
discuss the proposed amendments, and vote to approve the amendments with or without
modifications. Alternatives include continuance to a future meeting or denial.

B. Background: The City has been working for the last several years to adopt amendments to the
Land Development Code to improve transparency, increase consistency, close loopholes, and
remove contradictions. In October 2013 the Council appointed a Development Code (Code)
Update Subcommittee consisting of two City Councilmembers, one member of the Planning
Commission, and City staff as appropriate.

Additionally, the business community, development community, staff, Planning Commission, and
City Council have expressed concern over the often lengthy application review process, and have
set a goal of streamlining the application review process as the Code is improved. The
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subcommittee recently discussed and recommended the enclosed Code amendment to support this
goal.

C. Specific Request: The proposed amendment is summarized below, with details outlined in
Exhibits 1 and 2.

* 19.13.05. Concept Plan Process
o Remove review by Planning Commission and City Council, except when
accompanying a rezone application.
o Concept plan review by Staff will still be required prior to submittal of any official
development application. This review will ensure general code compliance and
early identification of major red flags.

D. Process: Section 19.17.03 of the Code outlines the process and criteria 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. There is no application as this is Staff initiated, and has been presented
to the Commission for a recommendation.

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

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

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

Complies. Please see Section E of this report.

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; as these amendments affect the entire City, no mailed notice
was required.

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, establish a
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strong community identity in the City of Saratoga Springs, and implement ordinances and
guidelines to assure quality of development.

Staff conclusion: consistent
The proposed change help to streamline an often lengthy process, while still ensuring a thorough
review by City staff, the Planning Commission, and City Council.

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

Code Criteria:

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

The criteria for an ordinance (Code) change are outlined below, and act as guidance to the
Council, 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 amendments help streamline the process, and do not impact any existing
Code standards. The general welfare will be maintained.

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,

Page 3 of 9



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 helps to streamline the process, thus ensuring economy in government
expenditures by lessening the cost of application review, and maintaining a high standard
of review by ensuring existing requirements are still met.

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 amendments will better protect the community through more efficient,
process and maintenance of high standards.

Recommendation / Options:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public hearing, take public comment, discuss
the proposed amendments, and vote to approve the amendments with or without modifications, or
choose from the alternatives below.

Staff Recommended Motion — Approval
The City Council may choose to approve all or some of the amendments to the Code Sections
listed in the motion, as proposed or with modifications:

Motion: “Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to approve the
proposed amendments to Section 19.13.05, with the Findings and Conditions 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.

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.

Conditions:

1. The amendments shall be edited as directed by the Council:
a.
b.
C.

Alternative A — Continuance

Vote to continue all or some of the Code amendments to the next meeting, with specific feedback
and direction to Staff on changes needed to render a decision. At the next meeting, items discussed
at this meeting in Work Session may be reviewed in a public hearing.
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Motion: “I move to continue the amendments to Section 19.13.05 of the Code to the March 3,
2015 meeting, with the following changes to the draft:

Alternative B — Denial
Vote to deny all or some of the proposed Code amendments.

Motion: “Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to deny the
proposed amendments to Section 19.13.05 of the Code 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.

| Exhibits:

1. 19.13.05 — updated clean copy of amendments (pages 6-7)

2. 19.13.05 — working copy of amendments, changes tracked (pages 8-9)
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Exhibit 1
Clean Copy

19.13.05. Concept Plan Process.

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.

The Concept Plan review involves an informal review of the plan by the City’s
Development Review Committee; when accompanying a rezone application, the
review also involves an informal review of the plan by the Planning Commission and
City Council.

The developer shall receive comments from the Development Review Committee,
and when accompanying a rezone application, by the Planning Commission and City
Council, to guide the developer in the preparation of subsequent applications.

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

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

The Concept Plan review is intended to provide the developer with an opportunity to
receive input on a proposed development prior to incurring the costs associated with
further stages of the approval process. This review does not create any vested rights
to proceed with development. Developers should anticipate that the City may raise
additional issues in further stages not addressed at the Concept Plan stage.

The following items shall be submitted with a Concept Plan application:

A completed application and affidavit, form, and application fee.

Plat/Parcel Map of the area available at the Utah County Surveyor’s Office.
Legal description of the entire proposed project.

Proposed changes to existing zone boundaries, if such will be needed.
Conceptual elevations and floor plans, if available.

Concept Plan Map: Three full-size 24” x 36” copies of the Concept Plan as
required on the application form, drawn to a scale of not more than 1”” = 100’
and two reductions on 117 x 17” paper, showing the following:

i. Proposed name of subdivision, cleared with the County Recorder to
ensure the name is not already in use.

ii. Name of property if no subdivision name has been chosen. This is
commonly the name in which the property is locally known.

iii. Locations and widths of existing and proposed streets and right-of-
ways.

iv. Road centerline date including bearing, distance, and curve radius.

v. Configuration of proposed lots with minimum and average lot sizes.

vi. Approximate locations, dimensions, and area of all parcels of land
proposed to be set aside for park or playground use or other public use,
including acreages, locations, and percentages of each and conceptual
plan of proposed recreational amenities.

mo oo o
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vii. Those portions of property that qualify as sensitive lands per Section
19.02.02., including acreages, locations, types, and percentages of total
project area and of open space.

viii. Total acreage of the entire tract proposed for subdivision.

ix. General topography shown with 1’or 2’ contours and slope arrows
with labels.

x. North arrow, scale, and date of drawing.

xi. Property boundary with dimensions.

xii. Data table including total number of lots, dwellings, and buildings,
square footage of proposed buildings by floor, number of proposed
garage parking spaces, number of proposed surface parking spaces,
number of required and proposed ADA compliant parking spaces,
percentage of buildable land, percentage and amount of open space or
landscaping, and net density of dwellings by acre.

xiii. Existing conditions and features within and adjacent to the project area
including roads, structures, drainages, wells, septic systems, buildings,
and utilities.

xiv. Conceptual utility schematic with existing and proposed utility
alignments and sizes sufficient to show how property will be served
including drainage, sewer, culinary and secondary water connections
and any other existing or proposed utilities needed to service the
proposed development or that will need to be removed or relocated as
part of the project.

g. A schematic drawing of the proposed project that depicts the existing
proposed transportation corridors within two miles, and the general
relationship of the proposed project to the Transportation and Land Use
Element of the General Plan and the surrounding area.

h. File of all submitted plans in pdf format.

(Ord. 14-23)
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Exhibit
Working

| 19.13.05. Concept Plan Process.

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.

The Concept Plan review involves an informal review of the plan by the City’s
Development Review Committee; when accompanying a rezone application, the
review also involves-and an informal review of the plan by the Planning Commission
and City Council.

The developer shall receive comments from the Development Review Committee,
and when accompanying a rezone application, by the Planning Commission; and City
Council, to guide the developer in the preparation of subsequent applications.

a. The Development Review Committee, and Planning Commission;- and City
Council when accompanying a rezone, shall not take any action on the
Concept Plan review.

b. The comments of the Development Review Committee, and Planning
Commission; and City Council when accompanying a rezone, eomments-shall
not be binding, but shall only be used for information in the preparation of the
development permit application.

The Concept Plan review is intended to provide the developer with an opportunity to
receive input on a proposed development prior to incurring the costs associated with
further stages of the approval process. This review does not create any vested rights
to proceed with development. Developers should anticipate that the City may raise
additional issues in further stages not addressed at the Concept Plan stage.

The following items shall be submitted ferwith a Concept Plan reviewapplication:
A completed application and affidavit, form, and application fee.

Plat/Parcel Map of the area available at the Utah County Surveyor’s Office.
Legal description of the entire proposed project.

Proposed changes to existing zone boundaries, if such will be needed.
Conceptual elevations and floor plans, if available.

Concept Plan Map: Three full-size 24” x 36” copies of the Concept Plan as
required on the application form, drawn to a scale of not more than 1 = 100’
and two reductions on 117 x 17” paper, showing the following:

i. Proposed name of subdivision, cleared with the County Recorder to
ensure the name is not already in use.

ii. Name of property if no subdivision name has been chosen. This is
commonly the name in which the property is locally known.

iii. Locations and widths of existing and proposed streets and right-of-
ways.

iv. Road centerline date including bearing, distance, and curve radius.

v. Configuration of proposed lots with minimum and average lot sizes.

vi. Approximate locations, dimensions, and area of all parcels of land
proposed to be set aside for park or playground use or other public use,
including acreages, locations, and percentages of each and conceptual
plan of proposed recreational amenities.

mo o o
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vii. Those portions of property that qualify as sensitive lands per Section
19.02.02., including acreages, locations, types, and percentages of total
project area and of open space.

viii. Total acreage of the entire tract proposed for subdivision.

ix. General topography shown with 1’or 2’ contours and slope arrows
with labels.

x. North arrow, scale, and date of drawing.

xi. Property boundary with dimensions.

xii. Data table including total number of lots, dwellings, and buildings,
square footage of proposed buildings by floor, number of proposed
garage parking spaces, number of proposed surface parking spaces,
number of required and proposed ADA compliant parking spaces,
percentage of buildable land, percentage and amount of open space or
landscaping, and net density of dwellings by acre.

xiii. Existing conditions and features within and adjacent to the project area
including roads, structures, drainages, wells, septic systems, buildings,
and utilities.

xiv. Conceptual utility schematic with existing and proposed utility
alignments and sizes sufficient to show how property will be served
including drainage, sewer, culinary and secondary water connections
and any other existing or proposed utilities needed to service the
proposed development or that will need to be removed or relocated as
part of the project.

g. A schematic drawing of the proposed project that depicts the existing
proposed transportation corridors within two miles, and the general
relationship of the proposed project to the Transportation and Land Use
Element of the General Plan and the surrounding area.

h. File of all submitted plans in pdf format.

(Ord. 14-23)
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-7 (2-17-15)

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 1V - 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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City Council
Staff Report

Preliminary Plat and Site Plan

Jordan View Landing (aka Riverside Heights and Sunset Acres)

Tuesday, February 17, 2015
Discussion, Possible Actions

Report Date:

Applicant:

Owner:

Location:

Major Street Access:
Parcel Number(s) & Size:

General Plan Designation:

Parcel Zoning:
Adjacent Zoning:
Current Use of Parcel:
Adjacent Uses:
Previous Meetings:

Previous Approvals:

Land Use Authority:
Future Routing:
Type of Action:
Author:

Tuesday, February 10, 2015

Ivory Development, LLC

Ivory Development, LLC

Crossroad Blvd and 400 East

Crossroad Blvd

58:032:0102, 4.0004 acres

58:032:0100, 0.928 acres

58:032:0101, 4.754 acres

TOTAL: 9.6824 acres

Medium Density Residential

R-10

R-6, R-14, A

Vacant, Ag

Residential, Vacant, Ag

Concept: PC April 24 and August 14, 2014
CC June 3 and September 2, 2014

Rezone approved 2007

Concept plan approved 2007
(Preliminary plat submitted in 2008; inactive)
City Council

Preliminary Plat, Commission and Council
Administrative

Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director

A. Executive Summary:

The applicant, Ivory Homes, is requesting Preliminary Plat and Site Plan approval for Jordan View

Landing, a 91-unit townhome development on approximately 9.69 acres north of Crossroad Blvd. and

west of 400 East. The application was previously presented to the Planning Commission and City
Council during the concept plan process as Sunset Acres and then Riverside Heights, and has been
renamed to Jordan View Landing.

Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com

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

801-766-9793 x107 « 801-766-9794 fax
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Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council review the application and choose from the options in
Section G of this report. Options include approval of one or both applications, continuance of one or
both applications, or denial of one or both applications.

Background & Request:

The property is zoned R-10, which includes multi-family development as a permitted use. A rezone
from A to R-10 was submitted in 2006, and was approved by the City Council in 2007. The concept
plan that accompanied the rezone was also approved in 2007, showing 91 units. A preliminary plan
for 91 units was then submitted in January 2008, but no action was taken on the application.

The applicants submitted a revised concept plan for 97 units in February of 2014, and a concept plan
showing additional revisions in May of 2014 in response to Commission and Staff feedback.

Based on feedback received from the Planning Commission and City Council in April 2014 June 2014
the applicants submitted a revised concept plan for 91 units, for a density of approximately 9.5 units
per acre. The Planning Commission and City Council reviewed this 91-unit concept plan in August and
September 2014, and favorable comments were given along with additional informal feedback.
Minutes from those meetings are attached.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on December 11, 2014, and forwarded a positive
recommendation to the City Council with conditions. The report of action from that meeting is
attached, and the applicants have revised the architecture and colors in accordance with the
Commission’s direction.

Process:

The Concept Plan process is outlined in Section 19.13.04.6, and includes an informal review of the
proposal by the Planning Commission and also by the City Council. Upon completion of the Concept
Plan process, the applicant will then be able to move forward with a Preliminary Plat which will
return to the Planning Commission for a public hearing and the Council for action.

The applicants are proposing townhomes; the individual units would be owned separately and the
land outside of the unit footprints would be owned as common space. The process for this type of
development begins with concept plan, followed by a preliminary plat, and then a final subdivision
plat or a condominium plat if the applicant desires. These will return to the Commission and Council
for public review at a later date.

Community Review:

These items were noticed as public hearings in The Daily Herald and notices mailed to all property
owners within 500’. As of the date of this report, no public comment has been provided.
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E. General Plan:

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

The Medium Density Residential designation is provided as a means of allowing for residential
developments at higher densities in neighborhoods that still maintain a suburban character. This
area is to be characterized by density ranging from 4 to 14 units per acre that may include a
mixture of attached and detached dwellings. Planned Unit Developments may be permitted in the
Medium Density Residential areas.

The main application of this designation should be in areas where the City desires to create a
functional transition from one land-use to another. While some multi-family structures may be
permitted in a stacked form, the majority of any attached dwellings should be designed in a side-
by-side configuration. Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational
features as per the City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space Element of the General Plan.
Open spaces may be comprised of both Natural and Developed Open Spaces. In this land use
designation, it is estimated that a typical acre of land may contain 6 dwelling units.

Staff analysis: consistent. The proposal contains 10 units per acre, which is within the range identified
in the General Plan, and consists of a side-by-side configuration.

Unit Type (Proposition 6): the proposal consists of multi-family attached units of 2 stories. Per the
recent Proposition 6, which was approved in November 2013, the General Plan has been amended to
limit the percentage of dwelling units in this category type (multi-family attached, 2 or more stories)
to no more than 7% of all units in the City. Based upon an analysis of the existing approved units in
the City, this 7% limit has been exceeded.

However, the property was zoned to R-10 in conformance to the General Plan Land Use Map prior to
the Proposition. Therefore, the City Council may still find that the zoning and related allowed uses are
consistent with the General Plan through vesting.

Staff analysis: consistent.
F. Code Criteria:

¢ 19.04, Land Use Zones
o Zone-R-10
o Use—complies
=  multi-family, permitted
o Density — complies
= max 10/ac, proposing 9.39 units/acre
o Setbacks — complies
= 20’ front corner, 25’ front interior
= 10’ side, interior
= 15’side, street

Page 9



O

= 20’ rear
Lot width, size, coverage — complies
=  Minimum lot width of 50’ and lot size of 5000 sq.ft. per building, not per unit
= Less than maximum of 50% lot coverage (25%)
Dwelling/Building size — complies
=  Exceeds minimum of 1000 sq.ft.
Height
= Meets maximum of 35
Open Space / Landscaping — Complies
= 20% required; 38% provided
Sensitive Lands — Complies (none present)
Trash —addressed with each unit

19.06, Landscaping and Fencing

o

o

Landscaping Plan — provided. First phase details only; overall schematic provided.
Planting Standards & Design — complies.
= The applicants have modified the plan to replace the originally proposed sod
along the perimeter of the property with native grass. While Staff feels that
sod creates a more liveable community, the application includes more than
the minimum required amount of sod and complies with the landscaping
standards.
Amount — complies. While the application now includes a portion of native grass, the plan
includes the minimum required amount of sod in the interior park and detention basin.
Fencing & Screening — complies. The Planning Commission required semi-private fencing
along 400 East as well.

19.09, Off Street Parking

o

o

o

Minimum Requirements — complies
Requirement:
= 2 stalls per unit (182 stalls)

= (.25 guest per unit (22.75)

= Total required: 205 (204.75)
Provided:

=  Garage spaces: 182

= Driveway spaces: 182

= Additional guest spaces: 30

= Total: 394

19.12, Subdivisions

O

O

Block length, lot size, frontages, second access: complies
Connectivity: staff recommended and the Planning Commission required an easement for
future connectivity in the southwest corner of the property
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e 19.14, Site Plans
o Development Standards: buffering, access, utilities, grading & drainage, water, irrigation:
complies
o Urban Design Committee: see next paragraph.

e 19.27, Addressing
o Duplicates, numbering, designations — complies

The City Engineer also conducted a review, and the comments and requirements from the
Engineering department are attached as Exhibit 1.

Urban Design Committee

The UDC reviewed the concept plan, provided feedback on the original layout that helped lead to the
reconfiguration, and also requested additional information on materials and colors. The applicants
have provided materials boards, updated elevations, and accurate drawings for the development,
and the UDC has reviewed the updated site plan and architecture. The UDC has expressed full
support of the revised architecture.

Recommendation and Alternatives:
Staff recommends that the City Council review the Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat / Site Plan
applications and choose from the options below.

Option 1: Approval
The Council may choose to approve one or both of the applications.

“I move to approve the Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat / Site Plan on parcels 58:032:0102,
58:032:0100, and 58:032:0101 as located in Exhibit 2 and detailed in Exhibits 5 and 6, with the
Findings and Conditions in the staff report:”

Findings:

1. With appropriate conditions, the application complies with the criteria in the Land
Development Code as articulated in Section F of the staff report, which Section is
incorporated herein by reference.

2. The application is consistent with the General Plan as articulated in Section E of the Staff
report, which Section is incorporated herein by reference.

Conditions:

1. The number of units shall be 91.

2. An easement for connectivity shall be provided in the southwest corner of the
development.

3. All requirements of the City Engineer, as outlined in but not limited to the City Engineer’s
report in Attachment 1, shall be met.

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

5. Any other conditions or modifications added by the Council:
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Option 2 — Continuance
The Council may instead choose to continue one or both of the applications.

“I move to continue the Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat and Site Plan to the Council meeting on
March 3, 2015, with the following direction to Staff and the applicant on information or changes
needed to render a decision:

Option 3 — Denial
The Council may also choose to deny one or both applications.

“I move to deny the Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat / Site Plan on parcels 58:032:0102,
58:032:0100, and 58:032:0101 as located in Exhibit 2 and detailed in Exhibits 5 and 6, with the
Findings below.

Findings:

1. The application does not comply with the following criteria in the Land Development
Code, as articulated by the Council:

2. The application is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated by the Council:

Exhibits:
1. City Engineer’s Report (pages 7-8)
2. Location & Zone Map (page 9)
3. Aerial (page 10)
4. Concept Plan —July 2014 (pages 11-13)
5. Preliminary Plat (pages 14-15)
6. Site Plan (pages 16-30)
a. Main Site Plan (p.16-20)
b. Landscaping (p.21-23)
c. Floor plans (p.24-30)
d. Elevations, colors (p.31-34)
7. 12/11/2014 Planning Commission Report of Action (pages 35-37)
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Exhibit 1
c1 1 v o f|Engineering Report

City Council and Conditions
Staff Report /g\‘
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer /
Subject: Jordan View Landing (aka Riverside Heights and Oy
Sunset Acres) V.
Date: February 17,2015 Z
Type of Item:  Preliminary Plat and Site Plan SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:
A. Topic: The Applicant has submitted a preliminary plat application. Staff has reviewed the

submittal and provides the following recommendations.

B. Background:

Applicant: Ivory Development, LLC
Request: Preliminary Plat and Site Plan Approval
Location: Approximately 1550 N. and 400 E.
Acreage: 9.68 acres - 91 Units
C. Recommendation: Staff recommends the approval of preliminary plat subject to the following
conditions:
D. Conditions:

A Developer shall bury and/or relocate any power lines or other utilities that are within and
adjacent to the project.

B.  All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate all
geotechnical recommendations as per the applicable soils report.

C. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all roads and lots and shall stabilize and
reseed all disturbed areas.

D. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all improvements not located in the
public right-of-way. Developer shall record easements for all offsite utilities, grading and
encroachments prior to commencing construction.

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

F. Developer shall relocate or abandon existing irrigation system within the project
boundary. Existing easements shall be vacated and new easements provided for any
relocation of private irrigation system. The abandonment of a system will require written
approval of the ditch master and all downstream users.
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Developer shall provide a cross access easement for the adjacent property to the south
between units 146 and 147 to facilitate a future connection between the properties.
Easement shall allow the installation and maintenance of improvements and the right of
access.

Developer shall improve and dedicate 400 East along the frontage of the project as well as
any additional areas necessary for the completion of the roadway per City and AASHTO
standards.

Developer shall ensure that any existing wells and/or septic systems on site are removed
or are abandoned in compliance with all local and state rules and regulations.

Developer shall provide a complete road design for 400 East to ensure future vertical and
horizontal curves can be met. This design shall be from Crossroads Boulevard to the
northern most end of the proposed development. Portions of 400 East may need to be
reconstructed between Crossroads Blvd. and the northern end of the proposed
development if they do not currently meet City standards.

The existing slopes/berms adjacent to Crossroads Blvd shall be modified or removed to be
compliant with all City, UDOT, and AASHTO standards for sight distance requirements.

Sewer, storm drain, culinary water and secondary water will need to be connected to the
respective utilities in Crossroads Blvd. The Storm Drain outfall line should be extended to
Jordan River and an outlet structure provided to prevent erosion

The Culinary and secondary water lines shall connect both at Crossroads Blvd. and at
Alhambra Drive to loop the systems prevent excessive dead end water lines which can
create issues with water quality and system pressures.

Developer shall provide a geotechnical and soils report that provides a proposed design
for the large fill required on the property, design must be reviewed and approved by the
City Engineer. All fills within the ROW and under buildings shall be Granular Borrow per
City Specifications and shall be compacted to 95% MDD.

ROW cross sections for private roads shall meet public road standards. This includes a
ROW width of 40’ and centerline curves that have a minimum radius of 200 feet.

Alhambra shall be constructed as a City standard local road (56" ROW) and be extended to
400 East and dedicated for public use to the City.

No additional RPZ cross-over water connections shall be permitted to supply water into
the secondary water system. A connection to the existing secondary water main at the
intersection of 400 East and Crossroads Blvd. or the East end of Alhambra Dr. will be
required with the first phase of construction. A connection at both locations may be
necessary to meet the minimum flow and pressure requirements in the secondary water
system.

Developer shall provide a phasing plan that incorporates and complies with the
requirements outlined in the City’s Engineering Standards.
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April 16, 2014

I:I City Parcels
[:] City Boundary
A - Agricultural
RA-5
RR - Rural Residential

R-2 - Low Density Residential

R-3 - Low Density Residential

R-6 - Medium Density Residential

R-10 - Medium Density Residentia [
R-14 - High Density Residential

R-18 - High Density Residential

NC - Neighborhood Commercial

Zoning & Planning

MU - Mixed USe
PC - Planned Community
RC - Regional Commercial

OW - Office Warehouse

Exhibit 2
Location / Zone

0.175 0.35

Copyright:© 2014 Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User
Community
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Zoning & Planning

April 16, 2014 1:2,257

[ ]cityParcels 0 0.0275  0.055
|_'|_'.|_'_|_|_|_'_|_'_|_'_|_|_|
0 0.0425 0.085

Copyright:© 2014 Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User
Community
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Exhibit 4
Concept Plan

SPORT COURT

6 ft. MASONRY WALL

TOT LOT

PAVILION @
North 17 = a0 Feet

L] 20 o 2 &0

nnnnnnnnnn

IVORY DEVELOPMENT . 978 WOOD OAK LANE . SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

i
4 f i o

R. MICHAEL KELLY

CONSULTANTS

LAND PLANNING + LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
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SIDEWALKS

80A INVESTMENTS, LTD
IRE0/RG

PROP. 8’
MASONRY
WALL

0.3

W

250"
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DEVELOPMENT TABLE

NUMBER OF PROPOSED TOWH HOMLS = 9
NUMBER OF fROPOSED GARAGE SFACES = 182{2EA, TOWN HUME)
NUMBER OF PROPOSED DRIVEW AY PARKING SPACES =182 (2 EA. TOWN HIOME)
NUMBER OF PROPOSED GUEST PARKING STALLS - 30
PERCENTAGE OF BUTLIABLE LAND = §8%
PERCENTAGE CF DPEN SPACE - 1%
OPEN SPACE: 36,945 SQFF
NET DENSITY = 891 UNITS/ACRE

PROJECT
LOCATION

! LEHRI

SR-75

{ AN STREET

VICINITY MAP

NT.S

CONCEPT BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

A porticn of that Real Property described in Deed Book 810

Page 387 of the Official Records of Utsh County located in the SE1/4

of Section 11 & the NE1/4 of Section 14, Township 5 Scuih, Range 1

‘West, Sall Lake Base & Meridian, localed in Saratoga Springs, Utsh,
more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at the southeast corner of that Real Property
deseribed in Deed Book 2008 Page 80 of the Official Records of Utah
Counly located $89°31'44”W along the Section line 216.35 feer and
N0°08'16™W 121.48 feel from the Nostheast Comer of Section 14,
T35, RIW, S.L.B.& M.; thence along the boundary of said Deed
Book 810 Page 387 the follawing 7 (seven) courses and distances:
58°56'16"E 34389 feel, thence 54°42'16E 304.40 [eet; thence
51°36'16"E 175.80 feet; thence N77°0Z'16"W 442,10 feel; thence
NO°36'16"W 126.50 feet, thence NRB319'16"W 199,00 fest; thence
NO°02'16™W 568.70 fzet 10 the southwest comer of said Deed Book
2008 Page 80; thence N89°51'44”E along said dead 546.72 feet to the
point of beginning,

Contains: 5.69+/- acres

NOTES:

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LLOCATED IN THE FEMA
FLOOD ZONE X PER THE FEMA MAP 4902090115 C, DATED
JULY 17,2002,

SEWER, STORM DRAIN, CULINARY WATER, AND
SECONDARY WATER WILL NEED TOQ CONNECT TO THE

RESPECTIVE UTILITIES IN CROSSROADS BLVD. CULINARY]

AND SECCNDARY WATER NEED TO CONNECT AT
CROSSROADS BLVD AND AT ALHAMBRA DRIVE TO LOOP
THE §¥STEMS AND PREVENT EXCESSIVE DEAD END
WATER LINES.

A COMPLETE ROAD DESIGN OF 400 EAST WILL BE
REQUIRED FROM THE NORTHERN END OF THE PROPERTY
TQ CROSSROADS BLVD, EVEN THOUGH ONLY A PORTION
WILL BE IMPROVED. THIS 15 REQUIRED TO ENSURE THAT
PROPER VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL CURVES FOR THE
ROAD CAN BE CREATED BASED ON THE DESIGN FOR
YOUR FRONTAGE.

THE NORTH FORTION OF 400 EAST 1§ LOCATED WITHIN
LEHE CITY BOUNDARIES. WE WILL NEED TO
COLLABORATE WITH BOTH LEHI AND SARATOGA
SPRINGS ON AN APPROPRIATE RDAD CROSS-SECTION,
ALL TRASH STORAGE WILL BE HANDLED WITH
INDIVIDUAL TRASH RECEPTACLES IN THE GARAGE OF
EACH UNIT. THE OCCUPANTS WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO
BRING THEIR TRASH RECEPTACLE CURB SIDE ON THE
DAY OF TRASH PICKUD.

GRAPHIC SCALE

[ an @ 2 180

(M FEET )
Yich= 4001

ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC

com

502 WEST 8360 SOUTH
WW.

SANDY, UTAH 84070 PH: (801) 352-0075

v
E v S
=11}
Q=
i
<tz
F ] Q—t
an Q
3 2
NE o
% Z &
o
i
i
5 H
gl i) il
I '
Elai ||,
= LI i
Elaf-lnlel-]alaf
|
Concept Plan
== [EEPPIR i T :
P gaota [PPY O Lam

Sheel

Cl

Page 18



107 108|109 | 110 | 111 12 | 13|14 [} 1s 116 | 17 s
106 el ; _ - 119
103 N[ = = H ‘ 120 /

(_\ PRIVATE ROAD

[a) (40 WIDE R OW )

s

2z

HrERNN

S5 ||

E%

ALHAMBRA DRIVE
PUBLIC ROAD

56" WIDE R.O.W.)

(VATE ROAD

PR

FROWY

00v

1svH

(a0 WD

DEVELOPMENT TABLE

NUMBER OF TOWNE HOME LOTS = 91 LOTS

NUMBER OF PROPOSED GARAGE SPACES - 182

NUMRBER OF PROPOSED DRIVEW AY PARKING SPACES - 182

NUMBER OF GUEST PARKING STALLS - 30

TOTAL PARKING - 304

PERCENTAGE OF BUILDABLE LAND - 68%

PERCENTAGE OF QUALIFIED OPEN SPACE® - 32%
QUALTFIED OPEN SPACE: 136,901 SQFT

NET DENSITY - 991 UNITS(ACRE

[ ovaimEn oees seack
: = NON-QUALIFIED OPEN SPACE

GRAPHIC SCALE
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ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC
SANDY, UTAH 84070 PH: (801) 352-0075

www.focusulah.com
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RIVERSIDE HEIGHTS

PREPARED FOR:

IVORY HOMES
LOCATED IN:

SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH

PROJECT
LOCATION
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Exhibit 5
Preliminary Plat

g oy 5 DRI A NI NSt Dy 3
" -
: AL At o R R R AT S RN BN, e —)
2 “ “ 2
- « < 7
. S, o 31
5 -\ ) I 3
A

e ]
e E e 1
VICINITY MAP e———a
NTS 1 137 X
PLANNING COMMISSION _3 138
APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD. in 139
20 BY THE SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY PLANNING _
COMMISSION 1] 140
CHAIRMAN, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION |
CITY COUNCIL
s APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD., |
20 BY THE SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN, SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY COUNCIL —_

133 PHASE 3

— —

o

oot

D VERIFY HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS
ES PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION,
NCIES TO THE ENGINEER.

2. ANY AND ALL DISC] NCIES IN THESE PLANS ARE TO BE BROUGHT TO
THE ENGINEER'S ATTEN RIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION.

3. ALL CONSTRUCTION ADHERE TO SARATOGA SPRINGS STANDARDS
AND SPECIFICATIONS

4. ALL UTILITIES AND RO PROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PLANS HEREIN
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED G REFERENCE TO SURVEY CONSTRUCTION
STAKES PLACED UNDER UPERVISION OF A PROFESSIONAL LICENSED
SURVEYOR WITH A CURREN ENSE ISSUED BY THE STATE OF UTAH. ANY
MPROVEMENTS INSTALLE ANY OTHER VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL

FERENCE WILL NOT BE TED OR CERTIFIED BY THE ENGINEER OF
RECORD.

5. POST-APPROVED ALTER DNS TO LIGHTING PLANS OR INTENDED
SUBSTITUTIONS FOR APPRO LIGHTING EQUIPMENT SHALL BE SUBMITTED
O THE CITY FOR REVIEW AN PPROVAL.

THE CITY RESERVES ' RIGHT TO CONDUCT POST-INSTALLATION
“NSPECTIONS TO VERIFY CO IANCE WITH THE CITY'S REQUIREMENTS AND
APPROVED LIGHTING COMMIINIENTS, AND IF DEEMED APPROPRIATE BY THE
CITY, TO REQUIRE REMEDI ON AT NO EXPENSE TO THE CITY.

. ALL EXTERIOR LIGHTI HALL MEET IESNA FULL-CUTOFF CRITERIA
UNLESS OTHERWISE APPRO BY THE CITY.

' SITE MAP MATCHLINE PHASE 1

PHASE 1 ‘ | ‘— +
LT A e
: ' ‘
; ‘
|
|

N
A oo !«;
~ N e \S
SNANAS %]
~ :’) — -
n | N
~ [0 [ | O |~ |0
T Y~y l’j Vo vy ) W &
P p— B p— p— ‘

—h

|

SEE SHEET C7

ENGINEER'S NOTES TO CONTRACTOR

1. THE EXISTENCE AND LOCATION OF ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITY PIPES, CONDUITS OR STRUCTURES
SHOWN ON THESE PLANS WERE OBTAINED BY A SEARCH OF THE AVAILABLE RECORDS, TO THE BEST OF
OUR KNOWLEDGE, THERE ARE NO EXISTING UTILITIES EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS. THE
CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO TAKE DUE PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES TO PROTECT THE UTILITY LINES
SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS. THE CONTRACTOR FURTHER ASSUMES ALL LIABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY
FOR THE UTILITY PIPES, CONDUITS OR STRUCTURES SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS. IF
UTILITY LINES ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION THAT ARE NOT IDENTIFIED BY THESE PLANS,
CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY.

2. CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT HE SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE
CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL
PERSONS AND PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED
TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS; AND THAT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, INDEMNIFY AND HOLD THE
CITY, THE OWNER, AND THE ENGINEER HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, IN
CONNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT, EXCEPTING FOR LIABILITY ARISING
FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE OWNER OR THE ENGINEER.

3. UNAUTHORIZED CHANGES & USES: THE ENGINEER PREPARING THESE PLANS WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR, OR LIABLE FOR, UNAUTHORIZED CHANGES TO OR USES OF THESE PLANS. ALL CHANGES TO THE
PLANS MUST BE IN WRITING AND MUST BE APPROVED BY THE PREPARER OF THESE PLANS.

4. ALL CONTOUR LINES SHOWN ON THE PLANS ARE AN INTERPRETATION BY CAD SOFTWARE OF FIELD
SURVEY WORK PERFORMED BY A LICENSED SURVEYOR. DUE TO THE POTENTIAL DIFFERENCES IN
INTERPRETATION OF CONTOURS BY VARIOUS TYPES OF GRADING SOFTWARE BY OTHER ENGINEERS OR
CONTRACTORS, FOCUS DOES NOT GUARANTEE OR WARRANTY THE ACCURACY OF SUCH LINEWORK. FOR
THIS REASON, FOCUS WILL NOT PROVIDE ANY GRADING CONTOURS IN CAD FOR ANY TYPE OF USE BY THE
CONTRACTOR. SPOT ELEVATIONS AND PROFILE ELEVATIONS SHOWN IN THE DESIGN DRAWINGS GOVERN
ALL DESIGN INFORMATION ILLUSTRATED ON THE APPROVED CONSTRUCTION SET. CONSTRUCTION
EXPERTISE AND JUDGMENT BY THE CONTRACTOR IS ANTICIPATED BY THE ENGINEER TO COMPLETE
BUILD-OUT OF THE INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS.

DRIVEWAY PARKING SPACES = 182

OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES = 30

TOTAL PARKING SPACES = 394

Q
—
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=
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o 2 |
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GRAPHIC SCALE E e
60 0 30 80 120 240 &% %
T e T e — Z
(IN FEET) | (ZD
linch= 60 ft. M
Sheet List Table
Sheet :
h
Number Sheet Title
Cl1 Cover
C2 Preliminary Plat
C3 Existing & Demolition
Plan
C4 Site Plan
C5 Grading & Drainage Plan
Cé6 Utility Plan
C7 400 East Offsite Plan m
C8 Erosion Control Plan P-‘
C9 Overall Landscape Plan m
DATA TABLE UH
ACRES SQUARE FEET | % OF TOTAL m N
TOTAL AREA 9.69 421,935 100% o)
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS AREA 6.04 263,102 62% : | : . é ;—1
TOTAL BUILDING PAD AREA 242 105,417 25% c%" d)
TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA 3.65 158,833 38% l I l CS >
TOTAL ROW 2.51 109,356 26% ‘ %D 8
TOTAL LOTS =91 TOTAL BUILDINGS =22 NET DENSITY = 9.4 UNITS/ACRE D E
GARAGE PARKING SPACES = 182 H ;Cg
V) @
o

DWELLING TABLE
MODEL NAME* BASEMENT (SF) | LEVEL 1(SF) | LEVEL 2 (SF) | TOTAL (SF)
(UNFINISHED) | (FINISHED) (FINISHED) | (FINISHED)
VANCOUVER 447 473 794 1267
OLYMPIA 528 557 810 1367
BELLEVUE 447 473 638 1111

*NOTE: BUILDING PADS ARE SIZED TO ACCOMODATE ANY OF THE 3 FLOOR PLANS

CONTACTS

ENGINEER & SURVEYOR

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING
502 WEST 8360 SOUTH

SANDY, UTAH 84070

(801) 352-0075 BENCHMARK

CONTACT: TRAVIS BENSON

OWNER/DEVELOPER NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 14
IVORY DEVELOPMENT : TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST

SALT LAKE BASE AN
978 WOODOAK LANE CrEv. 551 8.88MER'D'AN

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84117
(801) 747-7000
CONTACT: KEN WATSON

SARATOGA SPRINGS

1307 N. COMMERCE DR. #200
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH 84045
(801) 766-9793

DESCRIPTION

REVISION BLOCK

Drawn:

1"=60' T™B

002 Ivory—Saratoga Norman Property\design 14—002\dwg\preliminary sheets\C1 Cover.dwg

NOTICE © 100914 % 14002 R
s z

BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THIS WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CAREFULLY z
CHECK AND VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS, QUANTITIES, DIMENSIONS, AND GRADE Cl S
-~

S

ELEVATIONS, AND SHALL REPORT ALL DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER.
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RIVERS IDE HE IGHT S \ PREPARED oY I, Dennis P. Carlisle, do hereby igfly{tztl;: Xn?l%Ro;Ssigf glrdl‘glfvggﬁzltgat I hold Certificate No. 172675

in accordance with Title 58, Chapter 22 of Utah State Code. I further certify by authority of the owners(s) that 1 have

‘ LOCATED IN THE SE% OF SECTION 11 AND THE NE% OF SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, ' completed a Surve)f of the property described on this Plat in accordance with Section 17-23-17 of §aid Code, and
- I SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN | have subdiv1lc<ied said tract of land into lots, blocks, streets, aqd easements, and. th&la same has, dor will be correctly
% SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY, UTAH COUNTY, UTAH surveyed, staked and monumented on the ground as shown on this Plat, and that this Plat is true and correct.
o \ EN
3 \\ | ~POINT OF y ©
© BACH INVESTMENTS, LLC »
2 PROJECT 317702013 L /| BEGINNING g BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
4 LOCATION ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC St '
°© ' i N8;°51 44"E 546.73 - . 502 WEST 8360 SOUTH 1y Fre cHIEF A portion of that Real Property described in Deed Book 810 Page 387 of the Official Records of Utah County
BACH INVESTMENTS, LLC | - SANDY, UTAH 84070 PH: (801) 352-0075 located in the SE1/4 of Section 11 & the NE1/4 of Section 14, Township 5 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base &
31770:2013 E | www.focusutah.com Meridian, located in Saratoga Springs, Utah, more particularly described as follows:
SARATOGA % Beginning at the southeast corner of that Real Property described in Deed Book 2008 Page 80 of the Official
SPRINGS SOA INVESTMENTS, LTD ‘ Records of Utah County located S89°51'44”W along the Section line 216.35 feet and N0°08'16”W 121.48 feet from
‘ LEHI GRAPHIC SCALE 3860/86 the Northeast Corner of Section 14, T5S, R1W, S.L.B.& M.; thence along the boundary of said Deed Book 810 Page
i . » . o0 w00 387 the following 7 (seven) courses and distances: S8°56'16”E 343.89 feet; thence S4°42'16”E 304.40 feet; thence
' S1°39'16”E 175.80 feet; thence N77°02'16”W 442.10 feet; thence N0°36'16”W 126.50 feet; thence N83°19'16”W
se-73 wn seer | el — ; , 199.00 fet; thence NO°0Z16™W 6870 feet to the southwest comer of said Decd Book 2008 Page 80; thence
CROSSROADS BLWD. (IN FEET) 1 N e e & 3 | N89°51'44”E along said deed 546.72 feet to the point of beginning.
2 > s ‘ ' ins: A
i linch= 50 fi. (S / . ‘ ' Contains: 9.69+/- acres
» G i
® S > . [ [C ROSA LANE
AYA 11 ) [ PRIVATE - 40' WIDE 11 1 12
& d /]/ (BASIS OF BEARING) MEASURED: S89°51'44"W : —_ 216.35 >
by 2,660.18 L \ 3 \889°5 4 W 14 V13
NORTH 1/2 CORNER OF e | Q NORTHEAST CORNER OF Dennis P. Carlisle Date
SECTION 14, T5S, R1W )
SECTION 14, T5S, R1W N \ \ SLB&M Professional Land Surveyor
VICINITY MAP SLB&M | wl 3 \ Certificate No. 172675
N.T.S FOUND BRASS CAP / | 9 < 323
SET IN CONCRETE / of Q24 o |
| =l Q=5 S
|27 £F '
: || < OWNER'S DEDICATION
Curve Table Line Table | j
| \ KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT , THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
CURVE | RADIUS | DELTA | LENGTH | CHORD DIRECTION | CHORD LENGTH LINE | LENGTH | DIRECTION O | . ! \ TRACT OF LAND HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS AND STREETS TO BE HEREAFTER KNOWN AS
ci 25000 | 13°2902" | 58.83 N83°23'45"W 58.70 Ll 401 | N90°00'00"E T o m omm oo oo ommm T omm | RIVERSIDE HEIGHTS
C2 250.00 | 13°2046" 58.23 S83°19'37"E 58.10 L2 4.01 N90°00'00"W |
2 °04'44" °57'38" L3 4.01 N90°00'00"E DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC AND/OR CITY ALL PARCELS OF LAND, EASEMENTS AND
C3 250.00 | 10°04'a4 43.98 N84°57'38"E 43.92 . 3 e PUBLIC AMENITIES SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE. THE OWNER(S) WARRANT AND DEFEND AND
c4 19.00 | 33°0757" 10.99 N26°33'58"W 10.83 L4 19.53 | N79°55'16"E B e e \ SAVE THE CITY HARMLESS AGAINST ANY EASEMENTS OR OTHER ENCUMBRANCES ON A DEDICATED STREET WHICH WILL
— — ———— e e \ INTERFERE WITH THE CITY'S USE, MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF THE STREET.
Cs 200.00 | 69°55'10 244.06 $34°5735"E 229.20 L5 19.49 \ \
N O ¥ " L3 il " . O55'16"w
cé 400.00 | 20°0421 140.13 $79°5720°E 139.42 L6 19.57 | S79 | IN WITNESS WHEREOF WE HAVE HEREUNTO SET OUR HANDS THIS DAY OF AD.20 .
C7 1005.00 | 10°00'30" | 175.55 N04°59'45"W 175.33 L7 2128 | S16°1345"W
|
cs 22200 | 13°2948" 5229 N83°24'08"W 52.17 L8 19.62 | S09°18'49"W
c9 27800 | 13°2826" 65.38 N83°2327"W 65.23 L9 18.64 $22°21'40"E N \ \
Cl10 27800 | 13°20'46" 64.76 $83°19'37"E 64.61 L10 2152 | $3502757"W 7 i g \ | KARL W.JESSOP
Cli 22200 | 13°2046" 5171 $83°19'37"E 51.59 L1l 2220 | S39°48'51"W = é 4176/208
c1z 22200 | 7°54'14" 30.62 $80°3621"E 30.60 L12 1621 | S17°18'05"W
C13 22200 | 5°2632" 21.09 S87°16'44"E 21.08 L13 59.01 | N41°56'14"W
Cl4 27800 | 9°3129" 46.21 S81°24'58"E 46.16 L14 1581 | N54°35'18"W 5 \
C1s 27800 | 3°49'17" 18.54 $88°05'22"E 18.54 L15 1592 | N39°33'56"W \ \
Cl6 27800 | 7°0226" 34.16 N86°28'47"E 34.14 Li6 2472 | N52°38'59"W = \
ct7 | 22200 | 10°0444" | 39.05 N84°5738"E 39.00 L17 | 4002 | $46°2735°E 8 = A\ LIMITED LIABILITY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
C18 22200 | 8°54'03" 34.49 N85°32'58"E 34.45 Li8 3546 | S01°4644"W 1
C19 22200 | 1°10'40" 4.56 N80°30'36"E 4.56 L19 5926 | S76°15'53"W g \ ON THE DAY OF A.D.20__ PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME , THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, IN
AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, IN SAID STATE OF UTAH, . , WHO AFTER BEING
C20 27800 | 9°20113" 4530 N85°19'S3"E 4525 L20 3828 | N32°32'S6"E % \ DULY SWORN, ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE IS THE OF
" —— — ) JSpy— \ \ | LL.C., A UTAH LL.C. AND THAT HE SIGNED THE OWNERS DEDICATION FREELY AND
c2 27800 | 0°4431 3.60 N80°17'32"E 3.60 L21 24.50 571°33 ‘ i\ VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN BEHALF OF SAID LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED,
c22 15.00 | 90°0000" | 2356 N34°55'16"E 2121 L22 23.80 $88°2627"E : MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
c23 15.00 | 90°0000" | 23.56 N55°04'44"W 2121 L23 | 11375 | S49°4330"E ! NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY
C24 1663.50 | 8°33'59" | 248.71 NO5°47'44"W 248.48 L24 18.60 S46°19'57"E %
€25 19.00 | 35°27'19" 11.76 S27°43'40"E 11.57 L25 17.74 | $30°0523"W % \ !
C26 19.00 | 38°3002" 12.77 N09°15'01"E 12.53 126 2341 | N66°14'15"E j \ | CORPORATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT
c27 1500 | 80°0000" | 2094 N50°00'00"W 19.28 1.27 1500 | N90°00'00"E 100 PUE. 3 STATE OF UTAH §)
C28 15.00 | 13°5326" 3.64 $03°03'17"E 3.63 L28 1500 | N90°00'00"E 5 - TYP. i R COUNTY OF UTAH )
T I 3
C29 25.00 107°46'53" 47.03 N50°00'00"W 40.39 129 28.71 S69°39'15"E - —— T —— - g o ON THIS s DAY OF N 20 R PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME X
O{IPLM oyt O YN 83°19'17" ‘% ~ (name of document Signer)
C30 15.00 | 13°5326 3.64 N83°03'17"E 3.63 L30 17.33 | N38°20'37"W w 799,00 - 3 \ ‘ WHOSE IDENTITY IS PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME (OR PROVEN ON THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE) AND WHO BY
"B 3 (Title or Office) (Name of Corporation)
C32 2500 | 121°06'13" | 52.84 $45°00'00"W 43.54 L32 15.81 S71°33'54"E JI2 AND THAT SAID DOCUMENT WAS SIGNED BY HIM/HER IN BEHALF OF SAID *CORPORATION BY AUTHORITY OF ITS BYLAWS,
38 | J OR (RESOLUTION OF ITS BOARD OF DIRECTORS), AND SAID ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT
C33 25.00 121°06'13" 52.84 $45°00'00"W 43,54 L33 34.77 N90°00'00"E 8 3 (nalne of document Signer)
| SAID *CORPORATION EXECUTED THE SAME.
C34 15.00 | 15°3307" 4.07 NO7°46'33"W 4.06 L34 2707 | $22°3313"W
» eron S | 24.97 _ 125.21 _ - _— =
C35 19.00 | 42°5038 1421 N21°25'19"E 13.88 NG00 TTW T30.1 I
C36 19.00 | 35°22136" 11.73 S17°41'18"E 11.55 NOTARY PUBLIC
Y- 051 an BRITTANY JOY HANSEN : |
C37 19.00 | 29°5827 9.94 N14°59'13"W 9.83 s
GENERAL NOTES: 77031:2009 o] oSN ST e g T e C |
C38 19.00 | 35°22136" 11.73 S17°41'18"W 11.55 : © . . 3 |
o = p— > pp— pr— 1. PLAT MUST BE RECORDED WITHIN 24 MONTHS OF FINAL PLAT APPROVAL BY CITY COUNCIL. FINAL S S80°30 37 83'F |3 | ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY
22000 | e97s0" ) 268 o2 PLAT APPROVAL WAS GRANTED ON THE DAY OF 20 . = % sy |
C40 180.00 | 69°55'10" | 219.66 $34°57'35"E 206.28 2. THE INSTALLATION OF IMPROVEMENTS SHALL CONFORM TO ALL CITY RULES, ORDINANCES Y h
’ ’ 3 R THE CITY OF SARA : : g
EYPR v R Eyeya R— — REQUIREMENTS, STANDARDS, AND POLICIES REGARDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF THIS PROPERTY. 3 | . THE DEDICATION OF ALL STREETS, EASEMENTS AND OTHER PARCELS. OF LAND. INTENDED FOR PUBLIC
- . . 3.  PRIOR TO BUILDING PERMIT BEING ISSUED, SOIL TESTING STUDIES MAY BE REQUIRED ON EACH LOT 3 2 PURPOSES FOR THE PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC THIS DAY OF ,AD.20 .
c42 380.00 | 18°29's2" 122.68 S79°10'06"E 122.15 AS DETERMINED BY THE CITY BUILDING OFFICIAL. ‘ s 2
C43 19.00 3305172]" 1123 N73°03'S6"W 11.06 4. PLAT MAY BE SUBJECT TO A MASTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, 3 h | g 8 APPROVED BY MAYOR
SUBDIVISION AGREEMENT, OR SITE PLAN AGREEMENT. SEE CITY RECORDER FOR MORE ] | | E §
Ca4 19.00 | 36°53'50" 12.24 N71°3335"E 12.03 INFORMATION. s 4 z o
cts | 1500 | v00000" | 2356 Pyy——— 121 5. BUILDING PERMITS WILL NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL ALL IMPROVEMENTS HAVE BEEN INSTALLED AND Los N S S =
— — ACCEPTED BY THE CITY IN WRITING; ALL IMPROVEMENTS CURRENTLY MEET CITY STANDARDS; AND ‘ N7z °0277..W e A 3 —
Cd6 | 1500 | osanm | BT NASMTAE 21.50 BONDS ARE POSTED BY THE CURRENT OWNER OF THE PROJECT PURSUANT TO CITY CODE. ——— ‘ ATTEST
c47 1025.00 | 10°00'30" | 179.04 N04°59'45"W 178.82 6. ALL BONDS AND BOND AGREEMENTS ARE BETWEEN THE CITY, DEVELOPER/OWNER AND FINANCIAL : BENCHMARK 2711 — N | APPROVED BY ENGINEER CITY-RECORDER
— — INSTITUTION. NO OTHER PARTY, INCLUDING UNIT OR LOT OWNERS, SHALL BE DEEMED A THIRD —— L S (SEE SEAL BELOW) (SEE SEAL BELOW)
C48 | 98500 | 10°0030" | 17206 No4Ts94s™W 17184 PARTY BENEFICIARIES OR HAVE ANY RIGHTS INCLUDING THE RIGHT TO BRING ANY ACTION UNDER N KENTR. & TRINETTE L. THOMPSON o
ORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 14 05066:2006 v :
c49 19.00 | 35°217'52" | 1171 S07°38'56"W 11.52 ANY BOND OR BOND AGREEMENT. TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST 105066:2 & N
7. THE OWNER OF THIS SUBDIVISION AND ANY OTHER SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS ARE RESPONSIBLE SALT LAIEEE%{\SES@gBMERlDMN BUILDING PAD ORIENTATION NOTE: AR
FOR THE ENSURING THAT IMPACT AND CONNECTION FEES ARE PAID AND WATER RIGHTS ARE : y ALL INDIVIDUAL BUILDING PAD/ LOT LINES ARE EITHER PARALLEL TO OR PERPENDICULAR
SECURED FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL LOT. NO BUILDING PERMITS SHALL BE ISSUED FOR ANY LOT IN THIS TO THE LOT LINE THAT IS ANNOTATED BY A BEARING CALL OUT. SEE TYPICAL BUILDING PAD
SUBDIVISION UNTIL ALL IMPACT AND CONNECTIONS FEES AT THE RATES IN EFFECT WHEN APPLYING DETAIL THIS SHEET FOR LOT LINE DIMENSIONS
FOR BUILDING PERMIT, ARE PAID IN FULL AND WATER RIGHTS SECURED AS SPECIFIED BY CURRENT
733 2233 CITY ORDINANCES AND FEE SCHEDULES. BY SIGNING THIS PLAT, THE FOLLOWING UTILITY COMPANIES ARE APPROVING THE: (A) BOUNDARY, COURSE DIMENSIONS, AND INTENDED USE OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANTS OF RECORD; (B) LOCATION OF EXISTING
: _ UNDERGROUND AND UTILITY FACILITIES; (C) CONDITIONS OR RESTRICTIONS GOVERNING THE LOCATION OF THE FACILITIES WITHIN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY, AND EASEMENT GRANTS OF RECORD, AND UTILITY FACILITIES WITHIN THE SUBDIVISION.
8. ALL OPEN SPACE AND TRAIL IMPROVEMENTS LOCATED HEREIN ARE TO BE INSTALLED BY OWNER "APPROVING" SHALL HAVE THE MEANING IN UTAH CODE SECTION 10-94-603(4)(c)(ii. | |
AN[; OA\A/AIEI;A\IEQ_IFNED BY A HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION UNLESS SPECIFIES OTHERWISE ON EACH _ LOCATED IN THE SEz OF SECTION 11 AND THE NEz OF SECTION 14, TOWNSHIP 5
IMP : AT TNPT : SOUTH, RANGE 1 T
9. ANY REFERENCE HEREIN TO OWNERS, DEVELOPERS, OR CONTRACTORS SHALL APPLY TO QUESTAR GAS COMPANY ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION CENTURY LINK SALT LAKE BASE iND\IYA%‘SRfDIAN
SUCCESSORS, AGENTS AND ASSIGNS. SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY, UTAH COUNTY, UTAH
10. NO CITY MAINTENANCE IS PROVIDED ON ALL STREETS DESIGNATED AS "PRIVATE" Approved this day of Approved this day of Approved this day of Approved this day of > >
g - 11. ALL UNITS WITHIN THIS SUBDIVISION WILL BE SUBJECT TO THE HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION AD. 20 ? AD. 20 — ’ AD. 20 I ? AD. 20 ’
g LOT# g2 LOT# 2 BYLAWS, ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION AND CC&R'S. B e T e
I 1139SQFT 1183 SQFT
SURVEYOR'S SEAL NOTARY PUBLIC SEAL CITY-COUNTY ENGINEER SEAL |CITY-COUNTY RECORDER SEAL
QUESTAR GAS COMPANY ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER COMCAST CABLE TELEVISION CENTURY LINK
LEGEND FIRE CHIEF APPROVAL PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL SARATOGA SPRINGS SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE
—— ENGINEER APPROVAL
22.33 22.33 PRIVATE AREA Approved by the Fire Chief on this Approved by the Planning Commission on this Approved by the City Engineer on this Approved by Saratoga Springs Attorney on this Approved by Post Office Representative on this
day of ,AD.20 day of ,AD. 20 day of ,A.D.20 day of ,A.D.20 day of ,A.D. 20
DEDICATED TO SARATOGA SPRINGS AS PUBLIC ROW
TYP. 51' & 53' BUILDING PAD [ orenseace
CITY FIRE CHIEF CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION CITY ENGINEER SARATOGA SPRINGS ATTORNEY LEHI CITY POST OFFICE REPRESENTATIVE

AT
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Masel ana) [emal 0 \\\ 1
I aee TLE“ ] i aeeaes| i ’/‘ N Plant List . riversice Heights, Saratoga Springs, Utah . Ivory Homes
\ \ ) KEY PLANT TYPE BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE NOTES
— - N o0 ~ Ne, ; : : . : "
~ = ° NS N NG @ A Street Trees Fraxinus p.l. Mor§holl s Seedless Marshall’s Seedless Ash 2" cal.
== — — — — — B Platanus acerifolia 'Bloodgood’ London Plane Tree 2" cal.
Qov C Tilia cordata 'Greenspire’ Little Leaf Linden 2" cal.
L ] ] D Shade Trees Acer platanoides ‘Deborah’ Deborah Maple 2" cal.
& o &é o @ E Celtis occidentalis Common Hackberry 2" cal.
H\ % (Kﬁlj ZL F Accent Trees Malus *Pricirie Fire’ Prairie Fire Crabapple 1 %" cal
TN T 0N == ) N A G Malus *Spring Snow’ Spring Snow Crabapple 1 %" cal
/\' X A H Pyrus calleryana *Aristocrat’ Flowering Pear 1 %" cal.
- — _ & \ J Evergreen Tree Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 6 ft.
\ _l A \ G- A- X \ 1 Tall Shrubs Cornus stolonifera Red Osier Dogwood 5gal.
— / ROSA LANE——+ — \ — 2 Cotoneaster acutifolia Peking Cotoneaster 5gal.
-G A LA é\ \ \ A 3 Photinia fraseri Fraser Photinia 5 gal.
\ N\ N\ 7\ 4 Viburnum burkwoodi Burkwood Viburnum 5 gal.
J \ 11 Medium Shrubs Prunus glandulosa Dwarf Flowering Almond 5gal.
— TV T T/ T I <TI \ 12 Prunus laurocerasus ‘Ofto Luyken”  Otto Luyken Laurel 5 gal
\ \ \ 13 Spircea bumalda *Anthony Waterer’ Dwarf Red Spiraea 2 gal.
> s //r 14 Spiraea cineria "Grefsheim’ Grefsheim Spiraea 2 gal.
<§E 3 \ A 15 Taxus baccata repandens Spreading English Yew 5gal.
o ke = — — — \ = 16 Viburnum opulus nana Dwarf European Cranberry Bush 2gal.
= B Oy I~ f f f 2 \ 21 Omamental Grass  Panicum virgatum ‘Heavy Metal”  Switch Grass 1 gal.
S cﬁ) %) [ \ 31 Perennial Flowers Alyssum scixatile Basket of Gold 1 gal.
i T % _| — 1 |_ \\ ,\r 32 Campanula carpatica ‘Blue Clips’  Tussock Bellflower 1 gal.
<C aylo ¥ i ; 33 Hosta ‘Elegans’ Plantain Lily 1 gal.
£ \ 34 Hosta ventricosa Plantain Lily 1 gal.
{ A H St =] 35 lberis sempervirens Evergreen Candytuft 1 gal.
e \ \,\NSE 2 36 Lavendula angustifolia English Lavender 1 gal.
7 T~ —7 Y / ij o 37 Teucrium chamaedrys Germander 1 gal
] ) ( ] ) ( / ) ( ' ) ( / L 38 Heuchera spp. Coral Bells 1 gal. Assorted varieties
N 39 Anemone "Honorine Jobert’ Windflower 1 gal.
- B B- "B u B B- B B -B 4] Groundcover Gallium odorata Sweet Woodruff Flats Plant 12" o.c.
/] 7 42 Vinca minor Dwarf Periwinkle Flats Plant 12" o.c.
7 (3 sr 7 A\ 7 B 5 A} 7 A\ —— ]
L L ) ) k )
7\ 7 7 \
000000 A . . | |
I/ \ \ N OT|Ve G raSS M IX . Type 3 (Short) . Jordan View Landing
1 D D BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME RATE: PLS/Acre
136 |\>. \ Bouteloua gracilia Blue Grama 4.0 30.77%
("/ _L_ 1 A Festuca ovina Sheep Fescue 5.0 38.46%
] \ Poa sndbergii Sandberg Bluegrass 40 30.77%
; A f\, TOTAL: 13.0 100.0%
35 o 1 ' ' '
% "
T
134 L 1 A
7 " Planting Notes
133 g |\> X\ 1. Provide and place four (4) inches of topsoil over all planting areas prior to
ee , commencement of planting operations.
2. Backfill for all planting pits shall be native material excavated from the pit.
] 32 k“\ \\ A 3. Following completion of shrubb and groundcover plantings, freat beds with a pre-
() emergent herbicide.
' \ 4, Provide and install finely shredded bark mulch (*Soil Pep” or equal) to a depth of
142 G ]|3 1 \‘ two (2) inches over all exposed soil in completed shrub and groundcover beds.
\ G A 5. At shrub beds, install steel lawn edging to provide straight lines or smooth curves as
shown on the plan.
; \ 6. All lawn areas shall be installed with sod consisting of primarily Poa praetensis:
G Kentucky Bluegrass species.
\ 7. Refer to Planting Specification.
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Overall lIrrigation Concept . Jordan View Landing

The project is divided by roadways into basically 6 blocks. Each block will have
a water meter or Point of Connection to serve the landscape water needs for
the buildings on that block.

Some of these blocks consist of more than one phase of development. In these
sifuations, the main line in the earlier phase will be stubb<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>