
Individuals needing special accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) during this 
meeting please notify the City Recorder at 766-9793 at least three day prior to the meeting. 

 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

Tuesday, July 7, 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. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: THE ORDER OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS MAY BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITH THE ORDER OF THE MAYOR. 
 
Commencing at 7:00 p.m. 
 

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

 
POLICY ITEMS: (All items are scheduled for consideration and possible approval unless otherwise noted) 

 
1. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 

a. Public Hearing: Notice of Property Sale to Central Utah Water Conservancy District located at the North-East corner of Pony Express Parkway 
and 800 West. 

b. Public Hearing: Amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land Development Code (Sections 19.02, Definitions; 19.05, Supplemental Regulations; 
19.06, Landscaping and Fencing; 19.12, Subdivisions; 19.13, Process; 19.15, Conditional Uses). 

i. Ordinance 15-21 (7-7-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the City of Saratoga 
Springs’ Land Development Code. 

 
2. ACTION ITEMS: 

a. Bid Award for Regal Park. 
b. Interlocal Agreement between Lehi City and the City of Saratoga Springs for the Loch Lomond crosswalks. 
c. Casey Development and Harbor Bay Chapel Lot Split Exception located at approximately 3600 South McGregor Lane, Casey Development, LLC, 

applicant. 
d. Preliminary Plat for Lakeside Plat 27 located at approximately 2700 South Redwood Road, Woodside Homes, applicant. 
e. Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6 Phase 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7 located at approximately 3200 South Village Parkway, 

Wayne Reaves, applicant. 
f. Proposed Amendments to Legacy Farms Community Plan located at 400 South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant. 
g. Resolution R15-29 (7-7-15): A resolution of the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, agreeing that the additional 0.25% local 

option general sales tax for transportation authorized by HB 362 (2015) should be submitted to Utah County Voters in November 2015. 
h. Update to the Personnel Policy and Procedures Manual to add a Voluntary Medical Emergency Leave Bank policy. 
i. Approval of Minutes: 

i. June 16, 2015. 
 

3. REPORTS: 
a. Mayor. 
b. City Council 
c. Administration communication with Council 
d. Staff updates: inquires, applications, and approvals 

4. REPORTS OF ACTION. 
5. Motion to enter into closed session for the following: purchase, exchange, or lease of real property; pending or reasonably imminent 

litigation; the character, professional competence, or the physical or mental health of an individual. 
6. Adjournment. 

 
 
Notice to those in attendance: 

• Please be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting.  
• Please refrain from conversing with others in the audience as the microphones are sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.  

• Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
• Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (e.g., applauding or booing).  
• Please silence all cell phones, tablets, beepers, pagers, or other noise making devices.  

• Refrain from congregating near the doors to talk as it can be noisy and disruptive. 



City Council 

Staff Report 
 

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

Subject:  Sale of Property to CUWCD 

Date: July 7, 2015 

Type of Item:  Real Estate Transaction 

 

Description: 

 

A. Topic:     

 

This item is for the approval of a Real Estate Purchase Agreement with Central Utah Water 

Conservancy District (CUWCD) to sell approximately 0.06 acres of property located on the 

North-East corner of Pony Express Parkway and 800 West. 

 

B. Background:  

 

In 2011 the City created the Pony Express Minor Subdivision plat so that excess property 

acquired during the Eighth West Extension project could be sold to CUWCD and Eagle Mountain 

for the installation of a turn out and pump station. At that time a small piece of property at the 

south-east corner of the minor subdivision was retained by the City to use for the retention of 

storm water. With the completion of the current Pony Express Widening Project, the retention 

pond is no longer needed and CUWCD desires to have the property for a storm water retention 

pond on their property.  

 

C. Analysis:   

 

With the completion of the Pony Express Widening project the City will no longer need the 

property as it extends beyond the standard 90-ft half width ROW and it is in the City’s best 

interest to sell the property to CUWCD in good faith and adequate consideration. This property 

is not usable for other purposes due to its small size and location, and could be burdensome to 

maintain for the City. The adjacent property owner, CUWCD desires the property for the 

retention of their storm water and by acquiring it they will assume the responsibility of 

improving it and of all future maintenance. Staff recommends a valuation of the property at 

$3.25 per SF based upon an appraisal by JSA Realty Advisors of the Christensen Holdings, LC 

properties to the west which was Vacant Land that was zoned RA-5 (Utah County - Low density 

residential) at the time of appraisal. 

 

D. Legal Requirements: 

 

In order to sell property, the City must follow the procedure in Utah Code § 10-8-2(4). We must 

hold a public hearing and give 14 days’ notice of the public hearing. Further, the transaction 

must be in the public interest (UCA 10-8-2(1)(a)(iii)) and be ‘“in good faith and for adequate 

consideration.’”  Salt Lake County Commission v. Salt Lake County Attorney, 985 P.2d 899, 909 



(1999). In determining whether adequate consideration is given, the City must make findings as 

to what the benefit is in present market terms and what the benefits are of the property 

transaction. Id.    

 

E. Proposed Findings: 

 

1) The City published 14 days’ notice of the transaction by posting the notice: (a) on 

the Utah Public Notice Website; (b) at City Hall; and (c) on the City’s website. 

2) The Council held a public hearing on July 7, 2015 and duly considered all public 

comment. 

3) The property transaction is in good faith because the small portion of property is 

not useable to the City and the City will be selling the property for fair market 

value. 

4) The City is receiving fair market value for the property. A recent appraisal of 

similarly-situated property within the same zone in the relatively same area was 

at $141,570 per acre. The City is receiving approximately $ 8,706 for the 

property and is therefore receiving fair market value. 

 

Recommendation:   

 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the sale of the subject property to CUWCD at a 

price of $3,25 per SF. Based on the approximate area of 0.06 acres the total estimated sales 

price is $8,706. 
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REAL ESTATE PURCHASE AGREEMENT 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the ____ day of _________, 2014, 
by and between Buyer:  Central Water Conservancy District (CUWCD), a Utah municipal 
corporation, hereinafter referred to as the “Buyer,” and  Seller:  THE CITY OF SARATOGA 

SPRINGS, a municipal  corporation , hereinafter referred to as “Seller.”  The Buyer and Seller 
are collectively referred to herein as the “Parties.” 

RECITALS: 

A. Seller is the owner of a parcel of property located in the City of Saratoga Springs, 
Utah County, State of Utah (the “Property”), which is more particularly described in Exhibit A 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.   

B. Buyer desires to acquire the Property for the purpose of constructing and 
operating a water system pump station and related facilities upon the terms and conditions 
hereinafter set forth. 

C. Buyer agrees to purchase the Property from Seller and Seller agrees to convey to 
Buyer the Property subject to the terms and conditions of this Real Estate Purchase Agreement 
(“Agreement”). 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and 
other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 
acknowledged, the parties hereby agree as follows: 

1. Purchase of Property. 

a. Purchase.  
 

i. Buyer shall pay at settlement the amount of $8,706 for approximately 
2,679 sf ($3.25 per sf) to Seller in lawful money of the United States on the date 
of the Closing as specified herein on the condition that Seller convey to Buyer the 
Property described in Exhibit B through Special Warranty Deed.  
 

ii. Seller shall convey to Buyer the property described in Exhibit B by 
executing and delivering a Warranty Deed to Buyer at settlement on the condition 
that Buyer pay to Seller at settlement the amount of $48,355 in lawful money of 
the United States.  
 

2. Closing and Conveyance.  The following provisions shall govern the closing of this 
transaction. 

a. Date and Place of Closing.  The purchase of the Property shall be closed at 
the offices of Backman Title Company, located at 170 S. Main Street, Suite 135, Salt 
Lake City, UT 84101 (“Closing Agent”) on or before the Settlement Deadline in 
paragraph 22.  The Parties may extend the Settlement Deadline by mutual agreement.  
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b. Parties’ Obligations at Settlement.  On or before the Settlement Deadline, 
Seller shall deliver to the Closing Agent a special warranty deed meeting the 
requirements of Utah Code § 57-1-12 describing the Property, duly executed and 
acknowledged in recordable form conveying the Property, together with any other 
document required by the Closing Agent.  In addition, the Buyer shall deliver or cause to 
be delivered to the closing agent the funds due from the Buyer to Seller to close the sale 
in the amount the Buyer is obligated to pay on the Settlement Deadline pursuant to the 
terms of this Agreement, together with any other document required by the closing agent. 

c. Escrow Fees and Other Costs. Where not otherwise provided by law, costs 
of title insurance for a title insurance policy for the Property insuring title in the amount 
of the purchase price shall be paid by the Buyer.  All other escrow fees and other costs of 
the Closing Agent shall be paid for by the Buyer. 

d. Closing Agent Obligations.  The closing agent is instructed as follows: 

i. Prepare closing statements for execution by the parties in 
accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

ii. Collect all funds to be received from the parties at closing and 
disburse and pay the same to the parties in accordance with the terms of this 
Agreement and as approved on the closing statements. 

iii. Collect various instruments, documents, and information to be 
provided by the parties as set forth herein and record documents where necessary 
in proper sequence and deliver the same to the respective parties as required to 
close this transaction in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

iv. Collect and pay property taxes, liens, and assessments at or prior to 
closing.  

e. Delivery of Property. Seller shall deliver physical possession of the 
Property to Buyer at closing. 

3. Notices.  Any notices required or permitted to be given pursuant to this Agreement 
shall be deemed to have been sufficiently given or served for all purposes when presented 
personally or, if mailed, upon (i) actual receipt if sent by registered or certified mail, or (ii) four 
days after sending if sent via regular U.S. Mail. Said notice shall be sent or delivered to the 
following (unless specifically changed by the either party in writing):  

Buyer:   CUWCD 
  Attn: David Pitcher, Assistant General Manager 

355 W University Pkwy 
Orem, UT 84058 
 

Seller:   City of Saratoga Springs  
Attn:  Mark Christensen, City Manager 
1307 North Commerce Dr. #200 
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Saratoga Springs, UT 84043 
 
 

4. No New Liens. Seller shall not, after full execution of this Agreement, cause or 
permit any new liens, covenants, conditions, restrictions, easements, or any other matters to 
encumber title to the Property. 

5. Title.  

a. Title.  Seller represents that Seller has fee title to the Property and will 
convey marketable title to the Property to Buyer at closing by warranty deed.  Buyer 
agrees to accept title to the Property subject to the contents of the Commitment for Title 
Insurance (the “Commitment”) provided by Seller under Section 6, and as reviewed and 
approved by Buyer under Section 7.  Buyer also agrees to accept title to the Property 
subject to any existing leases, rental, and property management agreements affecting the 
Property not expiring prior to closing which were provided to Buyer pursuant to Section 
6(e).   

6. Buyer’s Conditions of Purchase. 

a. Due Diligence Condition. Buyer’s obligation to purchase the Property is 
conditioned on Buyer’s Due Diligence as defined herein.  Buyer's Due Diligence shall 
consist of Buyer's review and approval of the contents of the Seller Disclosures 
referenced in Section 6, and any other tests, evaluations and verifications of the 
Property deemed necessary or appropriate by Buyer, such as: the physical condition 
of the Property; the existence of any hazardous substances, environmental issues, or 
geologic conditions; the square footage or acreage of the land and/or improvements; 
water source, availability and quality; the location of property lines; regulatory 
use restrictions or violations; fees for services such as HOA dues, municipal 
services, and utility costs; and any other matters deemed material to Buyer, in Buyer’s 
sole discretion, in making a decision to purchase the Property.  All of Buyer's Due 
Diligence shall be paid for by Buyer and shall be conducted by individuals or entities of 
Buyer’s choice.  Seller agrees to cooperate with Buyer’s Due Diligence.  Buyer agrees to 
pay for any damage to the Property resulting from any such inspections or tests during 
the Due Diligence Period. 

b. Buyer's Right to Cancel or Resolve Objections. If Buyer determines, in 
Buyer’s sole discretion, that the results of the Due Diligence are unacceptable, Buyer 
may either: (i) no later than the Due Diligence Deadline referenced in Section 22, cancel 
this Agreement by providing written notice to Seller, whereupon the Earnest Money 
Deposit shall be released to Buyer without the requirement of further written 
authorization from Seller; or (ii) no later than the Due Diligence Deadline referenced 
in Section 22, resolve in writing with Seller any objections Buyer has arising from 
Buyer’s Due Diligence. 
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c. Failure to Cancel or Resolve Objections.  If Buyer fails to cancel this 
Agreement or fails to resolve in writing any objections Buyer has arising from Buyer’s 
Due Diligence, Buyer shall be deemed to have waived the Due Diligence Condition. 

 

7. Condition of Property. 

a. Buyer acknowledges and agrees that in reference to the physical condition 
of the Property: (i) Buyer is purchasing the Property in its “As−Is” condition without 
expressed or implied warranties of any kind; (ii) Buyer shall have, during Buyer's 
Due Diligence as referenced in Section 7, opportunities to completely inspect and 
evaluate the condition of the Property; and (iii) if based on the Buyer’s Due 
Diligence, Buyer elects to proceed with the purchase of the Property, Buyer is relying 
wholly on Buyer’s own judgment and that of any contractors or inspectors engaged by 
Buyer to review, evaluate, and inspect the Property. 

b. Seller acknowledges and agrees that in reference to the physical condition of 
the Property, Seller agrees to: (i) disclose in writing to Buyer defects in the Property 
known to Seller that materially affect the value of the Property that cannot be 
discovered by a reasonable inspection by an ordinary prudent buyer; (ii) carefully 
review, complete, and provide to Buyer a written Seller property condition disclosure as 
stated in section 6; and (iii) deliver the Property to Buyer in substantially the same 
general condition as it was on the date of execution of this Agreement, ordinary wear 
and tear excepted.  

8. Inspections.  Upon reasonable notice and at a reasonable time, Buyer may conduct 
as many on-site inspections as deemed necessary, in Buyer’s sole discretion, of the Property to 
determine the physical condition and value of the Property. 

9. Taxes, Assessments, and Liens.  Seller shall be responsible for the payment of 
taxes, including rollback taxes if applicable, assessments, and liens accrued against the property 
prior to the Closing Date.  Proof of payment of such will be required at closing, and Seller’s pro 
rata share of such taxes, assessments, and liens up to the day of closing will be due at closing. 

10. Fees/Costs/Payment Obligations. Unless otherwise agreed to in writing, Seller and 
Buyer shall each pay one−half (½) of the fee charged by the escrow/closing office for its 
services in the settlement/closing process.  The escrow/closing office is authorized and directed 
to withhold from Seller's proceeds at Closing, sufficient funds to pay off on Seller’s behalf all 
mortgages, trust deeds, judgments, mechanic’s liens, tax liens, and warrants.   

11. Changes During Transaction. Seller agrees that from the date this Agreement is 
signed by the Parties until the date of Closing, none of the following shall occur without the 
prior written consent of Buyer: (a) no changes in any leases, rental or property management 
agreements shall be made; (b) no new lease, rental or property management agreements shall 
be entered into; (c) no substantial alterations or improvements to the Property shall be made 
or undertaken; (d) no further financial encumbrances to the Property shall be made, and (e) no 
changes in the legal title to the Property shall be made 
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12. Insurance and Risk of Loss.  As of Closing, Buyer shall be responsible to obtain 
casualty and liability insurance coverage on the Property in amounts acceptable to Buyer and 
Buyer's Lender, if applicable.  If prior to Closing, any part of the Property is damaged or 
destroyed by fire, vandalism, flood, earthquake, or act of God, the risk of such loss or damage 
shall be borne by Seller; provided however, that if the cost of repairing such loss or damage 
would exceed ten percent (10%) of the Purchase Price referenced in Section 2, either Seller or 
Buyer may elect to cancel this Agreement by providing written notice to the other party, in 
which instance the Earnest Money Deposit, or Deposits, if applicable, shall be returned to 
Buyer. 

13. Default.  If either party fails to comply with the terms of this Agreement, the non-
defaulting party shall send written notice and provide a reasonable opportunity to cure.  If the 
default is not cured within a reasonable time, the defaulting party agrees to pay all reasonable 
attorneys’ fees and costs incurred by the non-defaulting party in enforcing its rights hereunder.  
In the case of a default, the non-defaulting party shall be entitled to retain the earnest money. 

14. Time of the Essence.  It is agreed that time is of the essence of this Agreement. 

15. Successors and Assigns.  This Agreement shall bind each of the parties hereto and 
their respective heirs, personal representatives, successors, and assigns. 

16. Entire Agreement/Modifications.  This Agreement, with any exhibits incorporated 
by reference, constitutes the final expression of the parties’ agreement and is a complete and 
exclusive statement of the terms of that agreement.  This Agreement supersedes all prior or 
contemporaneous negotiations, discussions, and understandings, whether oral or written or 
otherwise, all of which are of no further effect.  This Agreement may not be changed, modified, 
or supplemented except in writing signed by the parties hereto. 

17. Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance 
with the laws of the State of Utah. 

18. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of 
which shall constitute an original, but all of which taken together shall constitute one single 
agreement. 

19. Incorporation of Recitals.  The Recitals contained in this Agreement, and the 
introductory paragraph preceding the Recitals, are hereby incorporated into this Agreement as if 
fully set forth herein. 

20. Termination.  Should the Parties fail to close by the Closing Date, unless the 
Closing Date is mutually extended by the Parties in writing, this Agreement shall terminate and 
be of no effect.    

21. Contract Deadlines. Buyer and Seller agree that the following deadlines shall apply 
to this Agreement: 

a. Seller Disclosure Deadline:   
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b. Due Diligence Deadline:     

c. Settlement Deadline:     

22. Confidentiality.  The content and the fact of execution of this Agreement shall be 
kept strictly confidential.  Seller shall strictly maintain the confidentiality of this Agreement and 
shall not disclose to any third party the content or the fact of execution of this Agreement.  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement by and 
through their respective, duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first above 
written. 

“BUYER” 

       Central Utah Water Conservancy District 

 
       ____________________________ 
        
 
STATE OF UTAH   ) 

 :  ss 
COUNTY OF  UTAH   ) 
 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of 
_________________, 2015, by ___________________ as _______________ of Central Utah 
Water Conservancy District 

__________________________________ 
     Notary Public 

My Commission Expires:  Residing at: 
_______________________________  

 

“SELLER” 

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS  

 
 
 
ATTEST:  By:_____________________ 

       Mark Christensen, City Manager 
________________________ 

Lori Yates 
Buyer of Saratoga Springs, Buyer Recorder 
 
        
 
_____________________ 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

Legal Description of Property 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

 

Map of Property 
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EXHIBIT “C” 

 

EASEMENT 



18 June 2015
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Exhibit A - The Property
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Surveyor's Seal Notary Public Seal City-County Engineer Seal City Clerk - Recorder Seal

Surveyor's Certificate

I, Russell D. Flint, do hereby certify that I am a registered Land Surveyor and that I hold

certificate no. 4938722 as prescribed under the laws of the state of Utah, I further certify by

Authority of the owners, that I have a survey of the tract of land shown on this plat and

described below and on this subdivision plat, and the same has been correctly surveyed and

staked on the ground as shown on this plat and that this plat is true and correct.

Boundary Description

BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 0°11'55” EAST 90.00 FEET AND SOUTH 89°41'58”

EAST 264.34 FEET FROM THE QUARTER CORNER COMMON TO SECTIONS 22 AND 27,

TOWNSHIP 5 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; and running thence

North 0°11'55” East 361.00 feet; thence South 89°41'58” East 62.34 feet to a point being 30.00 feet

perpendicularly southwesterly from the centerline of the Utah Lake Distributing Company's South

Lateral Canal and along said line the following 3 courses; thence South 19°30'00” East 223.62 feet to

a point of curvature of a 330.00 foot radius curve to the left; thence continuing 84.48 feet along the

arc of said curve through a central angle of 14°40'04” (Chord South 26°50'02” East 84.25 feet) thence

South 34°10'00” East 91.72 feet to the North line of Pony Express Parkway; thence North 89°41'58”

West 227.78 feet along the North line of Pony Express Parkway to the point of beginning.

 Contains 46,605 sqft or 1.07 acres.

Owner's Dedication

Date Russell D Flint (see seal below)

Know all men by these present that we, all of the undersigned owners of all of the property

described in the surveyor's certificate hereon and shown on this map, have caused the same

to be subdivided into lots, blocks, streets, and easements to be hereafter known as

do hereby dedicate the streets and other public areas as indicated hereon for perpetual use

of the public.  In witness hereof we have hereunto set our hands this                day of

, A.D. 2014.

State of Utah

County of Utah

On the                day of                                  , A.D. 2014 Personally appeared before me the signers of the

foregoing dedication who duly acknowledge to me that they did execute the same.

My commission expires:

Notary Public  (see seal below)

S.S.

}

Acknowledgement

The Mayor of the city of Saratoga Springs, county of Utah, Approves this subdivision and

hereby accepts the dedication of all streets, easements, and other parcels of land intended

for public purposes for the perpetual use of the public

this                    day of                                       , A.D. 2014

Approved by Mayor                                                        Date     

Approved by City Engineer  (see seal below)                Date

Attest, City Recorder  (see seal below)                          Date

Acceptance by Mayor

Approved this                  day of                                     , A.D. 2004, by the Provo city

community development director.

    Director

Community Development Director Approval

PONY EXPRESS MINOR SUBDIVISION AMENDED
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Date Survey

May 6, 2014
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C.U.W.C.D., AUTHORIZED AGENT

signature of approval
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Approved This        Day of  AD, 2014

signature of approval
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Approved This        Day of  AD, 2014

signature of approval
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Century Link

Approved This        Day of  AD, 2014
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     Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Code Amendments 
Multiple Sections 
Tuesday, July 7, 2015 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    Tuesday, June 30, 2015 
Applicant: Staff and Subcommittee Initiated 
Previous Meetings:  Code Subcommittee Meetings 
    Planning Commission Work Session March 12, 2015 
    Planning Commission Hearing June 25, 2015 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: None  
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

 
The Code Subcommittee and Staff have been working on another round of code cleanups, 
amendments, and clarifications. The current packet proposes changes to the following sections:   
 
• 19.02 – Definitions  
• 19.05 – Supplemental Regulations 
• 19.06 – Landscaping and Fencing  
• 19.12 – Subdivisions  
• 19.13 – Process  
• 19.15 – Conditional Uses 

 
Recommendation:  

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

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, 
increase standards, 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.  
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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 subcommittee and staff have drafted the enclosed amendments to further these goals.   
 

 Planning Commission Work Session 
 The Planning Commission held a work session on June 11, 2015, and provided input on the draft 

amendments. Amendments concerning Accessory Dwellings, Vehicle Storage, Vehicle Sales, 
planting standards outside of City Rights of Way, and Fencing were postponed to allow for 
additional work session discussion, while the sections in this report were moved to this public 
hearing.  

 
 Planning Commission Hearing 
 The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 25, 2015 on the amendments. As the 

hearing will occur after the date of this report, Staff will provide a report of action outlining their 
discussion and recommendation.   
 

C. Specific Request: The proposed amendments are summarized below, with details outlined in 
Exhibits A – I. 

 
• 19.02, defining Solar Panels, and clarifying Edge Uses 
• 19.05, multiple topics 

o Add standards for solar 
o Corrections to Temporary Uses 
o Relocate standards for Sales Trailers 

• 19.06, multiple topics  
o Smart timers and water saving devices 
o Artificial Turf prohibitions 

• 19.12 – permit plat amendments to affect plat boundaries 
• 19.13 – implement expiration of applications for inactivity 
• 19.15	  –	  Temporary	  Sales	  Trailers	  are	  currently	  permitted	  in	  every	  zone,	  however	  their	  

standards	  are	  in	  the	  Conditional	  Use	  section.	  Staff	  recommends	  relocating	  the	  standards	  
to	  the	  Supplemental	  Regulations	  section,	  19.05 

 
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.  
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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 – General Goals 
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 strong community identity in the City of Saratoga Springs, and implement ordinances 
and guidelines to assure quality of development.  
 
Staff conclusion: consistent 

 The proposed changes help to improve transparency and consistency by clarifying definitions, 
removing contradictions, increase efficiency by removing unnecessary regulations, and 
streamline additional processes 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.   
 

G. Code Criteria:  
 
Code amendments are a legislative decision; therefore the City Council has significant 
discretion when considering changes to the Code.  
 
The criteria for an ordinance (Code) change are outlined below, and act as guidance to the 
Council, 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 
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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, clarify inconsistencies, 
remove unnecessary regulations while ensuring negative impacts are mitigated 
through additional standards elsewhere as necessary, and 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, 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 amendments helps to clarify the process and improve efficiency and 
consistency, thus ensuring economy in government expenditures by lessening the 
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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, clarity and consistency in development review, and maintenance 
of high standards.  
 

H. 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 Sections [19.02, 19.05, 19.06, 19.12, 19.13, and 19.15] 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 are approved as outlined in the exhibits to this staff report, as 

modified in the approved Report of Action. 
2. 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.  
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Motion: “I move to continue the amendments to Sections [19.02, 19.05, 19.06, 19.12, 19.13, 
19.15] of the Code to the July 21, 2015 meeting, with the following direction on additional 
information needed and/or 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 Sections [19.02, 19.05, 19.06, 19.12, 19.13, 19.15]  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. _____________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

I. Exhibits:   
 

1. 19.02 – Definitions       - Page 7 
2. 19.05 – Supplemental Regulations (Multiple Topics)  - Pages 8-11 
3. 19.06 – Landscaping and Fencing     - Pages 12-14 
4. 19.12 – Subdivisions (Plat Amendments)    - Pages 15-17 
5. 19.13 – Process (Expiration)     - Page 18 
6. 19.15 – Conditional Uses (Remove Sales Trailers)  - Page 19 
7. PC Hearing Report of Action     - Pages 20-32 
8. PC Hearing DRAFT Minutes     - Pages 33-35 
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Exhibit	  1	  –	  19.02,	  Definitions	  	  	  
19.02.02.	  	  
	  

85.	  “Edge	  Use”	  means	  a	  use	  allowed	  on	  the	  outside	  boundary	  of	  a	  specific	  land	  use	  zone	  
that	  also	  has	  frontage	  on	  the	  collector	  or	  arterial	  roadway,	  which	  use	  is	  allowed	  up	  to	  a	  
maximum	  of	  300	  feet	  into	  the	  land	  use	  zone	  from	  the	  outside	  boundary.	  

	  
#TBD.	  “Solar	  Panel”	  means	  a	  panel	  designed	  to	  absorb	  the	  sun’s	  rays	  as	  a	  source	  of	  energy	  
for	  generating	  electricity	  for	  a	  structure	  or	  other	  lawful	  purpose,	  and	  may	  or	  may	  not	  be	  
connected	  to	  the	  power	  grid.	  This	  does	  not	  include	  individual	  low-‐voltage	  items	  that	  
remain	  isolated	  and	  disconnected	  from	  a	  structure	  or	  power	  grid,	  such	  as	  solar-‐operated	  
walkway	  lights	  or	  garden	  lights.	  	  
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Exhibit	  2	  –	  19.05,	  Supplemental	  Regulations	  (Multiple	  Topics)	  
	  
Chapter	  19.05.	   Supplementary	  Regulations.	  
	  
Sections:	  
	  
19.05.01.	   Purpose.	  
19.05.02.	   General	  Supplemental	  Regulations.	  
19.05.03.	   Wireless	  Telecommunication	  Equipment.	  
19.05.04.	   Non-‐Depository	  Institution.	  
19.05.05.	   Farm	  Animals	  in	  the	  A,	  RA-‐5,	  and	  RR	  Zones.	  
19.05.06.	   Keeping	  Chickens	  in	  the	  R-‐2	  and	  R-‐3	  Zones.	  
19.05.07.	   Outdoor	  Vending	  Machines.	  
19.05.08.	   Beekeeping.	  
19.05.09.	   Residential	  Facilities	  for	  Persons	  with	  a	  Disability.	  
19.05.10.	   Temporary	  Uses.	  
19.05.11.	   Accessory	  Buildings	  in	  Residential	  Development.	  	  
19.05.12.	   Solar	  Panels.	  
19.05.13.	   Edge	  Uses.	  
19.05.14.	   Temporary	  Subdivision	  Sales	  Trailers.	  
	  
19.05.10.	   Temporary	  Uses.	  
	  

1. Purpose	  and	  Intent.	  The	  purpose	  and	  intent	  of	  the	  Temporary	  Use	  section	  is	  to	  allow	  
certain	  uses	  within	  the	  City	  of	  Saratoga	  Springs	  which	  are	  temporary,	  or	  seasonal	  in	  nature,	  
in	  a	  manner	  that	  such	  uses	  will	  be	  compatible	  with	  the	  land	  use	  zone	  and	  adjacent	  
properties.	  A	  Temporary	  Use,	  which	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  provisions	  in	  this	  Section,	  is	  a	  
commercial	  business	  venture	  for	  which	  a	  business	  license	  is	  required.	  	  
	  

2. Uses:	  the	  following	  are	  acceptable	  Temporary	  Uses,	  as	  defined	  in	  Section	  19.02.02:	  
a. Produce	  Stand	  or	  Farmers	  Market	  
b. Fireworks	  Stand*	  
c. Christmas	  Tree	  Lot	  
d. Snow	  Shack	  or	  Ice	  Cream	  Vendor*	  
e. Pumpkin	  Patch	  
f. Festivals	  including	  Bazaars	  or	  Fairs*	  
g. Temporary	  Retail	  (tent	  or	  sidewalk	  sale)*	  
h. Mobile	  Food	  Vendors*	  	  

	  
*	  These	  uses	  are	  limited	  to	  non-‐residential	  and	  agricultural	  zones,	  unless	  occurring	  as	  part	  
of	  a	  City	  approved	  sponsored	  special	  event,	  or	  wholly	  within	  the	  property	  boundaries	  of	  an	  
institutional	  use	  or	  park.	  	  

	  
3. Standards	  for	  Temporary	  Uses.	  A	  Temporary	  Use	  shall	  comply	  with	  the	  general	  

standards	  as	  provided	  within	  this	  section:	  
a. Written	  approval	  from	  all	  brick	  and	  mortar	  businesses,	  meaning	  a	  permitted	  business	  
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in	  a	  permanent	  structure,	  within	  300’	  shall	  be	  obtained	  for	  all	  Temporary	  uses.	  	  
b. All	  Temporary	  uses	  except	  for	  roadside	  stands	  require	  curb,	  gutter,	  and	  a	  paved	  
surface	  on	  site.	  Temporary	  road	  base	  	  installed	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  City	  Standard	  
Technical	  Specifications	  and	  Drawings	  shall	  qualify	  as	  a	  paved	  surface,	  shall	  be	  capable	  
of	  supporting	  a	  minimum	  of	  75,000	  pounds	  on	  all	  driving	  and	  parking	  surfaces,	  and	  
shall	  be	  removed	  immediately	  upon	  completion	  of	  the	  Temporary	  use	  unless	  occurring	  
as	  part	  of	  a	  separate	  development	  permit.	  

c. All	  Temporary	  uses	  except	  roadside	  stands	  are	  required	  to	  provide	  sanitary	  facilities	  
for	  waste	  disposal	  for	  protection	  of	  community	  health	  and	  safety.	  This	  may	  be	  met	  
through	  agreement	  with	  a	  host	  business	  or	  through	  temporary	  restroom	  facilities.	  	  

d. All	  temporary	  uses	  shall	  provide	  a	  receptacle	  for	  garbage,	  and	  shall	  be	  responsible	  
for	  garbage	  removal.	  	  

e. Night	  lighting	  shall	  be	  compatible	  with	  adjacent	  uses.	  This	  requires	  all	  lighting	  to	  be	  
shielded	  and	  directed	  downward	  to	  avoid	  light	  spill	  onto	  adjacent	  properties.	  

f. All	  signs	  must	  comply	  with	  City	  adopted	  sign	  regulations.	  
g. A	  use	  and/or	  display	  may	  not	  be	  placed	  within	  the	  right-‐of-‐way	  or	  on	  any	  landscaped	  
area.	  

h. No	  temporary	  use	  may	  occur	  within	  the	  clear	  view	  triangle	  of	  any	  intersection.	  
i. No	  more	  than	  one	  temporary	  use	  is	  allowed	  per	  lot	  or	  parcel	  at	  any	  one	  time,	  including	  
those	  approved	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission.	  

j. When	  electricity	  will	  be	  utilized,	  an	  electrical	  permit	  must	  be	  obtained	  from	  the	  
Building	  Department	  prior	  to	  any	  sales	  occurring	  or	  prior	  to	  persons	  occupying	  the	  
structure,	  whichever	  occurs	  earliest.	  

k. Accessibility	  requirements	  must	  be	  addressed	  with	  the	  Building	  Department	  prior	  to	  
any	  sales	  occurring.	  	  

l. Where	  required,	  Health	  Department	  approval	  shall	  be	  provided	  prior	  to	  operation.	  	  
m. Where	  temporary	  structures	  are	  proposed,	  an	  inspection	  with	  the	  Fire	  Department	  
is	  required	  prior	  to	  any	  sales	  occurring	  or	  prior	  to	  persons	  occupying	  the	  structure,	  
whichever	  occurs	  earliest.	  

n. Hours	  of	  operation	  shall	  be	  restricted	  to	  the	  hours	  of	  7:00	  a.m.	  to	  10:00	  p.m.	  
o. All	  temporary	  uses	  requesting	  temporary	  access	  from	  a	  public	  road	  shall	  obtain	  
written	  permission	  from	  UDOT	  for	  state	  roads,	  and	  from	  the	  City	  Engineer	  for	  all	  other	  
public	  roads.	  	  	  

i. A	  traffic	  study	  and	  safety	  mitigation	  may	  be	  required,	  including	  appropriate	  
acceleration	  and	  deceleration	  areas.	  	  

a.ii. No	  curb	  or	  park	  strip	  shall	  be	  driven	  over	  unless	  temporary	  bridging	  is	  
provided	  and	  approved	  by	  the	  City	  Engineer	  to	  prevent	  damage	  to	  the	  curb	  
or	  park	  strip.	  	  
	  

19.05.152.	   Solar	  Panels.	  
	  
1. Solar	  panels	  installed	  in	  residential	  zones	  shall	  meet	  the	  following	  standards:	  

a. Panels	  designed	  for	  residential	  use	  shall	  be	  used.	  No	  commercial	  grade	  panels	  may	  be	  
installed.	  

b. Roof-‐mounted	  panels	  shall	  be	  installed	  a	  minimum	  of	  three	  feet	  below	  the	  ridgeline	  and	  
a	  minimum	  of	  three	  feet	  from	  eaves.	  
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c. Ground-‐mounted	  panels	  shall:	  
i. 	  be	  located	  only	  in	  rear	  yards	  and	  interior	  side	  yards,	  and	  
ii. comply	  with	  lot	  coverage	  limitations,	  	  and	  only	  when	  
iii. not	  exceed	  fifteen	  feet	  in	  height	  as	  measured	  from	  established	  grade	  to	  the	  

highest	  point	  of	  any	  panel	  or	  panel	  structure,	  and	  
iv. be	  located	  behind	  an	  opaque	  fence	  or	  wall	  a	  minimum	  of	  six	  feet	  in	  height.	  	  

d. Panels	  shall	  be	  designed	  to	  minimize	  reflection.	  	  
e. Panels	  and	  panel	  systems	  that	  are	  designed	  to	  be	  tied	  into	  the	  utility	  grid	  shall	  be	  

installed	  and	  connected	  by	  a	  licensed	  photovoltaic	  contractor,	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  
National Electrical Code.	  	  

2. Solar	  panels	  installed	  in	  non-‐residential	  zones	  shall	  meet	  the	  following	  standards:	  
a. Panels	  designed	  for	  commercial	  use	  shall	  be	  used.	  No	  residential	  grade	  panels	  may	  be	  

installed.	  
b. Roof-‐mounted	  panels	  shall	  be	  installed	  a	  minimum	  of	  six	  feet	  below	  the	  ridgeline	  and	  a	  

minimum	  of	  six	  feet	  from	  eaves,	  and	  a	  minimum	  of	  six	  feet	  from	  all	  other	  reveals.	  
c. Ground-‐mounted	  panels	  shall	  comply	  with	  :	  

i. meet	  all	  accessory	  building	  height,	  setbacks,	  and	  lot	  coverage	  limitations,	  and	  	  
ii. ,not	  obstruct	  required	  landscaping.	  	  

 	  and	  shall	  be	  placed	  only	  in	  areas	  behind	  an	  opaque	  fence	  or	  wall	  a	  minimum	  of	  
six	  feet	  in	  height.	  	  

d. Panels	  shall	  be	  designed	  to	  minimize	  reflection.	  	  
e. Panels	  and	  panel	  systems	  that	  are	  designed	  to	  be	  tied	  into	  the	  utility	  grid	  shall	  be	  

installed	  and	  connected	  by	  a	  licensed	  photovoltaic	  contractor,	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  
National Electrical Code.	  	  

 	  
	  
19.05.1213.	   	   Edge	  Uses.	  
	  
1. Uses	  identified	  as	  Edge	  Uses	  shall	  meet	  the	  additional	  standards	  below.	  	  	  

a. Reverse	  Frontage.	  Buildings	  shall	  be	  designed	  so	  that	  the	  main	  entrance	  is	  facing	  into	  
the	  main	  development	  and	  not	  towards	  the	  adjacent	  arterial	  or	  collector	  street.	  	  	  

b. Architecture.	  The	  rear	  of	  the	  buildings	  shall	  be	  treated	  with	  architectural	  standards	  
equal	  to	  the	  treatment	  at	  the	  front	  of	  the	  building.	  	  	  

c. Parking.	  Parking	  shall	  be	  located	  behind	  the	  building	  as	  viewed	  from	  the	  adjacent	  
arterial	  or	  collector	  road.	  	  	  

d. Screening.	  Parking	  lots	  and	  large	  doors	  shall	  be	  screened	  from	  view	  from	  the	  adjacent	  
arterial	  or	  collector	  road,	  behind	  a	  landscaped	  berm	  or	  screen	  wall.	  	  

d.e. Edge	  uses	  shall	  be	  placed	  entirely	  within	  the	  area	  identified	  in	  the	  definition	  of	  Edge	  
Use.	  	  

(Ord.	  14-‐23)	  
	  
19.05.14.	   Temporary	  Subdivision	  Sales	  Trailers.	  
	  
1. One temporary sales trailer may be granted per preliminary plat so long as it is located in a 

subdivision of not less than five acres, located at least 200 feet from any existing dwelling outside of 
the subdivision measured along street lines, and issued a subdivision sales office permit.  
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a. A	  permit	  for	  a	  subdivision	  sales	  office	  may	  be	  issued	  by	  the	  Planning	  Director	  and	  
Building	  Department	  at	  any	  time	  after	  recording	  of	  the	  subdivision.	  	  	  

b. For	  temporary	  subdivision	  sales	  office	  for	  which	  construction	  begins	  within	  180	  
days	  of	  issuance	  of	  the	  permit,	  Tthe	  permit	  shall	  become	  void	  one	  year	  following	  the	  
date	  on	  which	  the	  permit	  was	  issued.	  The	  temporary	  office	  shall	  then	  be	  removed	  
unless	  thirty	  days	  prior	  to	  the	  expiration	  of	  the	  one-‐year	  period,	  a	  request	  for	  an	  
extension	  of	  time	  is	  made	  and	  granted	  by	  the	  Planning	  Director.	  In	  no	  case	  will	  more	  
than	  one	  extension	  be	  granted,	  and	  such	  extension	  may	  not	  be	  more	  than	  one	  year.	  
If	  construction	  does	  not	  beingbegin	  within	  180	  days	  of	  issuance	  of	  the	  permit,	  the	  
permit	  shall	  expire	  per	  the	  International	  Building	  Code.	  
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Exhibit	  3	  –	  Landscaping	  and	  Fencing	  
	  
19.06	  –	  Smart	  Timers,	  Astroturf,	  Fencing	  to	  3’	  height,	  planting	  standards	  for	  trees	  not	  in	  
ROW	  
	  
Chapter	  19.06.	  	   Landscaping	  and	  Fencing.	  
	  
Sections:	  
	  
19.06.01.	  	   Purpose.	  
19.06.02.	  	   Required	  Landscaping	  Improvements.	  
19.06.03.	  	   General	  Provisions.	  
19.06.04.	   Landscaping	  Plan.	  
19.06.05.	  	   Completion	  of	  Landscape	  Improvements;	  Adequate	  Assurances.	  
19.06.06.	  	   Planting	  Standards	  and	  Design	  Requirements.	  
19.06.07.	  	   Amount	  of	  Required	  Landscaping.	  
19.06.08.	  	   Additional	  Landscaping	  Requirements.	  
19.06.09.	  	   Screening	  and	  Fencing	  Requirements	  and	  Restrictions.	  
19.06.10.	  	   Screening	  at	  Boundaries	  of	  Residential	  Zones.	  
19.06.11.	  	   Clear	  Sight	  Triangle.	  
	  
19.06.03.	  	   General	  Provisions.	  
	  

1. Park	  strips	  shall	  be	  landscaped	  and	  maintained	  by	  the	  property	  owner	  who	  abuts	  the	  park	  
strip,	  unless	  otherwise	  noted	  on	  an	  previously	  approved	  and	  recorded	  subdivision	  plat	  or	  
site	  plan.	  
	  

2. Automated	  water-‐conserving	  irrigation	  systems,	  including	  low-‐flow	  sprinkler	  heads	  and	  
rain	  sensors,	  shall	  be	  required	  for	  all	  new	  landscaping	  in	  nonresidential	  and	  multi-‐family	  
developments	  as	  well	  as	  	  and	  for	  all	  irrigated	  open	  spaces	  that	  are	  held	  in	  common	  or	  in	  
HOAHomeowner’s	  Association	  ownership	  in	  residential	  developments.	  
	  

3. All	  landscaped	  areas	  shall	  be	  maintained	  by	  watering,	  weed	  removal,	  lawn	  mowing,	  or	  any	  
other	  activity	  required	  to	  maintain	  healthy	  and	  well-‐manicured	  landscaping.	  	  
	  

4. Trees	  which	  project	  over	  any	  sidewalk	  shall	  be	  pruned	  clear	  of	  all	  branches	  between	  
ground	  and	  a	  height	  of	  eight	  feet	  for	  that	  portion	  of	  the	  plant	  located	  over	  the	  sidewalk.	  
	  

5. Landscaping	  and	  fencing	  shall	  maintain	  a	  clear	  sight	  triangle	  as	  specified	  in	  Section	  
19.06.11.	  
	  

6. All	  refuse	  areas	  shall	  be	  screened	  by	  approved	  fencing	  materials.	  
	  

(Ord.	  14-‐23)	  
	  
19.06.06.	   Planting	  Standards	  and	  Design	  Requirements.	  
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1. The	  planting	  standards	  are	  the	  minimum	  standards	  of	  landscaping	  that	  the	  City	  will	  accept	  

towards	  meeting	  the	  landscaping	  required	  in	  this	  Chapter.	  Design	  requirements	  identify	  
specific	  standards	  as	  they	  pertain	  to	  landscaping.	  The	  planting	  standards	  and	  design	  
requirements	  shall	  be	  used	  in	  evaluation	  of	  any	  landscaping	  plan	  by	  the	  City	  Council.	  

	  
2. The	  following	  are	  planting	  standards	  for	  required	  landscaping	  that	  shall	  be	  followed	  for	  all	  

new	  development,	  with	  all	  caliper	  sizes	  measured	  at	  the	  diameter	  at	  breast	  height	  (DBH):	  
a. Required	  trees	  are	  subject	  to	  the	  following	  standards:	  

a.i. Deciduous	  Trees.	  All	  deciduous	  trees	  shall	  have	  a	  minimum	  trunk	  size	  of	  
two	  (2)	  inches	  in	  caliper.	  

b.ii. Evergreen	  Trees.	  All	  evergreen	  trees	  shall	  have	  a	  minimum	  size	  of	  6	  feet	  in	  
height.	  

c. Ornamental	  Trees.	  All	  ornamental	  trees	  shall	  have	  a	  minimum	  trunk	  size	  of	  
one	  and	  a	  half	  (1.5)	  inches	  in	  caliper.	  	  

a.b. Shrubs.	  At	  least	  25%	  of	  the	  required	  shrubs	  shall	  be	  a	  minimum	  of	  5	  gallons	  in	  size	  
at	  time	  of	  installation;	  all	  other	  required	  shrubs	  shall	  be	  a	  minimum	  of	  1	  gallon	  in	  
size.	  

b.c. Turf.	  No	  landscaping	  shall	  be	  composed	  of	  more	  than	  seventy	  percent	  turf.	  
c.d. Drought	  Tolerant	  Plants.	  Fifty	  percent	  of	  all	  trees	  and	  shrubs	  species	  shall	  be	  

required	  to	  be	  drought	  tolerant.	  
d.e. Rock:	  rock	  may	  be	  utilized	  up	  to	  the	  maximum	  percentage	  specified	  in	  Section	  

19.06.07,	  subject	  to	  the	  following	  requirements:	  
i. a	  minimum	  of	  two	  separate	  colors,	  and	  a	  minimum	  of	  two	  different	  sizes	  
shall	  be	  used;	  and	  	  

ii. rock	  shall	  provide	  contrasting	  color	  to	  pavement	  and	  other	  hard	  surfaces	  
within	  the	  property,	  and	  all	  colors	  used	  shall	  be	  earth	  tones;	  and	  

iii. no	  rock	  shall	  be	  placed	  in	  an	  area	  at	  the	  base	  of	  the	  plant	  equal	  in	  size	  to	  the	  
predicted	  canopy	  of	  shrubs	  and	  trees	  at	  maturity	  and	  shall	  instead	  be	  
covered	  with	  wood	  chips,	  mulch,	  bark,	  or	  other	  non-‐rock	  cover.	  

e.f. Planting	  and	  Shrub	  Beds.	  Planting	  and	  shrub	  beds	  may	  be	  used	  to	  satisfy	  up	  to	  the	  
percentage	  of	  the	  total	  required	  landscaping	  as	  specified	  in	  the	  Section	  19.06.07.	  In	  
addition	  to	  the	  required	  plants	  in	  the	  chart,	  planting	  and	  shrub	  beds	  must	  meet	  the	  
following	  requirements:	  

i. high-‐quality	  weed	  barrier	  is	  used;	  	  
ii. high	  quality	  materials	  such	  as	  wood	  chips,	  wood	  mulch,	  ground	  cover,	  

decorative	  rock,	  landscaping	  rocks,	  or	  similar	  materials	  are	  used,	  and	  
materials	  must	  be	  heavy	  enough	  to	  not	  blow	  away	  in	  the	  wind;	  	  

iii. edging	  is	  used	  to	  separate	  lawns	  from	  beds,	  and	  all	  areas	  except	  residential	  
must	  use	  concrete	  edging	  for	  durability;	  

iv. drip	  lines	  are	  used	  for	  irrigation.	  	  
g. Artificial	  Turf.	  Artificial	  turf	  is	  not	  permitted	  in	  institutional	  or	  commercial	  

landscaping,	  and	  is	  not	  permitted	  in	  front	  or	  corner	  street	  side	  yards	  in	  residential	  
development.	  	  

i. 	  
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3. The	  following	  design	  requirements	  will	  be	  used	  when	  reviewing	  landscaping	  plans	  in	  the	  
City	  of	  Saratoga	  Springs:	  

a. Selection	  of	  Plants.	  Plants	  shall	  be	  selected	  for	  texture,	  form,	  color,	  pattern	  of	  
growth,	  and	  adaptability	  to	  local	  conditions.	  

b. Evergreens.	  Evergreens	  shall	  be	  incorporated	  into	  landscaped	  treatment	  of	  sites	  
where	  screening	  and	  buffering	  are	  required.	  

c. Softening	  of	  Walls	  and	  Fences.	  Plants	  shall	  be	  placed	  intermittently	  against	  long	  
expanses	  of	  building	  walls,	  fences,	  and	  barriers	  to	  create	  a	  softening	  effect.	  

d. Planting	  and	  Shrub	  Beds.	  Planting	  and	  shrub	  beds	  are	  encouraged	  to	  be	  used	  in	  
order	  to	  conserve	  water.	  Planting	  and	  shrub	  beds	  shall	  meet	  the	  requirements	  in	  
subsection	  19.06.06(2)(g)	  above.	  

e. Water	  Conservation.	  While	  irrigation	  systems	  are	  required	  for	  all	  landscaped	  
areas,	  all	  systems	  shall	  be	  efficient	  in	  the	  use	  of	  water	  such	  as	  the	  installation	  of	  drip	  
lines	  for	  shrubs	  and	  trees	  and	  the	  use	  of	  secondary	  water	  where	  available.	  

f. Energy	  Conservation.	  Placement	  of	  plants	  shall	  be	  designed	  to	  reduce	  energy	  
consumption.	  Deciduous	  trees	  are	  encouraged	  to	  be	  planted	  on	  the	  south	  and	  west	  
sides	  of	  structures	  to	  provide	  shade	  over	  the	  structures	  in	  the	  summer	  months.	  
Evergreens	  trees	  are	  encouraged	  to	  be	  planted	  on	  the	  north	  side	  of	  structures	  when	  
feasible	  to	  dissipate	  the	  effects	  of	  winter	  winds.	  

g. Preservation	  of	  Existing	  Vegetation.	  Where	  possible	  and	  appropriate,	  existing	  
native	  vegetation	  must	  be	  incorporated	  into	  the	  landscape	  treatment	  of	  the	  
proposed	  site.	  

h. Tree	  Preservation.	  Existing	  mature	  evergreen	  trees	  of	  16	  feet	  in	  height	  or	  greater,	  
and	  existing	  mature	  deciduous	  or	  decorative	  trees	  of	  more	  than	  four	  inches	  (4”)	  in	  
caliper,	  shall	  be	  identified	  on	  the	  landscape	  plan	  and	  preserved	  if	  possible.	  	  

i. If	  preservation	  is	  not	  possible,	  the	  required	  number	  of	  trees	  shall	  be	  
increased	  by	  double	  the	  number	  of	  such	  trees	  removed.	  	  

ii. The	  replacement	  trees	  for	  evergreen	  trees	  shall	  be	  evergreens,	  and	  for	  
deciduous	  shall	  be	  deciduous.	  	  

iii. Trees	  smaller	  than	  four	  inches	  [1]in	  caliper	  or	  6	  feet	  in	  height	  that	  are	  
removed	  shall	  be	  replaced	  on	  a	  one	  to	  one	  ratio.	  	  

iv. Replacement	  trees	  shall	  be	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  minimum	  tree	  requirements	  of	  
this	  Chapter,	  and	  shall	  comply	  with	  minimum	  sizes	  as	  outlined	  in	  the	  
Chapter.	  

i. Berming	  and	  Screen	  Walls.	  Berming	  or	  screen	  walls	  are	  is	  encouraged	  as	  a	  screen	  
or	  buffer	  between	  opposing	  land	  uses.	  

j.i. Placement.	  Whenever	  possible,	  landscaping	  shall	  be	  placed	  immediately	  adjacent	  
to	  structures,	  particularly	  where	  proposed	  structures	  have	  large	  empty	  walls.	  	  
	  

4. No	  trees	  shall	  be	  planted	  directly	  under	  or	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  power	  lines,	  poles,	  or	  
structures	  unless:	  	  

a. the	  City	  Council	  gives	  its	  approval;	  
b. the	  power	  company	  or	  owner	  of	  the	  power	  line	  gives	  written	  consent;	  and	  
c. the	  maximum	  height	  or	  width	  at	  maturity	  of	  the	  tree	  species	  planted	  is	  less	  than	  5	  

feet	  to	  any	  pole,	  line,	  or	  structure.	  
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Exhibit	  4	  –	  Subdivisions	  (Plat	  Amendments)	  
	  
19.12	  –	  PLAT	  AMENDMENT	  PROCESS	  (BOUNDARIES)	  	  
	  
19.12.09.	   Vacating	  or	  Amending	  a	  Subdivision	  Plat.	  
	  

1. Plat	  Amendment.	  The	  City	  shall	  follow	  the	  process	  outlined	  in	  Utah	  Code	  Chapter	  10-‐9a	  
for	  the	  vacation	  of	  any	  public	  street,	  right-‐of-‐way,	  easements,	  or	  alley.	  
	  

2. Applicability.	  Owners	  may	  petition	  to	  vacate	  or	  amend	  a	  recorded	  subdivision	  plat	  if	  the	  
petition	  does	  not	  affect	  the	  location	  or	  boundary	  of	  a	  public	  road	  or	  the	  boundary	  of	  the	  
plat,	  and	  seeks	  to:	  

d.a. join	  two	  or	  more	  of	  the	  petitioning	  fee	  owner’s	  lots;	  or	  
e.b. adjust	  internal	  lot	  lines	  between	  two	  or	  more	  of	  the	  petitioning	  fee	  owner’s	  lots;	  or	  
f.c. vacate	  or	  alter	  private	  streets,	  rights-‐of-‐way,	  easements,	  or	  alleys,	  or	  
d. adjust	  internal	  lot	  restrictions	  subject	  to	  the	  standards	  of	  this	  Title	  and	  applicable	  

conditions	  of	  approval	  for	  the	  original	  plat,	  or	  
g.e. adjust	  the	  boundary	  of	  the	  plat	  to	  include	  adjacent	  property	  toin	  one	  or	  more	  lots	  in	  

the	  existing	  subdivision,	  subject	  to	  the	  limitations	  of	  State	  Code.	  
	  

3. Standards.	  Plat	  amendments	  may	  be	  approved	  if:	  
a. no	  new	  dwelling	  lot	  or	  dwelling	  results	  from	  the	  plat	  amendment;	  and	  
b. the	  number	  of	  lots	  or	  parcels	  does	  not	  increase;	  and	  
c. the	  amendment	  does	  not	  result	  in	  remnant	  land	  that	  did	  not	  previously	  exist;	  and	  
d. the	  amendment	  does	  not	  violate	  conditions	  of	  approval	  for	  the	  original	  plat;	  and	  	  
e. the	  amendment	  does	  not	  result	  in	  a	  violation	  of	  applicable	  zoning	  requirements;	  and	  
f. if	  all	  requirements	  of	  Utah	  Code	  Chapter	  10-‐9a	  are	  met.	  

	  
4.	  	  	  Application.	  The	  owners	  of	  affected	  lots	  shall	  file	  an	  application	  on	  an	  approved	  City	  form	  

and	  include	  the	  following	  items:	  	  
a. Application	  form,	  applicant	  certification,	  and	  paid	  application	  fee.	  	  
b. Amended	  Plat	  that	  conforms	  to	  all	  of	  the	  requirements	  of	  a	  Final	  Plat	  as	  provided	  in	  

section	  19.12.03.	  
c. Data	  table	  including	  	  

i. total	  project	  area	  
ii. total	  number	  of	  lots,	  dwellings,	  and	  buildings	  	  
iii. number	  of	  proposed	  garage	  parking	  spaces	  
iv. number	  of	  proposed	  parking	  spaces	  
v. percentage	  of	  buildable	  land	  
vi. acreage	  of	  sensitive	  lands	  and	  what	  percent	  sensitive	  lands	  comprise	  of	  total	  

project	  area	  and	  of	  open	  space	  area	  
vii. area	  and	  percentage	  of	  open	  space	  or	  landscaping,	  and	  recreational	  amenities	  
viii. area	  to	  be	  dedicated	  as	  right-‐of-‐way	  (public	  and	  private)	  
ix. net	  density	  of	  dwellings	  by	  acre	  (sensitive	  lands	  must	  be	  subtracted	  from	  base	  

acreage).	  
d. A	  copy	  of	  the	  Utah	  County	  plat	  map	  showing	  ownership	  and	  parcel	  numbers.	  
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e. File	  of	  all	  plans,	  documents,	  and	  reports	  in	  pdf	  format.	  
f. Geolocated	  KML	  file	  or	  GIS	  Shapefile	  including	  lot	  line(s),	  lot	  number(s),	  road	  

centerline(s),	  building	  footprint(s),	  open	  space,	  and	  sensitive	  lands.	  	  
	  

5. Title	  Report.	  A	  title	  report	  shall	  be	  provided	  that	  is	  current	  within	  30	  days	  of	  recording	  the	  
final	  plat.	  

	  
6. Land	  Use	  Authority.	  

a. The	  Planning	  Director	  is	  hereby	  designated	  as	  the	  land	  use	  authority	  for	  all	  plat	  
amendments	  involving	  only	  lot	  combinations	  or	  lot	  line	  adjustments,	  plat	  
amendments	  required	  to	  formalize	  a	  variance	  that	  has	  been	  granted	  by	  the	  Hearing	  
Examiner,	  and	  all	  other	  plat	  amendments	  or	  vacations	  that	  do	  not	  affect	  public	  or	  
private	  roads	  or	  easements	  or	  conditions	  of	  approval.	  	  	  

b. The	  Planning	  Commission	  is	  hereby	  designated	  as	  the	  land	  use	  authority	  for	  all	  
other	  plat	  amendments	  and	  vacations	  that	  do	  not	  affect	  a	  public	  road.	  	  

c. The	  City	  Council	  is	  hereby	  designated	  as	  the	  land	  use	  authority	  for	  all	  plat	  
amendments	  and	  vacations	  that	  affect	  a	  public	  road,	  per	  Section	  19.12.10.	  	  

	  
7. Planning	  Director	  Review.	  The	  Planning	  Director	  shall	  review	  all	  the	  documents	  to	  

determine	  if	  they	  are	  complete	  and	  that	  they	  comply	  with	  the	  requirements	  set	  forth	  above.	  	  
g. For	  plat	  amendments	  where	  the	  Planning	  Director	  is	  the	  Land	  Use	  Authority,	  if	  the	  

Planning	  Director	  determines	  that	  documents	  are	  complete	  the	  Planning	  Director	  
shall	  take	  action	  on	  the	  application.	  

i. the	  Planning	  Director	  shall	  determine	  whether	  the	  amendment	  complies	  
with	  the	  requirements	  of	  this	  section	  and	  this	  Title;	  and	  

h. the	  Planning	  Director	  shall	  approve,	  approve	  with	  conditions,	  or	  deny	  the	  
amendment.	  For	  plat	  amendments	  where	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  or	  the	  City	  
Council	  is	  the	  Land	  Use	  Authority,	  if	  the	  Planning	  Director	  determines	  that	  
documents	  are	  complete,	  the	  Planning	  Director	  shall	  schedule	  the	  plat	  amendment	  
for	  the	  next	  available	  meeting.	  	  
	  

8. Planning	  Commission	  Review	  and	  Action.	  	  
a. For	  amendments	  where	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  is	  the	  Land	  Use	  Authority:	  	  

i. the	  Planning	  Commission	  shall	  determine	  whether	  the	  amended	  plat	  
complies	  with	  the	  requirements	  of	  this	  section,	  this	  Title,	  and	  Chapter	  10-‐9a	  
of	  the	  Utah	  Code;	  

ii. the	  Planning	  Commission	  may	  approve,	  approve	  with	  conditions,	  or	  deny	  the	  
amendment;	  and	  

iii. if	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  approves	  an	  amended	  plat,	  the	  Mayor	  shall	  sign	  a	  
plat	  showing	  the	  alteration	  and	  direct	  that	  the	  plat	  be	  recorded	  in	  the	  office	  
of	  the	  Utah	  County	  Recorder.	  

b. Public	  Hearing.	  
i. A	  public	  hearing	  shall	  not	  be	  held	  if	  all	  the	  property	  owners	  in	  the	  plat	  sign	  the	  
amendment.	  	  

ii. Notice.	  Prior	  to	  the	  public	  hearing,	  the	  City	  shall	  provide	  the	  notice	  required	  by	  
Utah	  Code	  Chapters	  10-‐9a	  and	  52-‐4.	  The	  applicant	  shall	  pay	  the	  cost	  to	  post	  and	  
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provide	  notice	  to	  all	  property	  owners	  within	  300	  feet	  of	  the	  application,	  prior	  to	  
final	  approval.	  	  

	  
9. Plat	  Amendment	  Not	  a	  Subdivision.	  A	  plat	  amendment	  meeting	  these	  requirements,	  as	  

well	  as	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  Utah	  Code,	  shall	  not	  be	  deemed	  a	  subdivision	  of	  property	  
and	  shall	  not	  be	  required	  to	  follow	  the	  subdivision	  process	  of	  this	  Title.	  	  
	  

(Ord.	  14-‐23)	  
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Exhibit	  5	  –	  Process	  (Expiration)	  
19.13	  –	  EXPIRATION	  FOR	  INACTIVITY	  
	  
	  
19.13.03.	  	   Application	  Forms	  Required.	  
	  
1.	  	   Application	  Forms	  Required.	  Applications	  for	  permits	  and	  other	  procedures	  (appeals,	  Site	  

Plans,	  subdivisions,	  variances,	  Master	  Development	  Plans,	  plat	  amendments,	  etc.)	  established	  
by	  this	  ordinance	  shall	  be	  filed	  on	  the	  forms	  provided	  by	  the	  City.	  	  

a. Applications	  shall	  be	  accompanied	  by	  a	  Master	  Development	  Plan,	  when	  required,	  
Concept	  Plan,	  Preliminary	  Plat	  for	  proposed	  subdivisions,	  Site	  Plan	  for	  commercial	  
or	  multi-‐family	  subdivisions,	  Condominium	  Plat	  for	  proposed	  condominiums,	  Final	  
Plat,	  and	  any	  other	  applications,	  maps,	  plans,	  drawings,	  tabulations,	  calculations,	  
and	  text	  needed	  to	  demonstrate	  compliance	  with	  the	  City	  Code	  and	  as	  described	  in	  
this	  Chapter.	  	  

b. Applicants	  shall	  pay	  the	  cost	  to	  post	  and	  mail	  notices	  to	  all	  property	  owners	  as	  
required	  in	  this	  Title	  prior	  to	  consideration	  by	  the	  Land	  Use	  Authority	  .	  

c. An	  application	  is	  not	  complete	  until	  the	  Planning	  Director	  acknowledges	  in	  writing	  
that	  the	  application	  is	  complete.	  

	  
2. Application	  Fees.	  Application	  fees	  for	  each	  type	  of	  permit	  and	  other	  procedures	  established	  

by	  this	  ordinance	  shall	  be	  set	  by	  resolution	  of	  the	  City	  Council.	  Payment	  of	  application	  fees	  
shall	  always	  precede	  review	  of	  the	  application.	  
	  

3. Permission	  to	  inspect.	  The	  filing	  of	  an	  application	  constitutes	  permission	  for	  the	  Mayor,	  City	  
Council,	  City	  Manager,	  Planning	  Commission,	  Hearing	  Examiner,	  or	  City	  employees	  to	  inspect	  
the	  proposed	  development	  site	  during	  their	  consideration	  of	  the	  application.	  The	  City	  may	  
delay	  consideration	  of	  any	  application	  when	  inclement	  weather	  or	  snowpack	  prevents	  a	  useful	  
site	  inspection.	  
	  

4. Application	  Closure	  for	  Inactivity.	  When	  the	  Planning	  Director	  determines	  an	  application	  	  is	  
inactive,	  the	  application	  shall	  be	  closed	  after	  giving	  30	  days	  written	  notice	  to	  the	  applicant	  
containing	  instructions	  on	  information	  needed	  to	  move	  the	  application	  forward	  to	  the	  next	  
step	  in	  the	  approval	  process.	  An	  application	  shall	  be	  deemed	  inactive	  and	  subject	  to	  closure,	  on	  
the	  basis	  of	  inactivity	  if,	  through	  the	  act	  or	  omission	  of	  the	  applicant	  and	  not	  the	  City,	  one	  of	  
the	  following	  has	  occurred:	  

a. More	  than	  twelve	  months	  have	  passed	  since	  the	  last	  meeting	  of	  staff	  and	  the	  applicant.	  
b. More	  than	  twelve	  months	  have	  passed	  since	  a	  request	  for	  additional	  information	  was	  

made	  by	  staff,	  which	  request	  has	  not	  been	  complied	  with,	  or	  reasons	  of	  noncompliance	  
are	  not	  stated	  or	  indicated	  by	  the	  applicant.	  

c. The	  applicant	  is	  more	  than	  30	  days	  in	  default	  of	  the	  payment	  of	  any	  fee	  assessed	  by	  
ordinance.	  

d. The	  applicant	  has	  stated	  intent	  to	  abandon	  the	  project.	  	  
c.e. The	  applicant	  has	  declared	  bankruptcy	  or	  the	  applicant’s	  property	  is	  in	  the	  process	  of	  

foreclosure	  proceedings.	  	  
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Exhibit	  6	  –	  Relocation	  of	  Sales	  Trailer	  Standards	  from	  CUP	  to	  Supplemental	  
	  

Currently	  in	  19.15.06,	  under	  Conditional	  Uses;	  propose	  relocating	  to	  19.05	  and	  making	  minor	  
changes	  –	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  original	  are	  highlighted	  in	  red	  below	  for	  comparison	  with	  the	  proposed	  
language	  in	  19.05	  above.	  This	  entire	  section	  would	  then	  be	  deleted	  from	  19.15	  and	  appear	  as	  shown	  
in	  Exhibit	  3.	  The	  relocation	  is	  a	  change	  that	  can	  be	  done	  by	  staff,	  however	  the	  edits	  shown	  below	  do	  
need	  PC	  recommendation	  and	  Council	  approval:	  
	  
19.15.06	  

2.	  Temporary	  Subdivision	  Sales	  OfficesTrailer.	  One	  temporary	  sales	  office	  trailer	  may	  
be	  granted	  as	  a	  conditional	  use	  so	  long	  as	  it	  is	  listed	  as	  a	  conditional	  use	  in	  the	  use	  
regulations	  of	  this	  Title,	  located	  in	  a	  subdivision	  of	  not	  less	  than	  five	  acres,	  located	  at	  least	  
200	  feet	  from	  any	  existing	  dwelling	  outside	  of	  the	  subdivision	  measured	  along	  street	  lines,	  
and	  issued	  a	  subdivision	  sales	  office	  permit.	  	  

a. A	  permit	  for	  a	  subdivision	  sales	  office	  may	  be	  issued	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  
Director	  and	  Building	  Department	  at	  any	  time	  after	  recording	  of	  the	  subdivision;	  
however,	  the	  applicant	  may	  proceed	  with	  the	  conditional	  use	  approval	  process	  
simultaneously	  with	  the	  subdivision	  approval	  process.	  	  	  

b. For	  temporary	  subdivision	  sales	  office	  for	  which	  construction	  begins	  within	  180	  
days	  of	  issuance	  of	  the	  permit,	  Tthe	  permit	  shall	  become	  void	  one	  year	  following	  the	  
date	  on	  which	  the	  permit	  was	  issued.	  The	  temporary	  office	  shall	  then	  be	  removed	  
unless	  thirty	  days	  prior	  to	  the	  expiration	  of	  the	  one	  year	  	  period,	  a	  request	  for	  an	  
extension	  of	  time	  is	  made	  and	  granted	  by	  the	  Planning	  CommissionDirector.	  In	  no	  
case	  will	  more	  than	  one	  extension	  be	  granted,	  and	  such	  extension	  may	  not	  be	  more	  
than	  one	  year.	  If	  construction	  does	  not	  beingbegin	  within	  180	  days	  of	  issuance	  of	  
the	  permit,	  the	  permit	  shall	  expire	  per	  the	  International	  Building	  Code	  
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Jeremy Lapin said the most prominent access now is on 800 W. there will also be a curb and gutter and access 
on the south side once the Pony Express project is done.  

Kirk Wilkins asked about the finishing landscaping that was brought. 
Kimber Gabryszak said one of the complaints in a letter was that there was incomplete landscaping of this site. 

This project is required to meet landscaping ordinance so a condition that staff make sure it’s completed 
would cover the resident’s concerns.  

Kirk Wilkins asked if they should recommend this as a condition. 
Kimber Gabryszak said it may be a good idea to include it to make it clear. 
Casey Shaw noted that the landscaping required was completed on the previous plan. And they intend to 

complete everything required in the new plan. 
David Funk noted his concern was also with the landscaping but felt it was covered. 
Sandra Steele understood this to be an R3 and she remembered some discussion when this first came through 

and asked the applicant what landscaping was required to put in. 
Casey Shaw said they were required to put in shrubs, rock mulch and an ornamental iron fence and trees. He 

would continue with that type of landscaping. 
Sandra Steele said the confusion might be that they did not have a turf requirement here. 
Kimber Gabryszak confirmed that they did not have requirement for grass here. 25% needs to be live 

vegetation and the rest can be xeriscaping. 
Sandra Steele had a concern that it might look like a sea of asphalt. She asked what percentage was asphalt. 
Casey Shaw noted that what she might be seeing as new asphalt actual is gravel or asphalt now and is being 

replaced because of this new construction but he didn’t believe there was much asphalt now. He noted that 
they would be supplying water to the Alpine School pond just south because they ran out of water. 

Sandra Steele noted that this did not get under the pending applications on the website. 
Kimber Gabryszak noted it was in the packet online. 
Jeff Cochran did not have any additional questions. 
 
Motion made by Sandra Steele that based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move 

that the Planning Commission approve the Minor Site Plan Amendment for the CWP Chlorination 
Facility on property located at 62 North 800 West (parcel number 49:729:0001), with the findings 
and conditions in the Staff Report. Seconded by Ken Kilgore.  

 
David Funk asked if we are adding the condition on the landscaping. 
Sandra Steele replied that she thinks it’s already finished and covered in the requirements. 
Jeff Cochran feels the code is clear on what is required. 
David Funk asked if staff agreed to not adding that condition. 
Kimber Gabryszak replied they did. 
 

Aye: Sandra Steele, David Funk, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Ken Kilgore, Jarred Henline. Motion 
passed 6 - 0. 

 
6. Public Hearing and Possible Action: Code Amendments for Title 19 (Sections 19.02, Definitions; 19.05, 

Supplemental Regulations; 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing; 19.12, Subdivisions; 19.13, Process; 19.15, 
Conditional Uses).  
Kimber Gabryszak went over the code amendments. Most changes were clarifications. The subcommittee met 

and suggested a few other changes. 
19.02 – Definitions 

Added Solar Panels, and clarifying Edge Uses 
19.05 – Supplemental Regulations 

Corrections to Temporary Uses including regulations recommended by the Fire Chief. Relocate 
standards for Sales Trailers. Add standards for solar. 

19.06 – Landscaping and Fencing 
Smart timers and water saving devices. Artificial Turf prohibitions, not in institutional or commercial 

or front and side yards. Planting standards. 

Page 33 of 35

saratogasprings
Text Box
Exhibit 8DRAFT PC Minutes

saratogasprings
Highlight



 

Planning Commission June 25, 2015 5 of 9 

19.12 – Subdivisions 
Permit plat amendments to affect plat boundaries. 

19.13 – Process 
Implement expiration of applications for inactivity. 

19.15 – Conditional Uses 
Temporary Sales Trailers are currently permitted in every zone; however their standards are in the 

Conditional Use section. Staff recommends relocating the standards to the Supplemental 
Regulations section, 19.05. 

Sandra Steele commented on temporary sales office, in another place it references temporary sales trailer. She 
agrees with what was put down in temporary sales trailer, but if you have a large development, a model 
home is a temporary sales office; a flat two years without some wiggle room might make them move it for 
a few more months to be able to sell their homes. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they can still use the model home; this would only apply to trailers.  
Sandra Steele commented the ADA will probably come into effect as far as restrooms and ramping on sales 

trailers and probably model homes may be also. Staff needs to be aware of that. 
Kimber Gabryszak noted they were aware of those. 
Sandra Steele spoke about turf. She had some examples of artificial turf. She can understand why we don’t 

want to see it in a front yard but some may like to see it in a front yard, but they should look at it in the 
future.  

Jeff Cochran noted it was used more in places like California than here and this would be much better than a 
roll of green carpet in a front yard. 

Sandra Steele said she talked to the salesman for the turf and he is also a landscape architect. If we allow 
xeriscaping this shouldn’t be a whole lot hotter than that. She thinks it’s something that does need to be 
looked at, there is good quality out there and she doesn’t know how the City could control quality but 
perhaps there are some things they could control, installation, thickness, depth, there may be some things 
they could do. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they have looked into it and it needs more research and time. They will likely permit it 
in the future in certain locations. They left the door open for not in institutional or commercial but if the 
city wanted to do something in a road or something, and they didn’t all out prohibit it in yards, just front 
and side. They want to avoid the green carpet. 

Sandra Steele noted that Draper has just done it and they might want to look at what they have done. She asked 
how this would stop the green carpet. 

Kimber Gabryszak replied that if they find it or it is reported they can enforce code without requiring 
additional permits.  

Sandra Steele has a concern that a neighbor may throw down a green carpet but we don’t have anything to say 
he can’t. She would like to see us have some type of standards for depth, installation, materials. If they are 
going to allow it anywhere they need to have those standards in place. Sandra said all the research she has 
done says trees do better at 1.5 inch caliper.  

Kimber Gabryszak said staff likes 1.5 that but there was some push back the last time it came up. They are fine 
either way. Kimber talked about boundary line adjustments in plats, there may be possibly something in 
state code that prohibits taking property outside a subdivision into the subdivision but by putting subject to 
limitation of State Code they feel they are covered for now. There was expiration for inactivity and the 
legal dept. added that if an applicant declared bankruptcy it puts a hold on their proceedings. She reviewed 
the move of Temporary Sales offices with changes and changed Offices to Trailers. 

 
Public Hearing Open by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

No comment at this time. 
Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Jeff Cochran 
 
Sandra Steele did not have any more comments but wanted to hear what the rest of council thought and if 

anyone had talked to the parks department and their feelings on the caliper of trees.  
Kimber Gabryszak did not talk to them at this time but everything she has heard previously was they like the 

1.5 caliper.  
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Jeremy Lapin concurred. 
Mark Christensen commented that smaller caliper trees were more able to adjust to the environment. They 

have a pretty high kill rate on trees. He thinks it might help to have smaller caliper, it probably wouldn’t 
hurt. 

David Funk clarified that the change in caliper is only in the new development. He has heard that in many 
cities they are getting away from live landscaping due to water problems and we may need to do that at 
some time but it may be another reason to look at the artificial turf. 

Kirk Wilkins asked if there were any specific changes to fences. 
Kimber Gabryszak replied there was not, it was only landscaping. 
Kirk Wilkins would be amenable to whatever caliper tree has the greatest success rate in growing and 

surviving. As far as turf he is interested in the rest of the commission. 
Ken Kilgore agrees with whatever caliper is shown to survive longer. For the turf, he had some turf in his 

house and did see differences in his research and they would need some way to figure out how to put those 
regulations in place. His research was not so much the appearance but things like bacterial and stuff like 
that. He thinks if they regulate the height and things like that it might be good. His concern is not the look 
of it but more along the lines of bacteria and injuries.  

Jared Henline did not have an opinion on the calipers, whatever is best. As for the turf he noticed he is not 
allowed to water his lawn this week per City Facebook, and with the current environment this should be 
encouraged rather than discouraged. Right now it’s just to get it on the books but it needs to change in the 
future. 

Jeff Cochran commented that as for the caliper of the trees he is not expert enough to say what is better but he 
believes state and industry standard is 2 inch and that may be why it was that way in our standards. As for 
the turf, from a conservation standpoint they are going to need to look at options for that and xeriscaping. 

Sandra Steele asked what they were going to do about caliper. 
Kimber Gabryszak said they could make a recommendation to reduce it or leave it as it is, they will likely see 

changes to landscaping come later. Since they added 19.15 that needs to be included in the motion. 
 
Motion made by Sandra Steele based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to 

forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed amendments to Sections 
19.02, 19.05, 19.06, 19.12, 19.13 and  19.15 with the Findings and Conditions listed in the staff 
report. Seconded by David Funk. Aye: Sandra Steele, David Funk, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, 
Ken Kilgore, Jarred Henline. Motion passed 6 - 0.  

 
7. Work Session: Discussion of Code Amendments. 

Kimber Gabryszak led a discussion of possible code amendments including: 
• 19.02, Yard Definition –  

o Cleaning up definition and adding new graphics to reflect the clear view triangles.  
• Multiple sections, Removing the Gateway definition and references from Code, as the defined 

Gateway is no longer the primary entrance into the City  
• 19.05, multiple – 

o Standards for Auto Sales and Large Parking Lots and Vehicle Storage 
§ They added a graphic to accompany the 30’ landscaped buffer. They realized they 

have to treat arterial roads different than collectors. They talked about allowing for 
some display in the landscape buffer with appropriate limitations.  

§ Only the Industrial Zone permits vehicle storage. 
Sandra Steele asked what Redwood Road would be widened to.  
Jeremy Lapin replied that they were planning to widen it to 7 lanes eventually. They wanted to 

make sure that there was adequate space, the sidewalk could be relocated but they don’t want 
the curb and gutter to keep moving. They added a second control point so if the curb and 
gutter moves they still can keep a certain distance. As far as he can tell 90 feet should be 
enough to allow for the growth. 

Ken Kilgore asked about hazardous spills. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 15-21 (7-7-15) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, 

UTAH, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE SARATOGA 

SPRINGS LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AND 

ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

WHEREAS, Title 19 of the City of Saratoga Springs Code, entitled “Land 

Development Code” was enacted on November 9, 1999 and has been amended from time to 

time; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council and Planning Commission have reviewed the Land 

Development Code and find that further amendments to the Code are necessary to better 

meet the intent and direction of the General Plan; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Saratoga Springs Planning Commission has held a public hearing to 

receive comment on the proposed modifications and amendments as required by Chapter 

9a, Title 10, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended; and 

 

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

public comment, has forwarded a recommendation to the Saratoga Springs City Council 

regarding the modifications and amendments; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has conducted a public hearing to receive comment on 

the Planning Commission recommendation pursuant to Chapter 9a, Title 10, Utah Code 

Annotated 1953, as amended; and   

 

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

and after careful consideration, the Saratoga Springs City Council has determined that it is 

in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare of Saratoga Springs citizens that 

the following modifications and amendments to Title 19 be adopted. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah hereby 

ordains as follows: 

 

SECTION I – ENACTMENT 

 

  The amendments attached hereto as Exhibit A, incorporated herein by this 

reference, are hereby enacted. Such amendments are shown as underlines and 

strikethroughs. The remainder of Title 19 shall remain the same. 
 

SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 

 

If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or zoning maps of the City of Saratoga 

Springs heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply 



with the provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions 

hereof, they are hereby repealed. 

 

SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the Saratoga 

Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the Utah Code. 

 

SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

 

 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this ordinance is, 

for any reason, held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such 

provision shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision, and such 

holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 

 
SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

___ day of ________, 2015. 

 

 

 

Signed: __________________________ 

        Jim Miller, Mayor 

 

 

Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 

              Lori Yates, City Recorder    Date 

 

                     VOTE 

Shellie Baertsch               

Rebecca Call    _____           

Michael McOmber   _____ 

Stephen Wilden   _____ 

Bud Poduska    _____ 
 



City Council 

Staff Report 
 

Author:  Mark T. Edwards 

Subject:  Regal Park 

Date: June 28, 2015 

Type of Item:  Award of Bid 
 

Description: 

 

A. Topic:     

 

This item is for the approval to award a bid to the lowest responsible bidder for 

the construction of Regal Park. 

 

B. Background:  

 

The City Council approved the above mentioned park project as part of the 

adopted 2014 budget document. The total project costs of $608,000 are currently 

budgeted under GL account #35-4000-660. The Design Contract with P.E.C. is 

$38,470, leaving $569,530. Other City expenses will include materials testing and 

the costs of the sod which depends on the improvements chosen. 

  Staff opened sealed bids on Thursday June 25, 2015 at 2:00 pm. There were nine 

bidders total, two were disqualified for not providing unit cost or unit totals for all 

line items in the Bid Documents. 

 

C. Analysis:   

 

The bid format was set up so contractors could provide costs for a base line of 

improvements (Base Bid). The major improvements in the Base Bid includes the 

completion of the internal trail system in the Benches subdivision (sod and trees), 

mass grading to the park parcel with gentle slopes and native seed in the lower 

area where the ball field was planned, a playground enclosure but no play 

equipment, a soccer field with City purchased and resident installed sod, shrub 

beds, an internal trail, furnishings 

Four Additive Alternates were included into the Bid Documents, each 

representing additional amenities or grading changes (all alternates include turf 

sod). Because of the limited budget the Parks Committee chose to consider a park 



grading design with some steeper but very safe slopes around the playground as 

an Additive Alternate that would allow the contractor to provide less imported fill 

material. This would steepen the slopes but be less cost to the City (Bid Alternate 

4). Another Additive Alternate is a clay infield with a back stop and base line 

fences (Bid Alternate 2). If the Council chooses not to install the baseball amenity 

package, Additive Alternate 1 was included in the bid package. Bid Alternate 1 

provides the option for turf sod in place of the skinned infield. Lastly Bid Alternate 

3 provides cost for the contractor to install the sod and trees instead of resident 

volunteers.  A work sheet is provided to allow you to understand the costs for 

your choices. 

 

D.   Recommendation:   

 

Stratton and Bratt are the apparent low bidders on the Base Bid ($553,901.16)  If 

Council chooses other amenities, the lowest overall bidder may change and the 

Recommendation can be changed.  

 

 
 



 
 

 

June 30, 2015 
 
Saratoga Springs City 
1307 N. Commerce Dr, Suite 200 
Saratoga Springs, UT 84045 
Attn: Mark Edwards 
 
RE: Regal Park Letter of Recommendation-Award 
 
Dear Mr. Edwards, 
 
Project Engineering Consultants, Ltd. (PEC) has received and reviewed the bids submitted for 
the Regal Park Construction Project.  Nine bids were opened on June 26, 2015 and two bidders 
were disqualified because they did not provide unit prices.   
 
Two contractors are the apparent low bidders, pending decisions on budget and additive 
alternates.  Our recommendations are as follows: 
 

1. Base Bid- Stratton & Bratt (Includes grading and improvements as per plans, but does 
include sod and sod installation). $553,901.16  
 

2. Base Bid + Alt 1 and Alt 4 – ACE Landscape (Includes reduced fill quantities and 
substitutes contractor furnished sod in place of seed at the Ball Diamond- 70,000 sq. ft) 
$554,053.00 

 
City officials may decide on recommendation #1 or #2 depending on preferences. Please note 
that with these selections the city will need to provide sod and residents install the sod where 
indicated on the plans.  We estimate the cost of the sod to be approximately $30,796.80. 
 
Respectfully, 
Project Engineering Consultants, Ltd.  
 

             
Lars Anderson, ASLA                                                                    

Vice President                                                                                      

 



Bid # Base Bid Alternate 1 Alternate 2 Alternate 3 Alternate 4 Base + Alt 1 Base + Alt 1 & 3 Base + Alt 2 Base + Alt 2 & 3 Base + Alt 4 Base + Alt 4 & 1 Base + Alt 4,1 & 3 Base + Alt 4 & 2 Base + Alt 4,2 & 3

1 732,122.65$                24,797.85$    41,938.35$  44,684.00$    197,483.00$  756,920.50$      801,604.50$      774,061.00$      818,745.00$      696,008.65$      720,806.50$      765,490.50$          737,947.00$      782,631.00$          

2 1,230,065.00$             51,259.00$    82,956.00$  101,565.00$  360,461.00$  1,281,324.00$   1,382,889.00$   1,313,021.00$   1,414,586.00$   1,137,913.00$   1,189,172.00$   1,290,737.00$      1,220,869.00$   1,322,434.00$      

3 663,789.22$                18,421.26$    47,391.50$  158,440.59$  99,837.25$    682,210.48$      840,651.07$      711,180.72$      869,621.31$      605,734.97$      624,156.23$      782,596.82$          653,126.47$      811,567.06$          

4 763,609.00$                (1,000.00)$     63,300.00$  79,128.00$    (27,854.00)$   762,609.00$      841,737.00$      826,909.00$      906,037.00$      735,755.00$      734,755.00$      813,883.00$          799,055.00$      878,183.00$          

5 649,404.05$                28,340.40$    60,278.20$  51,658.80$    84,914.50$    677,744.45$      729,403.25$      709,682.25$      761,341.05$      636,149.05$      664,489.45$      716,148.25$          696,427.25$      748,086.05$          

6 676,153.50$                18,422.00$    47,084.00$  32,368.00$    196,944.00$  694,575.50$      726,943.50$      723,237.50$      755,605.50$      655,683.50$      674,105.50$      706,473.50$          702,767.50$      735,135.50$          

7 561,400.78$                25,506.36$    48,498.45$  95,968.20$    151,703.66$  586,907.14$      682,875.34$      609,899.23$      705,867.43$      541,362.74$      566,869.10$      662,837.30$          589,861.19$      685,829.39$          

8 587,197.00$                (2,124.00)$     32,049.00$  65,933.00$    126,240.00$  585,073.00$      651,006.00$      619,246.00$      685,179.00$      556,177.00$      554,053.00$      619,986.00$          588,226.00$      654,159.00$          

9 553,901.16$                33,299.97$    60,205.83$  31,278.20$    113,443.48$  587,201.13$      618,479.33$      614,106.99$      645,385.19$      538,738.76$      572,038.73$      603,316.93$          598,944.59$      630,222.79$          

City cost 

Sq ft of Sod 153984 224835 220808 584,849.80$      (with sod)

Cost 30,796.80$                  44,967.00$    44,161.60$  

Materials 

Testing $8,500 maximum

Base bid area with 

seeded diamond

Total area for 

sod

Total area 

minus 

skinned 

diamond

Bidder
Pre Bid 

Meeting
Qualified Description

1 Goran Yes Yes Base:

2 JMCS Yes No Did not provide Unit Costs Alt 1:

3 S&L Inc Yes Yes Alt 2:

4
Valley Design & 

Construciton
Yes No Did not provide Unit Costs or Unit totals Alt 3:

5 Vancon Inc Yes Yes Alt 4:

6 GEL Inc Yes Yes

7 CraCar Construction Yes Yes

8 ACE Landscape Yes Yes

9 Stratton & Bratt Yes Yes

Full soccer field, play area & flattened slopes

Turf Sod in east park area

Tee Ball field

Contractor to install Turf Sod & Trees

Revised Grading to lessen fill with steeper slopes



 

City Council 

Staff Report 
 

Author: Spencer Kyle, Assistant City Manager  

Subject: Interlocal Agreement   

Date: July 7, 2015 

Type of Item:  Agreement 

 

Summary Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the attached interlocal agreement with 

Lehi City to create a 3-way stop intersection near the Loch Lomond subdivision. 

 

Background  

 

In the fall of 2014 the new Dry Creek Elementary school was constructed in Lehi near 1100 W.  

This road leads directly to the western edge of the Loch Lomond subdivision.  The Loch Lomond 

subdivision resides within this school’s boundaries.  Children within this subdivision walk to this 

new school.  Residents in the area have asked the City to provide a safe crossing of 145 N (1900 

S in Lehi). 

 

Analysis 

 

The City first conducted a traffic study of the intersection of 1100 W 1900 S (Lehi coordinates) 

to determine if changes were warranted.  See the attached traffic study.  The results of the 

traffic study recommend changes be made to allow for the safe crossing of pedestrians.  The 

study gives the City two options.  First, the City may consider adding a reduced speed school 

zone with a crossing guard.  The second option is to change the intersection to a three way 

stop.  A three way stop would not warrant a crossing guard. 

 

Staff recommends changing the intersection to a three way stop. 

 

As you may already know, the south half of the road (145 N) is owned by Saratoga Springs and 

the north half is owned by Lehi City.  This has necessitated some coordination and approval of 

the proposed intersection changes by both cities.  Staff has met with the Lehi City 

Administrator, Public Works Director, and Streets Superintendent.  Lehi has agreed to the 

proposed changes subject to the conditions of the interlocal agreement. 

 

The interlocal agreement spells out that Saratoga Springs will install and maintain the new 

intersection improvements.  These improvements include:  two new stop signs, a painted 

crosswalk, and a sidewalk on the South side of the road.  See the attached exhibit of the 

improvements.  The agreement also states that if the traffic patterns change in the future and a 

new warrant study recommends removal of the improvements that Saratoga Springs will 

remove the stop signs.  Lehi has already signed the agreement. 

 

The funding for this project was already approved in a recent budget amendment. 



 

Department Review:  Administration, Public Works, and Legal. 

 

Alternatives:  

A. Approve the Request  

 

B. Deny the Request 

 

C. Continue the Item 

 

D. Do Nothing 

 

 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the attached interlocal agreement with Lehi 

City.   
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INTERSECTION INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

 

This Intersection Interlocal Agreement (hereinafter “Agreement”) is entered into by and 
between Lehi City (hereinafter “Lehi City”) and the City of Saratoga Springs (hereinafter 
“Saratoga Springs”), pursuant to the State of Utah’s Interlocal Cooperation Act, UTAH CODE 

ANN. § 11-13-101, et seq.   

This Agreement shall be binding and effective upon the completion of each of the 
following: (1) both parties affix their respective signatures hereto; (2) the Agreement has been 
approved by each party as contemplated by UTAH CODE ANN. §§ 11-13-202(2) and 11-13-202.5; 
and (3) the Agreement is filed with the keeper of records of each of the parties hereto 
(hereinafter “Effective Date”). However, if this Agreement has not been filed with both parties’ 
keeper of records within six (6) months after the parties have affixed their signatures hereto, this 
Agreement shall be null and void. 

Section 1.0. Recitals. 

 
1.1. WHEREAS, Lehi City and Saratoga Spring each own and maintain various 

portions of a certain intersection located at approximately 1100 West 1900 South, Lehi, Utah 
(2040 East 145 North, Saratoga Springs, Utah) (hereinafter, “Intersection”), as the same is 
recorded in the office of the Utah County Recorder. The Intersection is generally depicted in 
Exhibit “A” hereto. 

 
1.2. WHEREAS, the Intersection is currently a one-way stop intersection, with a stop 

sign located at the A-corner of the Intersection. 
 
1.3. WHEREAS, traffic regulation and safety at the Intersection are important to the 

Parties.  
 
1.4. WHEREAS, the Parties desire to coordinate traffic regulation to improve safety at 

the Intersection. 
 
Section 2.0. Terms of Agreement. 

2.1. On or before August 14, 2015, Saratoga Springs will place appropriate stop signs 
at the B-corner and approximate C-point of the Intersection in such a manner as to make the 
Intersection a three-way stop. 

2.2. On or before August 14, 2015, Saratoga Springs will paint appropriate white stop 
lines at the A-corner, B-corner, and approximate C-point of the Intersection in such a manner as 
to make the Intersection a three-way stop. 

2.3. On or before August 14, 2015, Saratoga Springs will provide or install all other 
appropriate traffic control devices, such as striping, crosswalks, and the like, in such a manner as 
to make the Intersection a three-way stop. 
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2.4. Each party will be solely financially responsible for the performance of its 
specified obligations contemplated by this Section 2.0., and shall ensure that a proper budget is 
continually provided for such performance. 

2.5. Lehi City’s designated representative contemplated by Section 13.0 shall be 
considered the administrator of the cooperative undertaking contemplated by this Agreement. 

2.6. Saratoga Springs will be responsible for maintaining the new traffic control 
devices and stop signs. 

Section 3.0. Termination. 

 3.1. The traffic rate numbers of the Intersection as of the Effective Date are 
represented in Exhibit “B” hereto. In the event that any subsequent traffic study of the same 
magnitude produces results which suggest that the nature of the Intersection (i.e., three-way stop) 
is unwarranted or unnecessary, or is otherwise inappropriate, this Agreement shall terminate 
upon either party providing notice of the results of any subsequent traffic study suggesting that a 
change in the nature of the Intersection is appropriate.  

3.2. This Agreement shall automatically terminate fifty (50) years from the Effective 
Date, unless previously terminated pursuant to Section 3.1. 

3.3. Upon termination of this Agreement, Lehi City, in its sole discretion, may remove 
the stop signs contemplated by Section 2.0., and change the nature of the Intersection as Lehi 
City determines, in its sole discretion, to be appropriate. For example, and for illustrative 
purposes only: If the Intersection traffic rate numbers suggest that a three-way stop is no longer 
appropriate or warranted at the Intersection, Lehi City may remove the stop signs contemplated 
by Section 2.0., and may install appropriate signs and other traffic control devices in such a 
manner as to make the Intersection a one-way stop.  In such a case, Lehi City shall also be 
responsible for removing the striping at the Intersection on both Lehi City-owned and Saratoga 
Springs-owned roads. 

 3.3.1. Upon termination of this Agreement, any real or personal property 
provided by any party in the performance of this Agreement shall revert back to the party who 
provided it.  

Section 4.0. Taxes. 

 4.1. Each party shall be solely responsible for any tax liability which it may incur as a 
result of this Agreement. 

Section 5.0. Liability and Indemnification. 

 5.1. Lehi City shall be solely responsible for responding to and defending any claims 
which may be asserted against it which occur on the portion of the Intersection owned by Lehi 
City. Likewise, Saratoga Springs shall be solely responsible for responding to and defending any 
claims which may be asserted against it which occur on the portion of the Intersection owned by 
Saratoga Springs. Consequently, to the fullest extent permitted by law, each party shall 
indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the other party against all claims, damages, lawsuits, losses, 
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liabilities, liens, cost, citations, penalties, fines and expenses, including (but not limited to) 
attorneys’ fees, arising out of or resulting upon the indemnifying party’s portion of the 
Intersection. However, the provisions of this Section 5.1. shall not be applicable if any claim of 
liability is the result of some negligent, grossly negligent, intentional, or unethical act or inaction 
attributable to the other party. 

  5.1.1. Ownership of the Intersection shall be apportioned according to the 
records of ownership reflected in the office of the Utah County Recorder. 

5.2. Nothing in this Agreement, nor the performance hereof, shall adversely affect any 
immunity from suit, or any right, privilege, claim or defense, which either party or its employees, 
officers and directors may assert under State of federal law, including but not limited to The 
Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, UTAH CODE ANN. § 63G-7-101, et seq.  All claims against 
the either party or its employees, officers and directors are subject to the provisions of the 
aforementioned Act, which controls all procedures and limitations in connection with any claim 
of liability. 

 Section 6.0. Representations and Warranties. 
 
 6.1. Each party represents that its signatory has the authority to bind the party to 
this Agreement. 
 
 6.2. Each party further represents that it has not sold, assigned, or otherwise 
transferred any interest in the claims or subject matter contemplated by this Agreement. 
 
 Section 7.0. Confidentiality. 
 
 7.1. The parties acknowledge and agree that this Agreement may be subject to 
public disclosure pursuant to the Government Records Access and Management Act, UTAH 

CODE ANN. § 63G-2-101, et seq., as the same may be amended from time to time. 
 

 Section 8.0. Equal Opportunity. 
 
 8.1. Neither party shall discriminate against any employee, applicant for 
employment, or recipient of services on the basis of race, religion, color, sex, age, disability, 
or national origin. 
 
 Section 9.0. Record Keeping and Audit Rights. 
 
 9.1. Each party shall maintain all records associated with the performance of this 
Agreement, and shall retain all such records for a period of at least three (3) years following 
the termination or completion of this Agreement. Upon forty-eight (48) hours written notice 
and during normal business hours, either party shall have access to and the right to audit any of 
the other party’s records or other documents pertaining to this Agreement. The non-requesting 
party shall furnish copies of any records requested by the requesting party at the non-requesting 
party’s expense. 
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 Section 10.0. Relationship and Immunity. 
 
 10.1. The relationship between Lehi City and Saratoga Springs shall be that of 
independent contracting parties.  Each party shall be responsible for the manner of its own 
performance of this Agreement.  Nothing herein shall be construed to create an employer-
employee, principal-agent, or other similar relationship.  Neither party is authorized to, nor 
shall either party, enter into any contract or commitment on behalf of the other party.  Neither 
party shall be considered an affiliate or subsidiary of the other party.  It is expressly 
understood that this Agreement, including the performance thereof, is not a joint venture, 
partnership, or any other relationship other than independent contracting parties. 
 
 Section 11.0. Recitals and Exhibits. 

 

 11.1. The introduction, as well as the recitals set forth in Section 1.0., are hereby 
incorporated into this Agreement by this reference.   
 
 11.2. Likewise, any exhibit referenced in this Agreement, or attached hereto, is 
incorporated into this Agreement by this reference. 
 

 Section 12.0. Notice. 

 

12.1. If any notice is required to be provided pursuant to the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement, said notice must be provided as follows: 

 
To Lehi City:      To the City of Saratoga Springs: 
Lehi City      Saratoga Springs 
Attn: Wade Allred     Attn:       
Streets Division Manager/Superintendent        
2538 North 300 West           
Lehi, Utah 84043     Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
 
 12.1.1. The designation of a contact individual or address may be changed by 

providing written notice to the other party in the same manner contemplated by this Section 12.0. 
Such a change in designation shall not be subject to Section 18.0. 

 
12.2 If notice is sent via regular mail, commercial courier, and the like, receipt thereof 

shall be presumed on the third calendar day thereafter.   

Section 13.0. Attorney’s Fees and Costs. 

 13.1. Each party shall bear its own attorney’s fees and costs incurred in connection with 
the execution and performance of this Agreement.  However, if any action at law or in equity is 
necessary to enforce or interpret the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing party in such action 
shall be entitled to recover reasonable attorney’s fees, legal costs, and other collection fees and 
costs incurred by said prevailing party in connection with the suit, both before and after 
judgment, in addition to any other relief to which such party may be entitled. 
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Section 14.0. Binding Effect and Assignment. 

 14.1. This Agreement is binding upon the parties and their proper and respective heirs, 
legatees, representatives, successors, transferees and allowable assignees, if any.  

 14.2. Neither party may assign this Agreement, nor delegate any responsibilities 
contemplated herein.  Any purported assignment or delegation in violation of this Section 14.0., 
without prior written consent, shall be null and void, and will be considered a breach of this 
Agreement. 

Section 15.0. Further Assurances. 

 15.1. The parties mutually agree to execute such other documents and to take such other 
action as may be reasonably necessary to further the purposes of this Agreement. 

Section 16.0. Time. 

 16.1. Time is of the essence with this Agreement, as well as every term, covenant, and 
condition contained herein, including (but not limited to) the provisions contemplated in Section 
2.0. 

Section 17.0. Force Majeure. 

 17.1. Neither party will be liable for any failure or delay in performing an obligation 
under this Agreement that is due to causes beyond its reasonable control, such as natural 
catastrophes, governmental acts or omissions, laws or regulations, labor strikes or difficulties, 
transportation stoppages or slowdowns or the inability to procure parts or materials. If any of 
these causes continue to prevent or delay performance for more than 180 days, the non-delaying 
party may terminate this Agreement, effective immediately upon notice to the delaying party. 

Section 18.0. Amendments. 

 18.1. This Agreement may not be modified, amended, or terminated except by an 
instrument in writing, signed by each party hereto. 

Section 19.0. Waivers. 

 19.1. No failure to exercise and no delay in exercising any right, remedy, or power under 
this Agreement shall operate as a waiver thereof, nor shall any single or partial exercise of any 
right, remedy, or power under this Agreement preclude any other or further exercise thereof, or 
the exercise of any other right, remedy or power provided herein or by law or in equity. 

Section 20.0. Drafting and Voluntary Execution. 

 20.1. The drafting and negotiation of this Agreement have been accomplished 
collectively by each party, and for all purposes this Agreement shall be deemed to have been 
drafted jointly by each such party.  The parties acknowledge that they have been represented by 
counsel of their choice in all matters connected with the negotiation and preparation of this 
Agreement, or that they have had the opportunity to be represented by counsel, and that they 
have reviewed this Agreement with their counsel, or that they have had the opportunity to review 
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this Agreement with their counsel, and that they fully understand the terms of this Agreement 
and the consequences thereof.   

20.2. The parties hereto have been afforded the opportunity to negotiate as to any and 
all terms of this Agreement, and each party is executing this Agreement voluntarily and free of 
any undue influence, duress, or coercion.  The parties hereto further acknowledge that they have 
relied on their own judgment, belief, knowledge, and advice from their affiliates and agents, as 
well as any other representative or consultant, as to the extent and effect of the terms and 
conditions contained herein without any reliance upon any statement or representation of any 
other party or any officer, director, employee, agent, servant, adjustor, or attorney on acting on 
behalf of the other party.   

20.3. The headings in this Agreement are for convenience only and shall not be 
interpreted to limit or affect in any way the meaning of the language contained herein. 

Section 21.0. Duplicate Originals. 

 21.1. This Agreement may be executed in identical duplicate originals, each of which 
shall be deemed to be an original, and all of which shall be deemed to constitute one and the 
same instrument. 

Section 22.0. Governing Law. 

 22.1. This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Utah, regardless of any choice or conflict of law rules.  Each party agrees that any legal action or 
proceeding with respect to this Agreement may be brought only in the courts of Utah County, in 
the State of Utah.  Consequently, each party hereby submits itself unconditionally to the 
jurisdiction and venue of the aforementioned courts.  Each party hereby waives, and agrees not 
to assert by way of motion, as a defense, counterclaim, or otherwise, in any action associated 
with this Agreement that:  

22.1.1. it is not personally subject to the jurisdiction of the aforementioned courts 
for any reason other than the failure to properly serve process;  

22.1.2. it or its property is exempt or immune from jurisdiction of the 
aforementioned courts, or from any legal action commenced in said courts (whether before or 
after judgment); and  

22.1.3. to the fullest extent allowed by law, that:  

22.1.3.1. the action in any such court is brought in an inconvenient 
forum;  

22.1.3.2. the venue of any such action is improper; or  

22.1.3.3. this Agreement, or the subject matter hereof, may not be 
heard by said courts. 
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22.2. Notwithstanding the foregoing, other Federal, State, and municipal laws, 
regulations, rules, orders, and ordinances may be applicable to this Agreement.  Each party shall 
comply with any such applicable law, including (but not limited to) obtaining any permits 
required in the performance of this Agreement. 

 

 

Section 23.0. Severability. 

 23.1. If any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court of proper jurisdiction 
to be invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall, nevertheless, be 
construed, performed, and enforced as if the invalidated or unenforceable provision had not been 
included in the text of the Agreement. 

Section 24.0. Third-Party Beneficiaries. 

 24.1. This Agreement is not intended to create any rights or benefits (whether intended 
or incidental) for any third party.  Only the named parties hereto may enforce the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement. 

Section 25.0. Entire Agreement. 

 25.1. All agreements, covenants, representations and warranties – express or implied, 
oral or written – of the parties concerning the subject matter hereof are contained solely in this 
Agreement.  No other agreements, covenants, representations, or warranties – express or implied, 
oral or written – have been made by any party to any other party concerning the subject matter 
hereof.  All prior and contemporaneous conversations, negotiations, possible and alleged 
agreements, representations, covenants, and warranties concerning the subject matter of this 
Agreement are merged herein.  This is an integrated agreement. 
 

 [  SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW  ] 
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WHEREFORE, Lehi City and Saratoga Springs voluntarily enter into this Agreement, as 
evidenced by affixing their respective signatures below. 

Lehi City:      Saratoga Springs: 

 

              
Lehi City      The City of Saratoga Springs 

By:  Bert Wilson     By: 
Its:  Mayor      Its:  
 
Dated:        Dated:        
 
 
Attest:       Attest: 
 
 
      
              
Marilyn Banasky, City Recorder                 , City Recorder 
 
Dated:        Dated:        
 
 
Reviewed and approved as to    Reviewed and approved as to 
proper form and compliance     proper form and compliance 
with applicable law:     with applicable law: 
 
              
Morgan Cummings, Assistant City Attorney  Kevin Thurman, City Attorney 
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Figure 1. Study Location 

Study Findings 

Horrocks Engineers has studied the subject location to determine if a pedestrian crosswalk is 
warranted at the study location. Based on Chapter 7 of the Utah MUTCD, the findings indicate 
that the pedestrian traffic crossing using the current intersection configuration justifies the 
installation of un-signalized school crosswalk zone along with the inclusion of a Reduced School 
Speed Zone (RSSZ) and an Adult School Crossing Guard under the current conditions. 

The City also has the option of installing a stop sign at the intersection of 1900 South and 1100 
West.  If the City were to install convert the intersection of 1900 South and 1100 West to a stop-
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controlled intersection, there would be no need to install a Reduced Speed School Zone.  As 
such, a crossing guard would also not be required but would be optional.   

Intersection Characteristics 

The study location is a T-Intersection that is stop controlled in the southbound direction (Shown 
in Figure 1).  The eastbound and westbound traffic do not stop.  Currently, there is one travel 
lane on all approaches.  There are no crosswalks at the intersection.  There is a subdivision on 
the south side of 1900 South located at 2090 East (Southeast of the intersection).  Observing 
the video used for the analysis, children cross 1900 South at some point between 2090 East and 
1100 West, as shown in Figure 2. The potential crosswalk location would be on the east side of 
the intersection.  The analysis is discussed in the following sections.  

 

Figure 2. Crossing Zone for Children on 1900 South 
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Analysis 

This analysis includes analysis from Appendix B1, B2 and B4 of Chapter 7 from the Utah 
MUTCD.  Appendix B1 evaluates the necessity of a school crossing zone and Appendix B2 
investigates if a Reduced Speed School Zone (RSSZ) is needed.  Appendix B4 evaluates if a 
crossing guard is needed at the crosswalk.   Video was used to collect the data necessary to 
complete the analysis on Wednesday, October 29, 2014.  

School Crossing Zone Analysis 

To complete this analysis, the traffic and pedestrian volumes were collected during the high 
traffic volume (HTV) periods.  According to Chapter 7 of the Utah MUTCD, pedestrian HTV 
periods are 45 minutes before and 15 minutes after school starts, OR 15 minutes before and 45 
minutes after school ends.  At Dry Creek Elementary, there are two school period tracks.  The 
first track goes from 8:00am to 2:15pm with the second track going from 9:15am to 3:30pm.  See 
Table 1 for the HTV periods used for each track.  Using a video analysis, the total number of 
vehicles and children pedestrians during the morning and afternoon school HTV periods were 
counted in 15 minute increments. Table 2 gives a summary of these times.   

Table 1. Dry Creek Elementary School Peak Periods 

School Track AM Peak Period PM Peak Period 

Track 1 (8:00am – 2:15pm) 7:15am – 8:15am 2:00pm – 3:00pm 

Track 2 (9:15am – 3:30pm) 8:30am – 9:30am 3:15pm – 4:15pm 
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Table 2. Pedestrian Volume Summary 

Time Period 
SB EB WB 

Total PEDS 
Left Right Left Thru Thru Right 

7:15 
AM 

7:30 
AM 2 3 2 2 4 5 18 0 

7:30 
AM 

7:45 
AM 5 2 3 7 5 9 31 0 

7:45 
AM 

8:00 
AM 22 5 0 3 4 37 71 2 

8:00 
AM 

8:15 
AM 11 2 1 6 8 8 36 0 

Totals 40 12 6 18 21 59 156 2 

8:30 
AM 

8:45 
AM 1 1 0 3 2 0 7 0 

8:45 
AM 

9:00 
AM 1 4 1 5 3 10 24 7 

9:00 
AM 

9:15 
AM 0 30 1 3 2 51 87 3 

9:15 
AM 

9:30 
AM 1 11 1 3 3 7 26 1 

Totals 3 46 3 14 10 68 144 11 

2:00 
PM 

2:15 
PM 0 2 2 5 10 19 38 0 

2:15 
PM 

2:30 
PM 1 32 0 3 3 6 45 0 

2:30 
PM 

2:45 
PM 2 7 1 6 7 2 25 10 
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Time Period 
SB EB WB 

Total PEDS 
Left Right Left Thru Thru Right 

2:45 
PM 

3:00 
PM 0 2 3 3 5 5 18 0 

Totals 3 43 6 17 25 32 126 10 

3:15 
PM 

3:30 
PM 3 4 0 4 6 27 44 8 

3:30 
PM 

3:45 
PM 2 44 2 6 3 18 75 0 

3:45 
PM 

4:00 
PM 1 2 0 11 8 1 23 4 

4:00 
PM 

4:15 
PM 0 1 2 4 3 4 14 0 

Totals 6 51 4 25 20 50 156 12 

 

To complete the analysis, the flow chart provided in the Utah MUTCD was used as shown in 
Figure 3.  The elements needed to complete the analysis was the total number of children 
pedestrians, HTV, distance to nearest crosswalk, and stopping site distance (SSD).  From Table 
2, the number of children pedestrians is greater than 10 for multiple peak periods and the HTV 
is greater than 50.  There is no painted crosswalk on 1900 South.  The terrain for this stretch of 
roadway is flat and the only obstruction that may reduce sight distance is a power pole located 
on the northwest corner of the intersection.  Even with the obstruction, there is adequate SSD at 
this location.  Using these characteristics, the responses are highlighted in Figure 3, and a 
school crosswalk is warranted at this location. 
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Figure 3. Appendix B1 Flowchart – Warranting a School Crosswalk Zone Warrant 

Reduced Speed School Zone (RSSZ) Analysis 

Since a school crosswalk zone is warranted, analysis was completed to verify if a RSSZ is also 
warranted at this location.  The process used to determine if a RSSZ is warranted is found in 
Appendix B2 of Chapter 7 in the Utah MUTCD.  Figure 3 shows the flowchart used in the 
analysis. The only additional analysis necessary was if the location met the requirements of 
Appendix C in Chapter 7 of the Utah MUTCD.  The other requirements in Appendix B2 depend 
on the characteristics of the intersection.   
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Figure 4. Appendix B2 Flowchart – Warranting an RSSZ Warrant 

Appendix C uses the average time between gaps, school pedestrian volume, 85th percentile 
approach speed, and average demand per gap to determine if an RSSZ is warranted.  Average 
time between gaps represents the time in-between gaps in the traffic flow to allow pedestrians 
to cross the street.  The average demand per gap represents the average number of pedestrians 
that would cross the road for every usable gap.  For this analysis, a 92 foot crosswalk with used 
with a child walking speed of 3 ft/s and a perception reaction time of 5 seconds.  This allows a 
necessary gap of 35.67 seconds for children to cross the road.  A worksheet provided in 
Appendix C was used to complete the analysis.  See the Appendix for full worksheet.  A summary 
of the outputs from the analysis are shown in Table 3.  Also included in Table 3 is the point value 
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assigned to each output as well as the maximum allowable points.  In order for meet the 
conditions for Appendix C, a value of 16 or higher must be assigned for urban communities.  With 
a value of 21 assigned points, the conditions of Appendix C are met and a RSSZ is warranted. 

Table 3. Appendix C Output Values 

Appendix C Output Actual 
Value 

Assigned 
Points 

Maximum 
Points 

Average Time Between Gaps (min) 13.54 10 10 

School Pedestrian Volume (num) 13 2 10 

85th Percentile Approach Speed 
(mph) 32 3 5 

Average Demand per Gap (D) 21 6 8 

Total - 21 33 

 

Adult School Crossing Guard Analysis 

Since both an RSSZ and School Crosswalk are warranted, Appendix B4 of Chapter 7 in the Utah 
MUTCD was used to verify if an adult school crossing guard is needed.  Since the crosswalk is 
in a warranted RSSZ and is used for an elementary school crossing, an adult school crossing 
guard is warranted.  Figure 5 shows the flow chart used to warrant the adult school crossing 
guard.  According to Appendix B4, an Adult Crossing Guard is warranted. 
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Figure 5. Appendix B4 Flowchart – Adult Crossing Guard Warrant 

All Way Stop Controlled Intersection 

The standard in paragraph 18 of Section 7A.03 of the Utah MUTCD states that a RSSZ should 
not be installed or maintained on an approach to a roundabout or to an intersection controlled by 
a traffic signal or STOP (R1-1) sign.  Currently, the approaches on 1900 South are not stop 
controlled.  As part of the analysis, the intersection was assessed to verify if a multi-way stop 
could be installed.  In Section B2.07 of the Utah MUTCD paragraph 05, there are criterion to 
warrant a multi-way stop controlled intersection based on an engineering study. Section B of 
paragraph 5 states that a multi-way stop controlled intersection may be installed where there is 
“the need to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high pedestrian 
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volumes”.  The results from the current warrant analysis indicate that the significant children 
pedestrian volumes warrant a School Crosswalk Zone.  From Table 2, the traffic volumes during 
these hours are also large which would cause many vehicle/pedestrian conflicts.  Another factor 
at this intersection is the length of the crosswalk.  The minimum distance for a crosswalk on the 
east side of the intersection will be approximately 70 feet. This crosswalk length will increase 
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts as children will need more time to cross the street.  Using these two 
factors, an All Way Stop Controlled intersection is warranted.  

If an All Way Stop Controlled intersection were implemented at this intersection, a school 
crosswalk zone is warranted, but the warrants for a RSSZ and a school crossing guard would 
change.  According to Appendix B2 of the Utah MUTCD (Figure 4), implementing an All Way 
Stop Controlled intersection would not warrant a RSSZ since the vehicles travelling on the 
roadway would reduce their speed due to the stop controlled intersection.  Due to the intersection 
not warranting an RSSZ, an adult crossing guard is not warranted, rather an adult crossing 
guard would only be optional according to Appendix B4 of the Utah MUTCD (Figure 5).  

Conclusions 

Based on the analysis, the findings indicate that the pedestrian traffic crossing at 1900 South 
and 1100 West using the current intersection configuration justifies the installation of a school 
crosswalk zone.  Along with a school crosswalk zone, a RSSZ and an adult crossing guard 
are warranted.  

Since there is a large number of children pedestrians as well as traffic volumes at the 
intersection, an All Way Stop Controlled intersection is warranted.  With an All Way Stop 
Controlled intersection, the analysis found that the intersection still justifies the installation of a 
school crosswalk zone.  Although a school crosswalk zone is warranted, implementing an All 
Way Stop Controlled intersection does not warrant a RSSZ and an adult crossing guard is 
optional. 
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Appendix 

 

Figure A1. Appendix C Worksheet 
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Table A1. Appendix C Gap Worksheet Outputs from Microsoft Excel 

Route 1900 South and 1100 West 

Location Saratoga Springs 

Day Wednesday, October 29, 2014 

Peak Period 3:15 PM to 4:15 PM 

Crossing Distance (ft) 92 

Walking Speed (ft/sec) 3 

Perception/Reaction Time (sec) 5 

Minimum Usable Gap 35.67 

Total Number of Usable Gaps 31 

Total Gap Time (sec) 158 

Maximum Usable Gaps 4.43 

Average Demand Per Gap 2.93 

Average Time Between Usable Gaps (Min) 13.54 
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 

	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  

City	  Council	  
Staff	  Report	  

Subdivision	  Exception	  
Harbor	  Bay	  Church,	  Lot	  Split	  Exception	  
Tuesday,	  July	  7,	  2015	  
Discussion	  and	  Possible	  Action	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   Tuesday,	  June	  30,	  2015	  
Applicant:	   Victor	  Hansen,	  H	  &	  H	  Engineering	  &	  Surveying	  
Owner:	  	   	   	   Casey	  Development,	  LLC	  

Corporation	  of	  the	  Presiding	  Bishopric	  
Location:	   McGregor	  Lane	  and	  future	  Harbor	  Bay	  Drive	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   McGregor	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   45:228:0144,	  3.154	  acres	  
	   45:228:0162,	  0.727	  acres	  
	   45:228:0163,	  1.721	  acres	  
	   45:228:0124,	  1.418	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   R-‐3	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   R-‐3,	  Agricultural	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Vacant	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	   	   	   Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   None	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   All	  previous	  approvals	  expired	  
Type	  of	  Action:	   Legislative	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  
Future	  Routing:	   None	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	  

	  
	  
A.	   Executive	  Summary:	  	  	  

The	  applicant,	  Victor	  Hansen	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  property	  owners,	  is	  requesting	  approval	  of	  a	  lot	  split	  to	  
create	  three	  parcels	  in	  preparation	  for	  a	  future	  church	  site	  plan,	  and	  preliminary	  subdivision	  plat	  for	  a	  
residential	  development.	  	  

	  
Recommendation:	  	  

	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  Council	  review	  the	  application	  and	  vote	  to	  approve	  the	  exception	  with	  the	  
Findings	  and	  Conditions	  in	  Section	  G	  of	  this	  report.	  	  

	  
B.	   Background:	  	  The	  Harbor	  Bay	  Master	  Development	  Agreement	  (MDA)	  was	  approved	  in	  May	  of	  2005	  with	  

a	  five	  year	  term,	  and	  expired	  in	  2010.	  	  A	  portion	  of	  the	  residential	  development	  was	  constructed	  and	  
remains	  vested	  and	  approved,	  however	  all	  remaining	  unrecorded	  lots	  expired	  with	  the	  MDA.	  All	  new	  
development	  must	  comply	  with	  City	  codes	  and	  requirements	  in	  place	  at	  time	  of	  development.	  	  

	  



 2 

New	  property	  owners	  are	  currently	  in	  the	  process	  of	  submitting	  applications	  to	  the	  City	  for	  approval.	  A	  
concept	  plan	  for	  the	  renamed	  Catalina	  Bay	  has	  been	  submitted	  and	  reviewed	  by	  the	  Development	  Review	  
Committee	  (DRC),	  and	  the	  property	  owners	  will	  shortly	  move	  forward	  with	  the	  preliminary	  plat	  process.	  	  	  
	  
The	  LDS	  Church	  owns	  a	  portion	  of	  property	  in	  the	  area,	  and	  would	  like	  to	  move	  forward	  with	  the	  planning	  
of	  a	  chapel.	  To	  facilitate	  the	  planning	  of	  the	  chapel,	  the	  applicant	  has	  requested	  approval	  of	  a	  subdivision	  
exception	  under	  Section	  19-‐9a-‐103	  of	  the	  State	  Code	  to	  transfer	  additional	  property	  to	  the	  LDS	  Church	  
and	  create	  the	  parcel	  for	  site	  planning.	  	  

	  
C.	   Specific	  Request:	  The	  applicant	  is	  requesting	  approval	  of	  a	  split	  of	  Casey	  Development	  property	  into	  three	  

parcels.	  Two	  parcels	  are	  intended	  to	  add	  acreage	  and	  roadway	  to	  the	  chapel	  site	  owned	  by	  the	  
Corporation	  of	  the	  Presiding	  Bishopric,	  and	  one	  parcel	  would	  be	  retained	  by	  Casey	  Development,	  as	  
outlined	  in	  Exhibits	  2	  and	  3.	  	  

	  
D.	   Process	  and	  Code	  Criteria:	  There	  is	  no	  process	  called	  out	  in	  the	  City	  Code,	  however	  Section	  10-‐9a-‐103	  of	  

the	  State	  Code	  includes	  an	  exception	  to	  the	  subdivision	  definition,	  and	  states	  that	  subdivisions	  do	  not	  
include	  	  

	  
(v)	  a	  bona	  fide	  division	  or	  partition	  of	  land	  by	  deed	  or	  other	  instrument	  where	  the	  land	  use	  

authority	  expressly	  approves	  in	  writing	  the	  division	  in	  anticipation	  of	  further	  land	  use	  
approvals	  on	  the	  parcel	  or	  parcels;”	  

	  
The	  requested	  division	  of	  land	  is	  in	  anticipation	  of	  further	  land	  use	  approvals	  consisting	  of	  subdivision	  
plats	  to	  officially	  create	  residential	  lots	  and	  the	  Church	  lot.	  All	  parties	  are	  aware	  that	  all	  other	  approvals,	  
including	  but	  not	  limited	  to	  subdivision	  approval,	  must	  be	  obtained	  prior	  to	  any	  construction.	  Review	  and	  
conditional	  approvals	  of	  the	  chapel	  site	  plan	  may	  occur	  concurrently	  with	  the	  subdivisions,	  with	  
construction	  postponed	  until	  after	  subdivision	  and	  construction	  drawing	  approvals.	  	  

	  
E.	   Community	  Review:	  This	  item	  has	  been	  placed	  on	  the	  agenda	  for	  potential	  action,	  but	  no	  public	  hearing	  

is	  required.	  
	  
F.	   General	  Plan:	  	  	  

This	  property	  is	  designated	  as	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  on	  the	  Future	  Land	  Use	  Map.	  	  
	  

Staff	  conclusion:	  consistent,	  as	  churches	  are	  anticipated	  within	  these	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  
	  
G.	   Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	  

Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  discuss	  the	  application,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  following	  options.	  	  
	  
Option	  1	  –	  Staff	  Recommendation,	  Approval	  
	  
Potential	  motion:	  “I	  move	  to	  approve	  the	  Harbor	  Bay	  Lot	  Split	  Exception	  as	  outlined	  in	  exhibit	  3	  with	  the	  
Findings	  and	  Conditions	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report	  dated	  July	  7,	  2015:”	  

	  
Findings	  	  
1. Utah	  Code	  §	  10-‐9a-‐103(52)(c)(v)	  excludes	  from	  the	  definition	  of	  a	  “subdivision”	  the	  “division	  

or	  partition	  of	  land	  by	  deed	  or	  other	  instrument	  where	  the	  land	  use	  authority	  expressly	  
approves	  in	  writing	  the	  division	  in	  anticipation	  of	  further	  land	  use	  approvals	  on	  the	  parcel	  or	  
parcels.”	  	  	  	  
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2. The	  exception	  reflects	  the	  anticipated	  layout	  as	  shown	  in	  the	  Catalina	  Bay	  subdivision	  concept	  
plan.	  

3. The	  exception	  reflects	  anticipated	  further	  land	  use	  approvals	  consisting	  of	  subdivision	  plat(s)	  
for	  residential	  and	  civic	  uses	  and	  a	  site	  plan	  along	  with	  other	  required	  permits	  for	  the	  Church	  
building.	  	  

	  
Conditions:	  
1. The	  Owner’s	  Covenant	  in	  Exhibit	  4,	  as	  amended	  by	  the	  City	  Attorney,	  shall	  be	  recorded	  

concurrently	  with	  the	  recordation	  of	  deeds	  creating	  the	  proposed	  parcels.	  
2. The	  Notice	  of	  Approval	  of	  Exchange	  of	  Title	  in	  Exhibit	  5,	  as	  amended	  by	  the	  City	  Attorney,	  

shall	  be	  recorded	  concurrently	  with	  the	  recordation	  of	  deeds	  creating	  the	  proposed	  parcels.	  	  
3. All	  required	  subdivision	  approvals	  and	  site	  plan	  approvals	  shall	  be	  obtained	  prior	  to	  issuance	  

of	  building	  permits	  on	  the	  Church	  parcel.	  	  
4. All	  required	  subdivision	  approvals	  shall	  be	  obtained	  prior	  to	  issuance	  of	  building	  permits	  on	  

the	  remainder	  parcels.	  
5. Any	  other	  conditions	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council.	  	  _________________________________	  

___________________________________________________________________________	  
	  
Alternative	  1	  -‐	  Continuance	  
The	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  continue	  the	  item.	  “I	  move	  to	  continue	  the	  Harbor	  Bay	  Lot	  Split	  Exception	  
as	  outlined	  in	  exhibit	  3	  to	  another	  meeting	  on	  DATE,	  with	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  and	  Staff	  on	  
information	  and	  /	  or	  changes	  needed	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  as	  follows:	  	  
	  

1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
Alternative	  2	  –	  Denial	  
The	  City	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  deny	  the	  application.	  “I	  move	  to	  deny	  the	  Harbor	  Bay	  Lot	  Split	  
Exception	  as	  outlined	  in	  exhibit	  3	  with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  
	  

1. The	  application	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  
_______________________________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

2. Development	  of	  the	  property	  is	  not	  reasonably	  imminent,	  and	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  
______________________________________________________________.	  

	  
H.	   Attachments:	  	  	  

1. Location	  &	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   -‐	  Page	  4	  
2. Applicant	  Letter	   	   	   	   -‐	  Page	  5	  
3. Proposed	  Layout	   	   	   	   -‐	  Page	  6	  
4. Current	  Parcel	  Data	  	   	   	   -‐	  Pages	  7-‐8	  
5. Owner’s	  Covenant	   	   	   	   -‐	  Pages	  9-‐11	  
6. Notice	  of	  Approval	  of	  Exchange	  of	  Title	   -‐	  Pages	  12-‐17	  
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City Council 

Staff Report 

 

Preliminary Plat (and Phasing Plan) 

Lakeside Plat 27 

July 7, 2015 

Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    June 30, 2015 

Applicant/Owner: Woodside Homes of Utah, LLC  

Location:   ~2700 S Redwood Rd 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 

Parcel Number(s) & Size: 59:012:0119, ~24.60 acres 
Parcel Zoning: R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development 
Adjacent Zoning: R-3, R-3 PUD 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 

Adjacent Uses: Single family residential, golf course, lake 

Previous Meetings: Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA, reviewed by PC 8/23/13  
 Lakeside 25, 26, and 27 concept plan reviewed by PC 10/23/14 

and by CC 11/18/14 
Previous Approvals:  Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA, approved by CC 9/17/13 

Type of Action: Administrative 

Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: None 

Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
 

 

 

A. Executive Summary:  
This is a request for approval of the Lakeside Plat 27 Preliminary Plat located at approximately 

2700 South Redwood Road. The project consists of 24.60 acres with 69 lots and 4.48 acres of 

open space.  
 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public 

comment at their discretion, discuss the proposed preliminary plat, and choose from 

the options in Section “H” of this report.  Options include approval with conditions, 
continuance, or denial based on non-compliance with findings of specific criterion.  

 
B. Background:  

The Lakeside at Saratoga Springs MDA was approved by the City Council on September 17, 2013. 

The MDA allows a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet within this plat and requires 15% open 
space. A concept plan for Plats 25, 26, and 27 was presented to the Planning Commission on 

October 23, 2014 and to the City Council on November 18, 2014. The proposed preliminary plat 
is similar to the concept plan; however, the following changes have been made: 
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 At staff’s suggestion, two very short streets were eliminated to allow for 
improved lot configurations and larger blocks.  

 The triangular 0.62 acres of open space shown on the concept plan has been 

eliminated and replaced with open space adjacent to the drainage channel.  

 The lots adjacent to the drainage channel have been reconfigured to comply with 

the requirement that lots may not contain any portion of the drainage channel.  
 The proposed phasing plan for plats 25-27 has been revised and is attached.  

  

C. Specific Request:  
The applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for Lakeside Plat 27 which included 69 

single family building lots ranging in size from 7,000 to 16,748 square feet and 4.48 acres of 

open space.  
 

D. Process:  
Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Preliminary Plats require a public hearing with the 

Planning Commission and that the City Council is the approval authority.  

 
Staff finding: complies. A public hearing was held with the Planning Commission on June 11, 
2015, prior to review by the City Council.  
 

E. Community Review:  
Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as a public 

hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the 

subject property. Public input was received during the public hearing. One resident had questions 
about the landscaping along Redwood Road and the height of the homes.  

 
Planning Commission Review: The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation for 

approval and added a condition that the applicant present open space amenities with the final 

plat application. This has been added as condition number 6 on page 7.  
 

F. General Plan:  
The General Plan designates this area for Low Density Residential. 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 density within the proposed preliminary plat does not exceed four 
units per acre and is consistent with the general plan. (69 units/(24.60 acres – 1.97 acres of 
sensitive lands)=3.05 units/acre) 
 

G. Code Criteria:  

The requirements for this property are governed by the Land Development Code and the “Master 
Development Agreement for Saratoga Springs Development (Lakeside) Plats 14, 16A, 25, 26 and 

27” (the MDA). The property is zoned R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit 
Development; Section 19.04.11 regulates the R-3 zone. This project also falls within a Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) and is regulated by Chapter 19.07. Pertinent sections and Chapters 

along with the requirements of the MDA are reviewed below.  
 

Master Development Agreement 
Density: complies. The MDA allows up to 229 single family units within plats 25, 26, and 27 

and a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet. The proposed preliminary plat for plat 27 includes 

69 lots that are 7,000 square feet or larger.  
 

Infrastructure Requirements: According to the MDA, the developer will be required to 
complete the following items as described in the MDA: 
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 Water: The MDA requires a 10” culinary waterline in Redwood Road and Shorewood 

Drive to be constructed with the first plat, unless already installed per City standards. 

The MDA requires an 8” secondary waterline in Shorewood Drive to be constructed 
within each phase.  

o Complies with revisions approved by City Engineer. Since recording the 
MDA, the City has done additional investigation and current modeling determined 

this will not be useful. The utility plans comply with current City master plans.  

 Sewer: An 8” sewer main is required along Shorewood Drive to Redwood Road with the 

development of Plat 27.  
o Complies with revisions approved by City Engineer.  The sewer line shown 

on the plans does not go all the way to Redwood Road. The City engineer has 
reviewed this and determined that it is not necessary for the sewer line to go all 

the way to Redwood Road. The homes west of Redwood Road already exist and 

will not tie into the sewer system at this location. Property to the south will tie 
into the sewer system through internal roads within Lakeside Plats 26 and 27.  

 Storm Water: complies. No lot shall contain any portion of land that is at or below the 

100-year storm event high water elevation. All trails and home finish floor elevations, 
except a lakeshore trail, shall be a minimum of 1 foot above the 100-year high water 

mark.  
 Roads: complies. The MDA states “Shorewood Drive shall be completed through plats 

25, 26, and 27 and connect to Redwood Road and must be bonded for and constructed 

in connection with the first to be developed of Plats 26 or 27 or at such time that the 

next subdivision plat will result in more than 200 lots being accessed only by Shorewood 
Drive.” Plat 27 includes 69 lots and does not result in more than 200 lots being accessed 

by Shorewood Drive; thus, only the segment of Shorewood that is within Plat 27 will be 
constructed with Plat 27. Exhibit G contains road cross sections for the roads in Plats 25, 

26 and 27 that were approved with the MDA. The proposed roads comply with these 

cross sections and are required to be private roads, owned and maintained by an HOA.  
 

Open Space Requirements: The MDA outlines specific open space requirements, as reviewed 
below.    

 Trails: can comply.  

1. Lakeshore Trail: The lakeshore trail east of Plat 23, to the south boundary of Plat 
25, shall be completed or bonded for prior to recording Plat 27. Conceptual trail 

plans for this location have been included with the project plans. The final 

construction drawings shall be subject to approval by the City Engineer and will 
be required with the final plat application.   

2. Drainage Channel Trail: A trail is required in the drainage channel. The plans 
indicate the required trail. 

3. Redwood Road Trail: The trail along Redwood Road, within Plat 27, shall be 

constructed with Plat 27. The plans indicate the required trail.  
 Open Space: complies. 15% of the project area shall be comprised of open space and 

must meet the Land Development Code requirements for open space. The Code allows 

that no more than 50% of the required open space may be comprised of sensitive lands.  
o Plat 27 is 24.60 total acres with 4.48 acres (18.2%) of open space. Sensitive 

lands include the drainage channel and the detention basin, equaling 1.97 acres 
or 44% of 4.48 acres. An open space exhibit is attached.  

 Amenities: can comply. The MDA requires a bird watching tower, restroom, and parking 

area with the future Plat 26. The Land Development Code requires that the open space 

meet the “minimal recreational needs of the residents”. Staff recommends a recreational 
amenity within Plat 27 near the open space frontage on Waterview Way. However, the 

applicant has discussed this with the Saratoga Springs Owners Association (SSOA) and 
the SSOA does not want an additional amenity to maintain.  
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Section 19.04.11, Low Density Residential (R-3) 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  “Single Family Dwellings” are a permitted use in 

the R-3 zone. The proposed preliminary plat indicates 69 single-family lots for single family 
dwellings; the proposed use is a permitted use in the R-3 zone. 

 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies with the MDA. The minimum lot size allowed by the MDA is 

7,000 square feet. All lots comply with this requirement. Corner lots are 10% larger than the 

minimum.  
 

Setbacks and Yard Requirements: up for discussion, variations requested. The R-3 
zone requires front setbacks of 25 feet, side setbacks of 8 feet and 12 feet, and rear setbacks of 

25 feet. For corner lots the minimum setback is 25 feet in the front and 20 feet on the side. 

However, setbacks may be reduced through the PUD process and the application is requesting 
minimum setbacks of: 

 
 Front: 20’ to the living space and 25’ to the garage 

Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’) 
Rear: 15’ (this is consistent with other plats in SSD, specifically Plat 24) 

Corner side: 15’  

 
Setbacks reductions have been granted for other plats within the Saratoga Springs Development.  

 
Plat 24 has a minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet and was approved with the following 

setbacks:     

 
Front: 15’    Sides: 5’    Corner Side: 20’    Rear: 15’ 

 
 Plat 1 has a minimum lot size of 7,600 and was approved with the following setbacks:  

 
Front: 20’   Sides: 15’ total/5’ min   Corner Side: 20’   Rear: 14’ 

 

Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the front 
building setback. The plans indicate compliance.  

 
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.  

 
Fencing: complies.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 

space, parks, trails, and easement corridors.  The Code also states that in an effort to promote 
safety for citizens using these trail corridors and security for home owners, fences shall be semi-

private. The landscape plans and a note on the plat indicates fencing that complies with this 

requirement.  
 

Variations:  A minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet was approved with the MDA. Variations are 
now being requested for the lot setbacks. The PUD section allows variations to be requested and 

Section 19.07.07 states:  
 

1. Upon combining the PUD overlay zone provisions with an appropriate existing zone, 

variations from the development standards of the underlying zone may be permitted by 
the Planning Commission and City Council provided the variations meet the requirements 

of this Chapter and are specifically adopted by the Planning Commission and City Council 
as part of the approved PUD plans. Variations, however, shall not include changes in the 

uses allowed by the zone with which the PUD has been combined. 

 
2. The Planning Commission and City Council may, in the process of approving preliminary 

or final PUD plans, approve variations from the minimum standards of the underlying 
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zone, including minimum densities, lot sizes, setbacks, and open space requirements 
where there is sufficient evidence that the variations will not adversely affect neighboring 

property and where the designation standards of this Chapter are met. 
 

Section 19.07.08 states:  
 

The Planning Commission and City Council may, in the process of approving preliminary or 

final PUD plans, approve variations from applicable development standards in the underlying 
zone only if it finds that all of the following conditions are met: 

1. that the granting of the variation will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent 
landowners or residents; 

2. that the variation desired will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or 

general welfare; and 
3. that the granting of the variation will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent 

of this Chapter or the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 
 
Overall Staff finding: complies. The requested variations do not include variations related to 
uses allowed within the zone. Granting a variation to the minimum setbacks will not adversely 
affect the rights of adjacent landowners or residents because other plats within the Saratoga 
Springs Development have been granted similar variations. The variations will not adversely 
affect the public health, safety, or general welfare because similar setback variations have been 
granted. The granting of the variation will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of this 
Chapter or the Land use Element of the General Plan because the PUD section allows for 
variations to be considered and other phases have received similar variations.  The original MDA 
required the golf course for open space and the current MDA requires 15% total open space.  
The open space throughout the development will offset the variations being requested and thus 
the variations will not adversely affect neighboring property.  The requested variation does not 
result in an increased density beyond what is allowed for in Plat 27.   
 
Chapter 19.07.10, PUD Plan Approval. 

Section 19.07.10 states “PUD is reviewed in a three-step process: 1) concept plan review, 2) 

preliminary plat review, 3) final plat review.”  
 

1. Concept Plan Review: 
This section requires Conceptual plan review prior to preliminary plat review.   

 

Staff finding: complies. The proposed layout is similar to the conceptual layouts presented to 
the Planning Commission and City Council last year. (PC 10/23/14, CC 11/18/14) 

 
2. Preliminary PUD Plat Review: 

This section requires the preliminary PUD plans to comply with the project densities, 

density bonuses, clustering, preservation of open space, etc. and requires the 
architectural plans to be reviewed. The architectural elevations are required to be 

reviewed by the Urban Design Committee prior to review by the Planning Commission, 
and should demonstrate continuity and uniform architectural themes, features, and styles 

for all structures within the project, including types of materials. The Planning 
Commission shall hold a public hearing and “either recommend approval, approval with 

conditions, or denial of the application to the City Council.” Following the Planning 

Commission’s action, the application shall be forwarded to the City Council for action.  
 

Staff finding: can comply. The applicant has submitted a packet with the possible home 
options. The architectural packet was reviewed by the Urban Design Committee on February 27, 
2015 which was prior to review by the Planning Commission (see “Urban Design Committee” 
below). The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and make a recommendation to the 
City Council.  
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3. Final PUD Plat Review:  
This section requires final plats to be prepared in compliance “with the action of the City 

Council on any preliminary plat application” and shall also comply with any conditions of 
the preliminary plat approval. The City Council shall review the final plat plans for 

compliance with the conditions of the preliminary plat plans at a later date.  
 

Staff finding: can comply. The current application is for the preliminary plat. The final plat 
application has not yet been received.    

 

Urban Design Committee: 
Section 19.07.09.2.b. requires the Urban Design Committee to review building elevations prior to 
review by the Planning Commission and states “The UDC shall review architectural styles, 
themes, and materials and shall make a recommendation to the Planning Commission regarding 
architectural styles, themes, and materials.” The Urban Design Committee reviewed the 
architectural packet on February 12, 2015 and made the following recommendations:  
 

 They recommended approval of the elevations as proposed 

 Do not allow the same elevations across the street or on adjacent lots (this is also a 

requirement of the SSOA) 
 UDC inquired about the reasoning for the 15’ rear setback, but did not recommend 

changing it because it allows more flexibility. 

 UDC suggested eliminating two small streets (the plans were amended to comply) 

 UDC suggested an amenity in the park space for the residents. (The applicant has 

stated that the SSOA does not want an additional amenity to maintain in this phase) 

 
The attachment for architectural elevations includes one home elevation with 24 exterior 

schemes is attached. The full submittal includes 15 different elevations to choose from with 
numerous exterior schemes and is available upon request.  

 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed Preliminary Plat, discuss any public 

input received at their discretion, and make the following motion:  
  

Recommended Motion: 
“I move that the City Council approve the Lakeside 27 Preliminary Plat, located at approximately 

2700 South Redwood Road, based on the findings and conditions listed below: 

 
Findings: 

1. Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as 
a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners 

within 300 feet of the subject property. 

2. The proposed preliminary 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.   
3. The proposed preliminary plat meets or can conditionally meet 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 be met, including those listed in the attached 

report. 
2. That all requirements of the City Fire Chief be met.  

3. Plat 27 is approved to be the first phase of development within plats 25-27.  
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4. The setbacks are approved as proposed: 
Front: 20’ to the living space and 25’ to the garage 

Sides: 5’ and 8’ (for a total of 13’), Corner side: 15’  
Rear: 15’  

5. The Applicant shall coordinate with the Army Corp of Engineers to determine if a permit 
is necessary for the required drainage channel improvements.  

6. The applicant shall coordinate with the HOA to determine acceptable amenities for the 

open space and present that with the final plat application.  
 

 
Alternative Motions: 

 

Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the item to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on 

information and/or changes needed to render a decision as to whether the application meets the 
requirement of the 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 proposed Preliminary Plat for Lakeside Plat 27 located at 
approximately 2700 South Redwood Road. I find that the application does not meet the 

requirements of City ordinances as more specifically stated below.” 
 

List findings for denial: 

 

 
 
 
 
 

I. Exhibits: 
1. Engineering Report 

2. Zoning / Location map 

3. Aerial Map 
4. Concept Plan 

5. Preliminary Plat  
6. Updated Open Space and Phasing Exhibit 

7. Landscape Plans 
8. Lakeshore Trail Plans 

9. Architecture (One home elevation with 24 exterior schemes is attached. The full submittal 

includes 15 different elevations to choose from with numerous exterior schemes and is 
available upon request.) 

10. PC Draft Minutes, 6/11/15 
 



 
City Council 
Staff Report 

 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  

Subject:  Lakeside Plat 27 

Date: June 11, 2015 

Type of Item:   Preliminary Plat Approval 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a preliminary plat application. Staff has reviewed the submittal and 

provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Woodside Homes of Utah LLC 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  Lakeside Community 
Acreage:  24.61 acres - 69 lots 

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

conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   

 
A. The developer shall prepare final construction drawings as outlined in the City’s standards and 

specifications and receive approval from the City Engineer on those drawings prior to commencing 
construction. 
 

B. Developer shall bury and/or relocate any power lines that are within or adjacent to this plat.    
   
C. All roads shall be designed and constructed to City standards and shall incorporate all geotechnical 

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

locations. 
 
E. Developer shall provide a finished grading plan for all roads and lots and shall stabilize and reseed 

all disturbed areas. 
 
F. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within pedestrian corridors. 
 
G. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements as well as all Land Development Code 

requirements in the preparation of the final plat and construction drawings.  All application fees 
are to be paid according to current fee schedules. 

 
H. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer during the preliminary process are 

to be complied with and implemented into the final plat and construction plans. 
 
I. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located in the public 

right-of-way 
 
J. 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. 

 
K. Developer shall comply with all the “Master Development Agreement for Saratoga Springs 

Development (Lakeside) Plats 14, 16A, 25, 26 and 27” . 
 
L. Developer shall connect to the existing culinary and secondary waterline at the end of Plat 24 and 

shall extend a 10” culinary and secondary waterline along Shorewood Drive to Driftwood Drive and 
stub to the south to allow for their extension to and through the Mallard Bay Project. A 10” RPZ 
cross connection shall be made at the intersection of Shorewood Drive and Driftwood Drive to 
provide adequate secondary pressures. 

 
M. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 
 
N. Developer shall complete all half width improvements along Redwood Road as per the City’s 

Transportation Master Plan and the Engineering Standards and Specifications including a 10’ 
shoulder/bike lane and a meandering 8-ft concrete trail and landscaping. 

 
O. The bonding, construction, and dedication of the lakeshore trail through plat 23 be completed 

before any additional plats are recorded. 
 
P. The relocation of existing sewer mains may be required to accommodate new road alignments 

proposed in plats 26 and 27. All relocation work must be bonded for as calculated by the City 
Engineer prior to commencing construction and no disruption to existing service shall occur during 
construction. No Sewer Mains or manholes shall be located in residential lots. Any realignment of 
existing sewer CANNOT result in a loss in capacity in the sewer system. 

 
Q. Natural drainages shall be left unimproved and no lot boundary shall contain any portion of a 

drainage that is inundated, at any time, during the 100-year storm event as defined by NOAA. All 
trails and home finish floor elevations shall be a minimum of 1-foot above the 100-year high water 
mark of any adjacent drainage, lake, or waterway 

 
R. The trail and the manicured landscaped parkway along Redwood Road from Fairway Boulevard to 

the south end of Plat 27 shall be bonded for and constructed with the development of Plat 27. This 
area shall be dedicated to and maintained by the HOA after the warranty period. 

 
S. Developer shall remove the invasive vegetation from and stabilize natural drainage channels. 

Stabilization measures must be adequate for 100-yr velocities. Developer shall obtain any 
necessary permits from the Army Corp of Engineers as necessary for improvements or grading 
within natural drainages. 

 
T. All detention basins shall meet City standards including a 12’ minimum paved access road to inlet 

and outlet structures and low flows piped through the proposed basins. Interior and exterior slopes 
shall be 3:1 max. 

 
U. No lot shall contain any portion of land that is at or below the 100-year storm event high water 

elevation. All trails and home finish floor elevations, except a lakeshore trail, shall be a minimum of 
1 foot above the 100-year high water mark.  
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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 

June 11, 2015 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
 

Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Ken Kilgore 

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

Others: Greg Haws, Krisel Travis, Boyd Martin, Garrett Seely, Patti Robe, Jeff Robe. 

Excused: Jarred Henline, David Funk 

 

5. Public Hearing and Possible Action: Preliminary Plat for Lakeside Plat 27 located at 2700 South 

Redwood Road, Woodside Homes, applicant.  

Sarah Carroll presented the plat. The applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for Lakeside Plat 27. 

Two very short streets were eliminated to allow for improved lot configurations and larger blocks. The 

triangular 0.62 acres of open space shown on the concept plan has been eliminated and replaced with open 

space adjacent to the drainage channel. The lots adjacent to the drainage channel have been reconfigured 

to comply with the requirement that lots may not contain any portion of the drainage channel. The 

proposed phasing plan for all three plats has been revised. Plat 26 is intended to be their next phase. Staff 

recommends amenities but feedback they got was that the HOA was not inclined to take care of amenities, 

but the neighbors did want more play areas. Staff suggested more natural, native style amenities to make it 

easier to take care of. Staff recommends adding a condition to formalize amenities at the final plat. The 

proposed lakeshore trail would connect to existing trails. She showed examples of approved elevations. 

There are many different schemes that can be chosen and they would have to be approved by the SSOA as 

well. She noted the Conditions in the staff report, staff recommends approval. They are asking for a 

variation on the setbacks.  

Garrett Seely with Woodside Homes was present to answer questions.   

 

Public Hearing Open by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

Jeff Robe had some questions concerning the landscaping along Redwood Road. There is a berm along the 

property to the north of this and he asked how this would be set up with the elevation of homes.  

Sarah Carroll responded that berming is required in this landscaping area. This applicant will be similar to 

parts of Saratoga Springs Development north of this. 

Jeff Robe wanted to get an idea of how high the homes would be above the berm. 

Garrett Seely answered that it would be no more than about 15 feet above. 

Jeff Robe asked if this was the only access for the whole subdivision onto Redwood Road. 

Sarah Carroll noted that it was the only access to Redwood Road in this phase but other phases had 

connectors.  

Jeff Robe wanted to know about site lines of the homes west of this area and how it would affect homes 

that already had unobstructed views and commented about how the Redwood Road was already 

becoming quite congested. 

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

Sarah Carroll responded that Sherwood drive was rated and would be constructed to handle the traffic 

proposed. 

Jeremy Lapin commented that UDOT is scheduled to widen Redwood Road in 2018 to 5 lanes down to 

Stillwater. There will probably be more widening beyond that at some point. There are also stub roads 

connected to future development.  

Jeff Cochran commented that it sounded as though it was modeled to be able to handle the proposed 

traffic. 
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Sarah Carroll noted the maximum height of a home is 35 feet measured from the existing grade. Where the 

homes west of Redwood Road are higher and this side is a bit lower she anticipates a two story home 

would be about 15 feet higher than the berming. 

Garrett Seely if you look at the contour lines on the plat and carry it across the road the fall is such that 

line of sight won’t be impeded much. 

 

Sandra Steele noted the public had asked about 200 some residents coming out of this road. She indicated that 

with this phase it was only 69 homes and then another road would be built with the next phase and that 

would take some of that traffic also. She asked how many floor plans did they intend to use. 

Garrett Seely replied about 6-8 

Sandra Steele commented that if it’s the same floor plan near each other you can usually tell but you appear to 

have enough plans that you can mix them up. 

Garrett Seely replied that each floor plan had 3 different elevations to choose form as well. 

Sandra Steele looked at the reduction in setback from the other projects and a corner setback had been 20’ 

instead of 15’ and does staff feel that is sufficient to keep a clear line of site. 

Sarah Carroll responded that with the 20-25 in the front and 15 feet on the side, so not directly. 

Kimber Gabryszak commented that the house could be articulated to make it work.  

Sandra Steele feels that is her main concern, that it would be not sufficient and she asked the applicant what he 

would say. 

Garrett Seely replied that they were already following what was already approved in the area and they have 

increased side setbacks from there.  

Sandra Steele thinks we need to add a condition that they meet City Standards for a clear view triangle on the 

corner lots and it will be up to the applicant to make sure the homes meet that. 

Hayden Williamson wanted to echo Commissioner Steele’s comments. He wanted to talk about the amenities 

and that the SSOA didn’t want to maintain the additional amenities. He talked to Doug Rand and he 

recollected that the HOA did want more. 

Garrett Seely said they were still in negotiations with the HOA. 

Hayden Williamson recommended that they look at adding the additional amenities. As for the setbacks if they 

meet the clear view triangle he would be ok with that. 

Kirk Wilkins asked about the green along Redwood Road and asked what kind of grass would go there and if 

it would be maintained. 

Garrett Seely replied they would match everything north of the golf course and it would probably be Kentucky 

and Fescue and the HOA would take care of it. 

Kirk Wilkins asked if there was any variety with the outside elevations. 

Garrett Seely replied yes there will be different pitches and styles of roofs. 

Sarah Carroll commented that she didn’t include the whole packet because of the size and they are required to 

not have any of the same side by side or across the street and because it was a condition of the SSOA she 

doesn’t see the need for an additional condition. 

Kirk Wilkins echoes the concern about the setbacks and would support an additional condition to keep the 

clear view triangle on corner lots. He asked about allowing 3 car garages. 

Garrett Seely responded that about 50% of the plan allowed for 3 car garages. 

Ken Kilgore asked about the lakeshore trail, the report said it can comply as opposed to it does comply, what 

are they thinking as to the type of trail.  

Garrett Seely replied that it has been unique in working with the State in going across State land to connect the 

trails. They are working with FFSL to get the trail to transition across the state property and they are 

waiting from notification from the AG office. 

Jeff Cochran asked if the setbacks were consistent to what was approved before. 

Sarah Carroll said different phases have different setbacks approved so it’s doesn’t match any of them. There 

has been a 15’ rear setback in other phases. She put some comparisons in the staff report. On the corner 

side the narrowest they found was 20’ and they are asking for 15’.  

Jeff Cochran supports the amenities and suggests they work with the HOA to decide what that may be. He also 

agrees with Sandra Steele on the clear view triangle. 

Hayden Williamson thought they could add a condition to work with the HOA on the amenities. 
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Sarah Carroll said they could add to that condition and add that it be presented with the final plat. 

 

Motion made by Kirk Wilkins that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council 

of the Preliminary Plat for Lakeside Plat 27 located at approximately 2700 South Redwood Road, 

based on the findings and conditions found in the Staff Report. With the added conditions that 1. 

For lots with approved setback reductions they maintain the City Code for Clear Site View Triangle 

and 2. That the developer work with staff to agree on a method to provide architectural variety and 

proximity to adjacent homes and those across the street and 3. that they will work with the HOA to 

determine acceptable amenities for open space and present that with the final plat. Seconded by 

Sandra Steele. 

 

Hayden Williamson asked about the condition requiring maintaining architectural variety between homes; 

it sounds like the HOA is already managing that and he doesn’t feel a need to double up with the 

HOA. 

Sarah Carroll noted that they ask for an approval letter from the SSOA before they issue the building 

permit and it works well.  It’s easier for the HOA to maintain that review than for the city. 

Kirk Wilkins will agree to strike the second condition. 

Sandra Steele liked what Kirk Wilkins said better than what SSD proposes. 

Kirk Wilkins said he originally understood that it wasn’t solidified but now he is hearing it different 

Garrett Seely said it’s in the CCR’s that you can’t build the same color scheme house or elevation directly 

across the street or next to another. 

Sandra Steele would be ok with that. 

 

Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Ken Kilgore. Motion passed 5 - 

0. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Preliminary and Final Plat 
The Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow), Neighborhood 6 
Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7 
June 25, 2015 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    Tuesday June 30, 2015  
Applicant: Wayne Reaves with JF Capital 

Owners:   SCP Fox Hollow, Cardinal Land Holdings, Richmond American Homes 

Location:   ~ 3200 South Village Parkway 
Major Street Access:  Village Parkway    

Parcel Number(s) & Size: 59:012:0115, 59:012:0124, 59:012:0124, 59:013:0037, 59:012:0118, 
59:012:0117, 59:013:0059, ~ 40.78 acres 

Land Use Map Designation: Low Density Residential 
Parcel Zoning: R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development 
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development 

Current Use of Parcel:  Undeveloped, roads and utility lines have been installed 
Adjacent Uses:   Single-family lots 

Previous Meetings:  MDA reviewed by PC and CC in 2013 
Previous Approvals:  MDA approved by City Council 4-16-13 

Land Use Authority: City Council 

Type of Action:  Administrative 
Future Routing: City Council 

Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 

 
A. Executive Summary:   

This is a request for approval of the Preliminary and Final Plats for The Villages of Fox Hollow 

Neighborhood 6 Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7.  
  

 Plat 6-2 is 6.27 acres and contains 27 lots ranging in size from 7,000-10,543 square feet 
 Plat 6-4A is 6.03 acres and is an open space dedication plat that contains a water tank, an 

irrigation pond, and public open space. Of the 6.03 acres the applicant will improve and receive 
open space credit for 2.39 acres.  

 Plat 6-4B is 12.76 acres and contains 44 lots ranging in size from 7,000-18,007 square feet 

 Plat 6-5 is 12.49 acres and contains 37 lots ranging in size from 7,955-14,652 square feet 
 Plat 6-7 is 3.23 acres and contains 12 lots ranging in size from 7,504-10,968 square feet    

  
Recommendation:  

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public comment at 

their discretion, discuss the proposed preliminary and final plats, and choose from the options 
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in Section “H” of this report.  Options include approval with conditions, continuation, or denial based on 

non-compliance with findings of specific criterion.  
 

B. Background:  Most of the roads and utility lines were constructed in 2006-2007, based on old approvals 
that were in place at that time. The applicant is proposing the same layout and lot sizes that were in place 

back then and is proposing to use the existing infrastructure.  The proposed plats are subject to the 

“Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development Agreement” (the MDA), which is 
250 pages in length and may be found on the City’s website. The infrastructure and open space obligations 

are spelled out in the MDA and are reviewed later in this report.  
 

C. Specific Request: The applicant is requesting approval of the Preliminary Plats for Neighborhood 6 
Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7. The proposed subdivision layout is very similar to the conceptual layouts shown 

on the exhibits in the Master Development Agreement and the expired approvals.  

 
D. Process: Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Preliminary Plats require a public hearing with the 

Planning Commission and that the City Council is the approval authority.  
 

Staff finding: complies. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 25, 2015 and 
forwarded a recommendation for approval to the City Council.   

 

E. Community Review: Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was 
noticed as a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 

feet of the subject property. During the public hearing the vice president of the HOA stated that she is 
pleased that the developer is willing to work with them.  

 

Planning Commission Review: The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed Preliminary Plats on 
June 25, 2015 and recommended approval subject to the conditions listed in this report. Draft minutes 

from that meeting are attached.  
 

F. General Plan:  consistent. The General Plan recommends Low Density Residential for this area. The 

Land Use Element of the General Plan defines Low Density Residential as one to four units per acre. The 
chart below indicates 144 lots within 45.38 acres, resulting in 3.17 units per acre; thus the proposed 

density is consistent with the General Plan.   
 

Phase Number of Lots Size (acres) Units per acre 

Plat 6-1 (approved 10/15/13) 24 8.68 2.76 

Plat 6-2 27 6.27 4.3 

Plat 6-3 (not included in current MDA) 

Plat 6-4A Open space 6.03 0 

Plat 6-4B 44 12.76 3.45 

Plat 6-5 37 12.49 2.96 

Plat 6-7 12 3.23 3.72 

Village Pkwy (subtract 

acreage) 

Right of Way (4.08) 0 

Totals 144* 45.38 3.17 

 

*Note: 144 lots is 6 more than the maximum number of units allowed by the MDA (138), see the density 
discussion on page 3 of this report for further background and information. The density of 3.17 is below 

the 3.5 units per acre allowed by the MDA.  

 
G. Code Criteria: The requirements for this property are governed by the Land Development Code and The 

Villages at Saratoga Springs (Fox Hollow) Second Master Development Agreement. The property is zoned 
R-3 PUD, Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development; Section 19.04.11 regulates the R-3 zone. 
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This project also falls within a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and is regulated by Chapter 19.07. 

Pertinent sections and Chapters along with the requirements of the MDA are reviewed below.  
 

 

Master Development Agreement 

Density: can comply. The MDA allows up to 138 units and a maximum density of 3.5 units per acre 

within Neighborhood 6. The proposed plats include 144 units (6 extra lots), and a density of 3.17 units per 
acre; however, the 138 limit appears to be an oversight in the new MDA. A review of the history is outlined 

below.  
 

 The old MDA allowed up to 162 lots within Neighborhood 6 (Plat 6-3 contains 24 lots and was 

recorded in 2008 under the old MDA reducing the density to 138 lots for the current MDA); but the 
2006 final plat approval allowed for 6 extra lots due to changes in the Foothill Boulevard 

alignment.  

 In 2006, approximately 10 acres was added to Neighborhood 6 due to changes in the Foothill 

Boulevard alignment which allowed for six more lots than what was allotted by the MDA.  
 The 2006 final plat staff report states “This 66.97 acre neighborhood is comprised of 172* single-

family lots, a future church site and approximately 6 acres of open space which will facilitate a 

water tank and detention pond.  The number of units in this neighborhood is slightly higher than 
what was approved with the Master Development due to the alignment of Foothill Boulevard.  

Several lots were lost with the most recent changes in the alignment of Foothill Boulevard and will 

be made up with this and other Neighborhoods throughout the project.”  
*this indicates 10 extra lots, but the walkways were given lot numbers at that time; there 

were/are 6 extra lots and 4 walkways. 
 After the 2006 approvals the applicant constructed the infrastructure, including the roads and 

utility lines and utility stubs to each lot, in accordance with the plans that were approved at that 

time. Removing six lots will result in many road cuts to remove existing utility stubs.  
 Plat 6-3 was recorded in 2008 and contains 24 lots within 6.97 acres. If this plat is considered, the 

density for all of Neighborhood 6 is 2.97 units per acre (168 lots/56.43 acres).   

 

Based on the history outlined above, and because the utility lines and stubs and the roads are in place, 
staff recommends that the applicant submit a Master Development Plan Amendment application in order to 

request an increase from 138 to 144 lots. In the meantime, six lots need to be removed from the current 
request. The applicant would like to pursue this option and they are proposing to leave off two lots in Plat 

6-4B and four lots in Plat 6-5 (these lots are highlighted in the attachments).  

 
Infrastructure Requirements: can comply. According to the MDA, the developer will be required to 

complete the following items, as described in Exhibit L of the MDA, and outlined below.   
 

         R-1, Swainson Boulevard: Swainson Blvd has been constructed and the road dedication plat has 

been approved by the City Council. The applicant still needs to pay water fees, bond, and record. 

This plat shall be recorded prior to or simultaneous with the recordation of any Neighborhood 6 
plats and the required bonds and fees will be paid at the time of recordation.   

 

         R-2, Wildlife Boulevard: The Plans have been approved by Engineering and the Plat approved by 

City Council. The applicant will need to pay review and inspection fees prior to commencing 

construction on the project and will need to post a bond and pay water fees to record the plat. The 

Development and Reimbursement Agreement between the City and SCP Fox Hollow dated 
11/13/2012 allows Neighborhood 6 to move forward prior to the completion of Wildlife Boulevard.  

 

         R-3, Village Parkway: The construction drawings for Village Parkway are included with the N-6 

construction drawings that were previously approved and mostly constructed. Each phase of N-6 

will need to complete any remaining work or punch list items within the plat boundary. Plats that 
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require access onto Village Parkway like 6-5, 6-6, and 6-7 will require that all portions of Village 

Parkway below those points of access are completed including any outstanding punch list items for 
Village Parkway, such as landscaping and street lights.  

 

         SD-11, N-4 North Detention Basin: Plans for this detention basin have not yet been approved; this 

basin will need to be completed with N-4 or with any other neighborhood that requires the basin 

for adequate detention volume. Completion of this basin will not be required with N-6 if the 

existing system has sufficient capacity for the neighborhood. This basin is anticipated to be 
completed with Neighborhood 2, 4, or 5 whichever requires it first. 

 

         W-5, Zone 3 Booster Station: The culinary portion of this booster station has been completed; the 

secondary portion of this booster station is still not operational. The Development and 

Reimbursement Agreement between the City and SCP Fox Hollow dated 11/13/2012 allows 

Neighborhood 6 to move forward prior to the completion of the secondary system and permits up 
to 190 lots on existing capacity. 

 

         W-6, Zone 3 Secondary Irrigation Pond: Plans for the zone 3 irrigation plan have been approved 

and substantial work on the project has been completed but it is not yet operational. The offsite 

waterlines and drainage facilities for the irrigation pond still need to get approved plans and be 

constructed and the booster station also needs to be completed to make this facility operational. 
The Development and Reimbursement Agreement between the City and SCP Fox Hollow dated 

11/13/2012 allows Neighborhood 6 to move forward prior to the completion of the secondary 
system and permits up to 190 lots on existing capacity. 

 

         W-7, Zone 3 18” Secondary Irrigation Main: Plans have not yet been approved; the waterline was 

installed by the previous developer but is not yet operational. The Development and 
Reimbursement Agreement between the City and SCP Fox Hollow dated 11/13/2012 allows 

Neighborhood 6 to move forward prior to the completion of the secondary system and permits up 
to 190 lots on existing capacity. 

 

MDA Open Space Requirements: can comply. The MDA outlines the open space requirements in 
Exhibit I and allows the applicant to improve master planned open space areas or complete punchlist items 

listed in Exhibit N.  The applicant would like to use “banked” open space improvements that are nearing 
completion for some of their open space obligation and would like to complete punchlist items to meet the 

remaining requirement. The Master HOA is anxious for the completion of the punchlist items in existing 

parks.  
 

Open Space Areas to be improved: 
Open Space Dedication Plat 6-4A includes Open Space 1B as identified in the MDA. The MDA allows Open 

Space 1B to be improved to meet the open space obligations. Landscape plans were approved for 2.39 
acres of improved area within this plat in 2013 with the approval of Plat 6-1. Of the 2.39 acres, 1.45 acres 

was proposed and approved for the open space obligations for Plat 6-1, leaving 0.94 acres that may be 

used towards the open space requirements for future phases. The applicant is requesting to use the 0.94 
acres to satisfy some of the open space obligations for Plats 6-2, 6-4B, 6-5, and 6-7. 

 
Plat 1-7A was also approved in 2013 and included Open Space 1A as identified in the MDA. The MDA 

allows Open Space 1A to be improved to meet the open space obligations. Landscape plans were approved 

for this area (2.07 acres) in 2013 with the approval of Plat 1-7A. Of the 2.07 acres, 0.86 acres was 
proposed and approved to meet the open space obligations for Plat 1-7A, leaving 1.21 acres that may be 

used towards the open space requirements for future phases. The applicant is requesting to use the 1.21 
acres to satisfy some of the open space obligations for Plats 6-2, 6-4B, 6-5, and 6-7.  
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The applicant shall improve 4.747 acres of open space or improve punchlist items. They would like to use 

the “banked” open space from above first and then complete punchlist items, in the amount detailed 
below. The total “banked” open space is 2.15 acres.  

  
Punchlist items, amount:  

After applying the 2.15 acres from above, the applicant is choosing to complete punchlist items from 

Exhibit N. The total project area for Plats 6-2, 6-4B, 6-5, and 6-7, after subtracting the Villages Parkway 
right of way, is 26.59; this total has been used for the determinations below. The formula from Exhibit I 

results in the following expenditure requirement that shall be used towards the punchlist items: 
 

a. Open Space Area to be improved:   4.747 acres  
b. “Banked” improved Open Space:   2.15 acres 

c. Remaining acreage to improved:   2.597 (N/A when improving punchlist items) 

d. Open Space Classification (6) Cost:  $64,976.00 
e. Punchlist Open Space Budget (c*d):  $168,749.85 

 
The applicant shall coordinate with the HOA regarding the priority of completion for the punchlist items 

listed in Exhibit N and shall submit receipts to the City to indicate fulfillment of this requirement.  

 
Escrow obligation for Regional Park:  

The formula from Exhibit I results in the following escrow obligation that shall be paid towards the 
Regional Park: $745.14 x 26.59 acres = $19,813.27 

 
 

Section 19.04.11, Low Density Residential (R-3) 

Permitted or Conditional Use: complies. “Single Family Dwellings” are a permitted use in the R-3 
zone. The proposed preliminary plats indicate 144 single-family lots for single family dwellings; the 

proposed use is a permitted use in the R-3 zone. 
 

Minimum Lot Size: variation requested. The minimum lot size for any use in this zone is 10,000 

square feet. However, lot sizes may be reduced through the PUD process and the applicant is requesting 
lots ranging in size from 7,000 to 18,007 square feet in size.  See “variations” later in this report.  

 
Setbacks/Yard Requirements: variation requested. The R-3 zone requires front setbacks of 25 feet, 

side setbacks of 8 feet and 12 feet, and rear setbacks of 25 feet. For corner lots the minimum setback is 

25 feet in the front and 20 feet on the side.  
 

However, setbacks may be reduced through the PUD process and the applicant is requesting a 20’ rear 
setback.  

 
Minimum Lot Width: complies. Every lot in this zone shall be 70 feet in width at the front building 

setback. The proposed lots comply with this requirement.  

 
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. These requirements will be 

reviewed by the building department with each individual building permit application.  
  

Fencing:  can comply. Section 19.06.09 states “Fencing shall be placed along property lines abutting 
open space, parks, trails, and easement corridors. In addition, fencing may also be required adjacent to 
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undeveloped properties. In an effort to promote safety for citizens using these trail corridors and security 

for home owners, fences shall be semi-private.” 
Fencing is required around the open spaces and along the Village Parkway trail corridor; this has been 

included as a condition of approval. Fences around the open space shall be 6’ tall semi-private tan vinyl 
fencing. Fencing along Village Parkway shall match existing fencing that is adjacent to this corridor.  

 

 

19.07 Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

Process: Section 19.07.10 states “PUD is reviewed in a three-step process: 1) concept plan review, 2) 
preliminary plat review, 3) final plat review.  

 
1. Concept Plan Review: 

This section requires Conceptual plan review prior to preliminary plat review.   

 
Staff finding: complies. The proposed layout is similar to the conceptual layouts shown within the 
MDA and the expired approvals that were granted in 2006.  

2. Preliminary PUD Plat Review: 

This section requires the preliminary PUD plans to comply with the project densities, density 

bonuses, clustering, preservation of open space, etc. and requires the architectural plans to be 
reviewed. The architectural elevations are required to be reviewed by the Urban Design Committee 

prior to review by the Planning Commission, and should demonstrate continuity and uniform 
architectural themes, features, and styles for all structures within the project, including types of 

materials. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and “either recommend approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial of the application to the City Council.” Following the Planning 

Commission’s action, the application shall be forwarded to the City Council for action.  

 
Staff finding: can comply. The applicant intends to sell the lots to Richmond American Homes and 
to Fieldstone Homes. The architectural elevations were reviewed by the Urban Design Committee prior 
to review by the Planning Commission (see “Urban Design Committee” below). The Planning 
Commission will hold a public hearing and make a recommendation to the City Council.  
 
Urban Design Committee: 

The Urban Design Committee reviewed the attached renderings on June 17, 2015. They did not have 
any comments and recommended approval of the proposed elevations (attached). Both home builders 

have built in Fox Hollow previously.  

 
3. Final PUD Plat Review:  

This section requires final plats to be prepared in compliance “with the action of the City Council on 
any preliminary plat application” and shall also comply with any conditions of the preliminary plat 

approval. The City Council shall review the final plat plans for compliance with the conditions of the 
preliminary plat plans at a later date.  

 

Staff finding: can comply. The current application is for the preliminary plat. Final plat applications 
will be reviewed simultaneously when the applications are presented to the City Council.  
 

Variations Requested:   

The applicant is requesting a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet (a 70% reduction) and a minimum rear 

setback of 20’ (an 80% reduction). 
 

Conditions for Variations: 
Section 19.07.07 states Subject to 19.07.06(3), the City Council may, in the process of approving 

preliminary or final PUD plans, approve variations from applicable development standards in the underlying 
zone only if it finds that all of the following conditions are met: 
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1. that the granting of the variation will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent landowners or 
residents; 

2. that the variation desired will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or general welfare; 
and 

3. that the granting of the variation will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of this 

Chapter or the Land Use Element of the General Plan.” 
 
Overall Staff finding: complies. The requested variations do not include variations related to uses 
allowed within the zone. Granting a variation to the minimum rear setbacks and minimum lot size will not 
adversely affect the rights of adjacent landowners or residents because lots of similar sizes and widths are 
found within the PUD. The variations will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or general welfare 
because allowing smaller lots and a reduced rear setback within Fox Hollow allows for larger open spaces. 
The granting of the variation will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of this Chapter or the 
Land use Element of the General Plan because the PUD section allows for variations to be considered and 
neighboring phases have received similar variations.  The MDA requires 30% open space along with a 
regional park that will be dedicated to the City. The open space throughout the development will offset the 
variations being requested and thus the variations will not adversely affect neighboring property.   
 
Criteria for Variations: 

Section 19.07.06(3) outlines the criteria for approval of variations as reviewed below.  
 

1. In a vested PUD Overlay Zone, variations from the development standards of the underlying zone 
may be permitted by the City Council provided the variations meet the requirements of this 

Chapter and are specifically adopted by the City Council as part of the approved PUD plans. 

Variations, however, shall not include changes in the uses allowed by the zone with which the PUD 
has been combined. 

 
Staff finding: can comply. The requested variations are for the minimum rear setback 
and the minimum lot size and are not use variations. The City Council is the approval 
authority for the requested variations.  
 

2. The City Council may, in the process of approving preliminary or final PUD plans, approve 
variations from the minimum standards of the underlying zone, including minimum densities, lot 

sizes, setbacks, and open space requirements where there is sufficient evidence that the variations 

will not adversely affect neighboring property and where the standards of this Chapter are met. 
 

3. Variations to the underlying zone requirements may not be greater than 25% except for density 
bonuses, which are established in each zone under Chapter 19.04. For instance, a required 20 foot 

front setback may not be reduced to less than 15 feet. 
 

Staff finding: complies with MDA. The applicant is requesting a minimum lot size of 
7,000 square feet (a 70% reduction) and a minimum rear setback of 20’ (an 80% 
reduction). Although these variations are greater than 25%, this limit was added to the 
Code in July 2013 and the MDA prohibits changes to the code that prevent the uses 
allowed by the MDA. The MDA was signed and recorded on June 20, 2013 and outlines 
specific densities for each phase of development. Page 3, Section 3 of the MDA states:  

 
Land uses in these zoning designations shall be governed by Title 19 of the City 
Code in effect at the time of preliminary plat application, except to the extent that 
this Agreement is more restrictive. Except as otherwise provided herein, the City 
shall not change the zoning designation (PUD R-3, Commercial, or BP (if requested 
by Neighborhood 7 Developer)) on the Property until this Agreement is no long in 
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effect, nor shall the City amend its Land Development Code to prohibit any of the 
land uses as identified in the Master Development Plan. In an event of a conflict 
between the R-3 zone and PUD overlay zone requirements of Title 19, the PUD 
Overlay zone requirements shall take precedence.  

 

4. Setbacks. 

a. Subject to 19.07.06(3), variations of setbacks from the underlying zone regulations shall 
be compensated by providing additional open space in other appropriate areas of the 

development, shall be in keeping with accepted land use planning principles, and shall only 
be approved as part of a PUD application duly approved by the City Council. 

 
Staff finding: complies. The PUD Overly requires additional open space in 
exchange for density. This was negotiated and approved with the MDA.  
 

b. Notwithstanding Subsection (a), no structure within a PUD may be closer than twenty feet 

to the peripheral property line of the entire development. The area within the twenty feet 
may be used as a buffer strip to be counted toward base open space requirements so long 

as it meets the definition of open space in Chapter 19.02 and the requirements for “base 

open space” in Subsection 19.07.07(7) below. If such buffer strip does not meet the 
definition of “base open space,” then it may be counted towards a density bonus so long 

as it meets the requirements of this Chapter and is granted in the discretion of the City 
Council. 

 
Staff finding: complies. These plats do not include any homes that are closer 
than 20’ to the boundary of the PUD.  

 
H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed Preliminary and Final Plats, discuss any public 
input received at their discretion, and select from the possible motions below.   

  

Recommended Motion: 
“I move that the City Council approve the Preliminary and Final Plats for Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6, 

Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7, located at approximately 3200 South Village Parkway, based on the findings 
and conditions listed below:  

 

Findings: 
1. Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was noticed as a public 

hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the 
subject property. 

2. The proposed preliminary 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.   

3. The proposed preliminary plat meets or can conditionally meet 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 be met, including those listed in the attached report. 

2. That all requirements of the City Fire Chief be met.  
3. Six lots shall be removed from the proposed plats and the applicant may pursue an MDA 

amendment to request an increase in the maximum number of units allowed in Neighborhood 6. 
4. The following variations are approved:  

i. The minimum lot size shall be 7,000 square feet  
ii. The minimum rear setback shall be 20 feet 
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5. Fences shall be installed around the open space and shall be 6’ tall semi-private tan vinyl fencing.  

6. Fencing shall be installed along Village Parkway and shall be compatible with adjacent fencing 
along Village Parkway. Colors and materials shall be approved by the HOA.  

7. The pedestrian connection on Plat 6-4A shall be dedicated to the HOA. The remaining open space 
within this plat shall be dedicated to the City.  

8. The applicant shall meet the open space and regional park escrow obligations as detailed on pgs 4-

5 of this report.  
9. Prior to issuance of a building permit, architectural elevations are subject to approval by the HOA.  

 
 

Alternative Motions: 
 

Alternative Motion A 

“I move to continue the item to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on information 
and/or changes needed to render a decision as 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 proposed preliminary and final plats for Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6 Phases  2, 4A, 4B, 5, 

and 7, located at approximately 3200 South Village Parkway. I find that the application does not meet the 
requirements of the City ordinances as more specifically stated below.”  

 
List findings for denial: 

 

 
 
 

 

 
I. Exhibits:   

 
A. Engineering Staff Report  

B. Location Map 

C. Proposed Preliminary Plats 
D. Proposed Plat 6-4B and 6-7, removing 6 lots 

E. Proposed Elevations – Richmond American 
F. Proposed Elevations – Fieldstone Homes 

G. Draft Planning Commission Minutes, 6/25/15 

 



 
City Council 
Staff Report 

 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  

Subject:  Villages at Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6  

     Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7 

Date: June 17, 2015 

Type of Item:   Preliminary and Final Plat Approval 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a preliminary and Final Plat application. Staff has reviewed 

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

Applicant:  Wayne Reaves 
Request:  Preliminary Plat and Final Plat Approval 
Location:  3200 S. Village Parkway 
Acreage:  40.78 acres – 120 lots 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of preliminary plat and 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 and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be complied with and 

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

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

due to the grading practices employed during construction of these plats.  
 
F. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, 

UPDES and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. 
 
G. Developer shall install cut-off channel drainage swales where required to keep upland 

lots from discharging onto lower lots or to protect lots from upland flows.   
 
H. All work is to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical Specifications, 

most recent edition. 



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

recordation of plats. 
 
J. Developer may be required by the Saratoga Springs Fire Chief to perform fire flow test 

prior to final plat approval and prior to the commencement of the warranty period. 
 
K. Submittal of a Mylar and electronic version of the as-built drawing in AutoCAD format to 

the City Engineer is required prior acceptance of site improvements and the 
commencement of the warranty period.  The submittal must have all required changes 
and match the City’s standard plat format. 

 
L. Developer shall stabilize and reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
M. Developer shall improve open space OS-1B as per the MDA and the approved 

landscaping plans including trail, enhancement of native landscaping, and removal of 
invasive species.  
 

N. Developer shall also place into escrow the proportional share for the regional park as 
specified by the MDA. 

 
O. Developer shall place $3,750 into escrow with each recorded lot in water zone 3 as 

specified by the Zone 3 Water Agreement. 
 

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

 
B. Developer shall provide end of road and end of sidewalk signs per MUTCD at all applicable 

locations. 
 
C. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within pedestrian 

corridors. 
 
D. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located in the 

public right-of-way 
 
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. Overhead power lines and guy wires shall not be permitted within residential lots 
 

G. Unused Utility mains and laterals shall be removed back to the main and capped. 
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FIELDSTONE HOMES 

ELEVATIONS 



















 



Roof Styles - Front Elevations
Fieldstone Homes is proposing using a mixture of roof lines to offer elevation diversity on 
products for the Legacy Farms development. We would propose using multiple gables and 
dutch-hip roofs in combination with each other to offer as well as offering hipped roofs 
specific to each plan. Examples of such roof lines on current product:



Front Porches 
Where possible on plans Fieldstone Homes will provide a covered porch from the front
entryway to the side of the building. Porches will typically be covered by a shed style roof and 
will provide a gutter/downspout to keep walkways safe for useage in the winter. Examples of 
such scenarios follow:



Roof Styles - Front Elevations
Fieldstone Homes is proposing using a mixture of roof lines to offer elevation diversity on 
products for the Legacy Farms development. We would propose using multiple gables and 
dutch-hip roofs in combination with each other to offer as well as offering hipped roofs 
specific to each plan. Examples of such roof lines on current product:



Roof Styles - Side Gable Elevations
On side elevations where the roof line forms a gable end Fieldstone Homes proposes
provideing a transition band (in an offsetting color) between the body of the home and the 
elevation. Material above the transition band would be a different accent color to provide 
variance in gable ends. Examples of such scenarios elevations follow:



Windows
To provide variation between plan elevations Fieldstone Homes will use a variety of window 
sizes and configurations that take into account both the interior elevation and the exterior 
functionality of all windows. In addition Fieldstone Homes proposes to provide windows in 
all garage doors. Examples of such scenarios follow:



Architectural Details
Where possible Fieldstone Homes will be providing architectural details to enhance the
overall presence of the product. The following examples portray some of the more significant 
details that are being proposed:
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WINDOW LETTER TYPE HEAD HEIGHT COMMENTS COUNT

A 2020 FX 6' - 0" 3
A 2020 FX 6' - 11" 5
M 2630 SH 6' - 11" 1
B 3030 FX 6' - 8" 2
C 3040 FX 6' - 8" 1
C 3040 FX 7' - 11" OVER KITCHEN SINK 1
E 3040 SL 7' - 11" OVER KITCHEN SINK 2
F 3050 SH 6' - 8" TEMPERED LOCATIONS AS PER PLAN 5
F 3050 SH 6' - 11" MAIN FLOOR 1
G 5040 SL 6' - 8" 7
J 5050 SL 6' - 11" 1
I 6050 SL 6' - 8" 2
I 6050 SL 6' - 11" 1

 1/8" = 1'-0"
1 Left Elevation - 3 Car
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W/ ASTM D 3161 CLASS F
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DRIP EDGE ON 6"
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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 

June 25, 2015 
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 

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

_____________________________________________________________________________________  
 

Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, David Funk, Ken Kilgore 

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

Others: Tim Petty, KC Shaw, Wayne Reaves, Matt Scott, Paul Watson, Ryan Poduska, Tanya Parker 

Excused: Hayden Williamson, 

 

 

4. Public Hearing and Possible Action: Preliminary Plat for Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6 Phase 2, 4A, 4B, 

5 and 7 located at 3200 South Village Parkway, Wayne Reaves, applicant.  

Sarah Carroll presented the plat. This was all approved previously but needed to wait and they are now ready 

to move forward with these phases. They are over 6 lots from what the Master Development Agreement 

allows. Based on the history and because the utility lines and stubs and the roads are in place, staff 

recommends that the applicant submit a Master Development Plan Amendment application in order to 

request an increase from 138 to 144 lots. In the meantime, six lots need to be removed from the current 

request. They have open space options and they have already received landscape approvals earlier and an 

open space credit. They recommend that they coordinate the requirements on the punch list with the HOA. 

Each phase will need to contribute to the water rights costs for the regional park. These lots will be sold to 

Fieldstone Homes and Richmond Homes. There are quite a few options for elevations. There is a condition 

that all elevations meet HOA approval before building permit. Sarah reviewed the Conditions. 

Wayne Reaves noted they didn’t’ want to lose the 6 lots, but realized because of changes their project has to 

change. They purchased an existing pre-built subdivision. Foothill Blvd. shifted land and other things. City 

staff caught the problems and they are making the change and amendment now. 

 

Public Hearing Open by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

Tanya Parker with The Villages HOA is expressing appreciation that the developer has been willing to 

work with them.  

Paul Watson went over the 6 lot scenario. He noted that a lot of things had changed in the document from 

the original. He feels the document needs to be somewhat fluid. Redwood Road and other roads 

increased in sizes. If you were following the letter of the law you would have had a Master 

Development Agreement change after any of those things. He feels if the intent and spirit of the 

document is met, the allowed density was around 3.5 for the site and they are now around 3 so their 

density went down. They took some acreage from neighborhood 12 and put it in this project. The 

original document didn’t allow for irrigation pond and things that are factored into it. This is like a 

board of adjustment and they are just trying to get the spirit of the document met. They are trying to be 

below the density mark and make sure they are doing all the road improvements while they do this.  

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

 

Jeff Cochran asked staff if they would address comments. 

Mark Christensen said staff looked for every possible way to try and get the 6 lots now. There are some tables 

they feel are iron clad in establishing parameters for this and so they were not comfortable recommending 

those 6 lots. They feel they have come up with a good solution for now that allows them to move forward. 

They think Fox Hollow is doing a great job and when the amendment comes it will be an easy decision.  
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Kevin Thurman noted that what is in front of the Planning Commission meets the requirements of the Master 

Development Agreement currently. They will come back and request an amendment, but that is not in 

question today.  

Wayne Reaves expected that response tonight and that they were voting only on this plat. The rest was to prep 

Planning Commission and later City Council to help more easily get the language in the Master 

Development Agreement so they don’t need to come back later and amend it.  

Mark Christensen said there is a clear paragraph that says any changes to the exhibits would require a full 

amendment process, which is where they have hit the log jam. It makes no sense to rip up a road and they 

get that it’s an oversite from when they did the amendment to the Master Development Agreement. 

Unfortunately that procedurally has to happen and they will do what they need to help. 

Sandra Steele asked if all the corner lots met the clear site triangle.  

Sarah Carroll noted they would be fine, they are not requesting a reduction to the sides.  

David Funk was glad to hear that we had good people to work with in the developers and that it sounds great 

for now. 

Kirk Wilkins liked the variety of the elevations in the plan and asked if there was a way to spread those out. 

Wayne Reaves said they may need the HOA address that, the home builder is not present but from previous 

experience they do not allow same homes to be together. 

Ryan Poduska, for the HOA, said they have a manager who reviews the plans to make sure the houses next to 

and across the street are different. 

Kirk Wilkins appreciates that the economy has made this more desirable to come, he appreciates that they will 

follow-up with the city for items in the amendment and appreciates that they have decreased the density.  

Ken Kilgore asked on page 3 of the staff report, there are a number of fees that have to be paid and he 

wondered when those were scheduled.  

Sarah Carroll noted with Swainson Ave. they are requiring they record that simultaneously with these plats or 

before and prior to that is when they require the water rights to be paid and with Wildlife Blvd. because of 

the separate agreement that will be handled at a later time.  

Ken Kilgore asked on an agreement with access points to Village Parkway. 

Sarah Carroll said the city has received construction drawings for Village parkway and portions of the road are 

on those plats and the fees will be paid when they are recorded. 

Wayne Reaves replied that because of a lot of off- site costs that they don’t get a return on, they are trying to 

get neighborhood 6 to close and record and sell as close together as he can. 

Sarah Carroll noted that some punch list items are related to landscaping and streetlights so they will bond for 

those improvements when they record and they have one year to complete those. 

Wayne Reaves said street lights will be in and they hope to start the landscaping as soon as possible. 

Ken Kilgore asked on pg. 4, the Master Development Agreement space requirements, he wondered about the 

30% open space. 

Sarah Carroll said the 30% is based on the entire acreage and with each phase that comes through they have a 

formula they use. With the escrow amount they pay toward the regional park the total ends up being a bit 

less because they are contributing to the regional park. 

Kevin Thurman commented that they had to figure out a way to calculate the amount of open space that would 

be equitable to everyone because they had different types of open space with sensitive lands and regional 

parks and different amenities. So they came up with this formula and when all is said and done it should 

equal out to be the 30%. The later phases are developing the sensitive lands and the percentage on the back 

end will be higher. The hope is it will equal out when the last plat comes in. 

Mark Christensen said it was challenging because of the way the property came about. Different people 

financed different phases of the project. At one point 13 different lenders owned different chunks of the 

property. Some neighborhoods were already built with infrastructure and almost ready to go and to meet 

that requirement on their own they would have had to tear out streets and things. They needed to change it 

so that it evened out across the entire project. They got all the property owners to agree to this 

methodology. 

Ken Kilgore asked on pg. 27, with examples of elevations, he is wondering if these elevations were built 

somewhere else and perhaps here in Saratoga Springs 
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Sarah Carroll said they have both situations, some of those types of homes are in the city and some are in other 

locations where they have built. 

Ken Kilgore was wondering if there was a city wide standard for the home designs. 

Mark Christensen said that would be the architectural standards but they didn’t have anything like that. 

Jared Henline said it looked good and asked how fast they could come back on the motion. 

Sarah Carroll said they will have to submit the application and once it’s submitted they can schedule that. 

Jeff Cochran asked about timeframes on infrastructure requirements, with development moving forward prior 

to secondary completion, does that leave the city in potential liability. 

Sarah Carroll said they have a cap with 190 homes. 

Mark Christensen said it was part of a second agreement with Henry Walker Homes, phase 6 was always 

further along but stopped. The City entered into an agreement knowing the tank they helped build had 

adequate capacity for this neighborhood, so part of the trigger was to finish Swainson Avenue and the 

building of this pond, which is sized only for fox hollow. They have adequate for now but they are limited 

to an agreement from 3 years ago. He believes there is adequate infrastructure at this time to move 

forward. 

Jeremy Lapin said the tank was for both indoor and outdoor water, they could sit with just that take for several 

years without any problems.  

Jeff Cochran asked about the minimum lot size variation request and if those requests are consistent with the 

original plant that was approved. 

Sarah Carroll said they were. 

 

Motion made by Sandra Steele that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council 

of the Preliminary Plats for Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6, Phases 2, 4A, 4B, 5, and 7, located at 

approximately 3200 South Village Parkway, based on the findings and conditions listed in the staff 

report. Seconded by Kirk Wilkins. Aye: Sandra Steele, David Funk, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, 

Ken Kilgore, Jarred Henline. Motion passed 6 - 0. 

 

 

 



Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  AICP	  
Planning	  Director	  

	  

1307	  North	  Commerce	  Drive,	  Suite	  200	  	  •	  	  Saratoga	  Springs,	  Utah	  84045	  
801-‐766-‐9793	  	  x	  107	  •	  	  801-‐766-‐9794	  fax	  
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com	  	  

City Council 
Memorandum 

Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, AICP 
Memo Date:  Tuesday, June 29, 2015 
Meeting Date:  Tuesday, July 7, 2015 
Re:   Legacy Farms Community Plan Amendment, Potential Findings for Denial 
 
 
Background: 
On June 16, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing on a proposed amendment to the Legacy 
Farms Community Plan. Staff originally provided findings for approval, as well as alternatives for 
continuance and denial without findings. For reference and background, the June 16th staff report is 
attached.  
 
Following the public hearing and discussion, the Council tabled the decision to allow Staff time to draft 
clear findings for denial, based on Council direction and discussion during the June 16, 2015 hearing.  
 
Potential Motion for Denial:  
 
“I move to deny the Legacy Farms Community Plan amendment with the Findings below: 

 
1. The amendment is not consistent with the City Center District Area Plan (“DAP”) 

(Attachment “A”) as the proposed materials do not enhance walkability of the development, 
a goal identified in the Street Concepts and Guiding Principles and Traditional Neighborhood 
sections in pages 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20 of the DAP, as concrete enhances the appearance of 
the area as a shared driveway which encourages walking, while asphalt appears more similar 
to a typical road which does not encourage walking; and 
 

2. The amendment is not consistent with the DAP’s criteria on Page 5, “The Saratoga Springs 
Opportunity,” of providing a “transportation system that is effective in moving people” 
because asphalt will reduce the appearance that the shared lane is separate from a typical 
road and will therefore discourage foot traffic.   

 
3. The amendment is not consistent with the DAP’s criteria to balance competing uses of 

streets. Since the share lanes are not one of the identified street types in the DAP (see Pages 
14—16), there is an increased need to “to strike a balance among the road’s function, 
adjacent land use, and the competing travel needs.” DAP, Page 16. Since automobile traffic 
will compete with pedestrian traffic in shared lanes, the use of concrete will better help 
drivers understand the unique characteristics of the shared lanes and help drivers understand 
that slower speeds and increased caution is necessary so that the competing needs of 
pedestrians are met.  

 
4. The amendment is not consistent with the DAP goal of livable streets, as identified on Page 

19 of the DAP, “Planning Criteria and Guidelines,” as the concrete’s purpose is to provide 
safe walkways similar to wide sidewalks, while asphalt will result in a roadway without 
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sidewalks, and there are no other livable street options such as benches or street furniture or 
on-street parking; and 

 
5. The amendment is not consistent with the DAP’s criteria to provide communities that are 

“pleasant places to walk.” DAP, Planning Criteria and Guidelines, Page 18. The use of 
concrete material instead of asphalt creates the clear impression that the shared lanes are 
separate and distinct from other streets in Legacy Farms. Amending the community plan to 
allow asphalt in the shared lanes will significantly impact the walkability of the 
neighborhood and will reduce the likelihood that this community will be a pleasant place to 
walk. 

 
6. The amendment is not consistent with the Traditional Neighborhood place type on page 20 of 

the DAP, as this place type states that “neighborhoods are walkable with sidewalk and trail 
connectivity” and with the removal of concrete there is reduced walkability and no 
sidewalks; and  
 

7. The amendment is not consistent with Section 19.26.01.6 of the City Code, as the proposed 
design changes from concrete to asphalt create the appearance of a road and not a shared 
space, and thus do not provide safe pedestrian and bicycle travel; and 
 

8. The amendment is not consistent with Section 19.26.01.6 of the City Code, as the proposed 
patterns increase safety issues by appearing to limit pedestrians to crosswalk areas and 
therefore imply that the remainder of the shared lane is for automobiles only.  
 

Potential Alternative Motions: 
Potential alternate motions for approval or continuance can be found on page 4 of Attachment B 
(page 13 of this packet).  

 
Attachments 
A. District Area Plan Excerpts   - pages 3-9 
B. Council Staff Report Dated June 16, 2015 - pages 10-19 
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As Utah County grows, it is important to establish new job centers that 
provide high-wage employment accessible to residents. The Saratoga Springs 
City Center is positioned to provide that type of job center. Transportation 
accessibility is essential to facilitate such a job center. This community will be 
driven by its position as both a regional and neighborhood serving commerce 
center. Access to major multimodal transportation (major roadways and new 
transit) networks enhances the marketability of housing in the community 
and in attracting jobs and businesses to the area. Even with many jobs 
available within Saratoga Springs, some people will continue to commute 
to Salt Lake and Utah County job centers. All housing units will be within 
a close distance to major highways and/or high speed transit options for 
convenient commuting connections.  

Current development trends indicate that corporations’ and workers’ concept 
of the ideal workplace is changing. Many companies are transitioning from 
single-use to multi-use or mixed-use environments, given workers’ desire to 
live closer to work environments in order to spend less time commuting. In 
addition, companies are locating in places with more transportation options, 
usable open spaces, walkable environments, and retail amenities. There are 
some key components that are recognized as being essential, including a 
master plan with development guidelines supportive of the commercial core, 
a transportation system that is effective in moving people and goods, an 
educated labor force within a reasonable commuting distance of the work 
place, and the provision or existence of lifestyle quality indicators such as 
schools, cultural opportunities, and recreational opportunities. Urban design 
guidelines can help to achieve a high quality environment that stresses  
diverse opportunities for business, recreation, and entertainment, and aids  
in the preservation of the environment.

Mixed-use development encourages flexible and creative design as well 
as reduces the cost of public infrastructure. It is essential to develop land 
within and around the core in a mix of supportive land uses to provide office, 
shopping, recreational and cultural uses in close proximity to residents  
and employees.

Research indicates that well-executed planned communities can:

THE SARATOGA SPRINGS OPPORTUNITY

5SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  DISTRICT AREA PLAN 
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

STREET CONCEPTS

STREET CONCEPTS
Streets throughout the plan area will serve different purposes and carry 
varying capacities. The context of the land use along a street shapes the 
design of a street. One of the basic building components of the Plan is the 
multi-modal street system. A multi-modal street balances the needs of many 
modes of travel, giving people the option to walk, bike, ride transit or drive. 

Street designs will incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS). CSS is a 
planning process by which transportation projects are designed to serve all 
users and meet the needs of the community and environment through which 
they pass. Traditionally streets have been designed to have the same layout 
throughout their length. CSS adapts the lanes, parking and sidewalks to meet 
the needs of the surrounding area, while accommodating the traffic flow. The 
street types shown attempt to strike a balance among the road’s function, 
adjacent land use, and the competing travel needs.

This approach diverges from conventional street designs that emphasize 
automobile mobility and speed to the exclusion of other users and instead 
relies on the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Recommended Practice 
for Walkable Urban Thoroughfares. Street concepts can be adjusted to best fit 
the land use; however the following concepts serve as examples of potential 
options. Additional classifications may be proposed through the Community 
Plan and/or Village Plan process.
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Neighborhood Residential Streets
Neighborhood residential streets do not serve regional traffic, rather they are 
low-volume and neighborhood serving. The urban design of residential streets 
includes sidewalks, street trees and building frontages. On street parking 
is encouraged, both for ease of residents and to slow traffic. Driveways and 
garages may be in the back of buildings and accessed by an alley which 
decreases the number of driveways entering onto the street. 

SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN
STREET CONCEPTS

Neighborhood Residential

Neighborhood Residential
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PLANNING  CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES
The District Area Plan includes planning criteria and guidelines generally 
governing the planning of the Saratoga Springs City Center. Such criteria 
and guidelines establish the overall character of the land use designations or 
“place types.” The criteria and guidelines contained herein are not meant to be 
design standards, but rather, flexible guidelines. 

Regional centers are an important focus in the District Area Plan. They 
will draw people from throughout the region for shopping and services. 
Easy transportation accessibility and visibility are key to the success of 
regional retail centers. While regional retail centers are largely dependent 
on automobile travel, designing them within the context of adjoining 
neighborhoods has the potential to encourage some alternative travel, such  
as walking. 

Walkable mixed-use neighborhoods represent the most basic places that are 
economically stable and environmentally sustainable. Each day residents 
and workers travel to meet an array of needs. If a modest fraction of these 
trips are made on foot, Saratoga Springs will realize significant economic, 
environmental, and social benefits. Car use and expensive roadway 
infrastructure can be reduced, and walking improves the likelihood that 
neighbors will know each other and engage in informal community policing. 
Within neighborhoods, “walk-to convenience” can bring amenities, retail 
shops, and community services within a short distance of most homes and 
businesses, connected with pedestrian-friendly routes. Streets are more 
attractive to pedestrians when building entrances and windows that face 
the street and encourage neighborhood activity while discouraging crime. 
Street trees and landscaping help create inviting and comfortable walking 
environments. Buildings also make environments more pedestrian friendly 
by offering protection from heat and rain, and by being designed in a human 
scale with features that make streets more welcoming.

The quality of pedestrian environments also plays a critical role in the 
success of centers that serve multiple neighborhoods or the region. These 
centers typically offer retail, employment, cultural activities, and/or transit 
services. Street-facing shops, generous tree-lined sidewalks, and “eyes on 
the street” provided by upper-story housing represent essential components 
for urban safety and vitality. To become attractive destinations, centers must 

SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN
PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

also incorporate conditions that have made great places throughout history:  
encouraging foot-traffic and civic activity, sizing parks and plazas to their 
level of activity, shaping urban space with building walls, and using materials 
and architecture that correspond with Utah’s climate and history.

The following are principles that should serve as the basis for more detailed 
development standards adopted with the Community Plan. These principles 
are reflected in the place types.

Planning Principles
WALKABLE DISTRICTS
Communities must be pleasant places to walk, to encourage people to reduce 
their use of  cars. Walkable districts mix complementary uses, maintain 
reasonable walking distances, and bring building entrances and facades to the 
street. Walkable districts in the Saratoga Springs City Center District Area 
Plan will generally be found in urban centers, transit oriented development, 
and neighborhood commercial. Walkable neighborhoods such as town 
neighborhood and traditional neighborhood support these districts by 
providing nearby housing opportunities. Urban grassy areas or hardscape 
plazas provide gathering places in walkable districts and can be a focal point 
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

for restaurants and shopping to locate around. Conveniences and recreation 
can be walked to easily, along safe and attractive routes. This traditional “main 
street” or “town center” pattern presents a sensible alternative to auto-reliant 
development that separates housing and jobs from conveniences and transit, 
exacerbates traffic congestion, creates social enclaves, and consumes more land. 
Above ground floor retail and offices there could be opportunities for people to 
live within these walkable mixed use districts in upper story residential units. 

SMART PARKING
Walkable districts are supported by smart parking strategies. While transit, 
biking and walking are important pieces of a transportation strategy, people 
will continue to own and drive cars. To make the optimal use of land in centers 
and along main streets, it is important to provide the right amount of parking 
capacity and not too much. These walkable districts are areas in which you 
can park once and walk to a variety of destinations. Both on-street parking 
and off-street lots, preferably behind buildings, allow the ease of parking once. 
Offices usually do not need parking spaces in the evenings when restaurants 
and residences do, so these and other uses can share the same spaces over the 
course of a day.

LIVABLE STREETS
Streets can set the stage for many dimensions of community life. Streets 
in mixed-use centers  that are lined with street trees, sidewalks, building 
entries and windows make walking more attractive – whether for errands or 
recreation. Well-designed streets also make it easier to meet neighbors and 
partake in community life. Their character can also have a profound effect on 
the image and identity of a city or neighborhood. Multi-modal streets slow 
traffic through centers, bringing the necessary activity while simultaneously 
making them places that are desirable to visit. Livable streets are created 
by implementing a variety of design elements including some or all of the 
following: 

 
curb extensions and colored/textured crosswalks
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

Residential

Open Space

The “ingredients” that make  
up a Traditional Neighborhood:

TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD Traditional neighborhoods in this district are medium-
density residential areas typically comprised of many 
small lot single-family dwellings, some townhomes and 
small scale apartments. Houses in these neighborhoods 
are close enough to the street to encourage interaction 
among neighbors and create a “front porch” culture. 
Houses are closer together and on smaller lots than 
in a master planned subdivision. There are small 
neighborhood serving parks and connections to trails. 
Street connectivity is relatively favorable, allowing for 
a walkable environment and transit options.  On-street 
parking slows traffic and creates a buffer between traffic 
and pedestrians on the sidewalks. 

Range of Average Dwelling Units/Acre 5–32 du/ac

Range of Average FAR 0.47–1.04

Range of Open Space 18 - 24%

Streets

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

Open Space Types:

7-7-2015 Memo Page 9



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

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 

	  City	  Council	  
Staff	  Report	  

Community	  Plan	  Amendment	  
Legacy	  Farms	  
Tuesday,	  June	  16,	  2015	  
Public	  Hearing	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   Tuesday,	  June	  9,	  2015	  
Applicant:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Owner:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Location:	   SE	  corner	  intersection	  of	  Redwood	  and	  400	  south,	  extending	  to	  Saratoga	  Dr.	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   Redwood	  Road	  and	  400	  South	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   66:058:0007,	  176.44	  acres;	  58:041:0185,	  5.497	  acres	  
	   Total:	  181.937	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   Planned	  Community	  (PC)	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   PC	  and	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  (R-‐3)	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Agriculture	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	   	   	   Agriculture,	  Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   PC	  Hearing,	  June	  11,	  2015	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   Annexation	  Agreement	  (2010)	  
	   Rezone	  to	  PC	  zone	  (2010)	  
	   City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (2010)	  
	   Community	  Plan	  (2014	  –	  PC	  6/12/2014	  and	  CC	  7/1/2014)	  
	   Community	  Plan	  Amendments	  (PC	  5/12/2015	  and	  CC	  5/19/2015)	  
Type	  of	  Action:	   Administrative	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  	  
Future	  Routing:	   City	  Council	  	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

A. EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  
The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  an	  amendment	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  (CP)	  to	  
modify	  the	  permitted	  material	  for	  the	  shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  	  
	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  the	  broader	  guidelines	  for	  the	  development	  while	  Village	  Plans	  provide	  the	  
specifics	  for	  the	  various	  phases	  of	  development.	  Form	  Based	  Code	  was	  approved	  as	  part	  of	  the	  CP,	  
implementing	  specific	  standards	  for	  blocks,	  subzones,	  unit	  layout	  and	  type,	  transition	  of	  density,	  building	  
setbacks,	  architecture,	  roadways,	  open	  space,	  landscaping,	  lighting,	  and	  other	  applicable	  standards.	  	  
	  
Following	  an	  extensive	  review	  process,	  the	  original	  CP	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1	  were	  approved	  on	  July	  1,	  2014.	  
Several	  clarifying	  amendments	  were	  approved	  in	  May,	  2015.	  	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing	  on	  the	  proposed	  Amendment,	  take	  
public	  comment,	  review	  and	  discuss	  the	  proposal,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  in	  Section	  G	  of	  this	  
report.	  Options	  include	  approval	  with	  or	  without	  modification,	  denial,	  or	  continuing	  to	  another	  date	  with	  
specific	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  on	  information	  or	  changes	  needed	  to	  make	  a	  decision.	  
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B. BACKGROUND	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

The	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP)	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  following	  annexation	  of	  just	  under	  3000	  
acres	  into	  the	  City.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  annexation	  agreement	  and	  DAP,	  the	  2883	  acres	  is	  approved	  and	  vested	  
for	  16,000	  residential	  units	  and	  10,000,000	  square	  feet	  of	  non-‐residential	  density:	  	  

	  
(Note:	  the	  complete	  DAP	  can	  be	  found	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning	  and	  clicking	  on	  
“Master	  Plans”	  and	  then	  “City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.”)	  	  
	  
1000	  Equivalent	  Residential	  Units	  	  (ERUs)	  of	  residential	  density	  and	  55	  ERUs	  of	  non-‐residential	  density	  
were	  approved	  and	  allocated	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  CP,	  which	  was	  approved	  in	  July	  2014.	  
	  
The	  DAP	  also	  laid	  a	  framework	  of	  planning	  criteria	  and	  guidelines	  for	  the	  planning	  and	  development	  of	  
land	  and	  future	  projects.	  This	  framework	  was	  intended	  to	  function	  as	  a	  flexible	  set	  of	  guidelines,	  and	  
included	  topics	  such	  as	  walkable	  districts,	  smart	  parking,	  livable	  streets,	  street-‐facing	  architecture,	  a	  sense	  
of	  place,	  network	  connectivity,	  and	  public/community	  spaces.	  Under	  the	  DAP,	  Legacy	  Farms	  has	  been	  
designated	  as	  the	  Traditional	  Neighborhood	  Place	  Type,	  which	  includes	  the	  goals	  of	  a	  “front	  porch”	  
culture,	  favorable	  street	  connectivity,	  and	  a	  walkable	  environment	  with	  on-‐street	  parking	  to	  slow	  traffic.	  	  
	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  will	  hold	  a	  hearing	  on	  June	  11,	  2015;	  this	  report	  will	  be	  finalized	  prior	  to	  the	  
Council’s	  meeting,	  a	  report	  of	  action	  with	  the	  Planning	  Commission’s	  discussion	  and	  recommendation	  will	  
be	  provided	  to	  the	  Council	  prior	  to	  June	  16th.	  
	  

C. SPECIFIC	  REQUESTS	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  an	  amendment	  to	  the	  approved	  CP	  to	  accomplish	  the	  following:	  
	  

• Change	  the	  Shared	  Lane	  walkway	  material	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  
• Other	  minor	  clarifications	  to	  the	  verbiage	  to	  reflect	  design	  of	  the	  street.	  	  

	  
D. COMMUNITY	  REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

This	  item	  was	  noticed	  as	  a	  public	  hearing	  in	  the	  Daily	  Herald;	  and	  mailed	  notice	  sent	  to	  all	  property	  
owners	  within	  300	  feet.	  As	  of	  the	  date	  of	  this	  report,	  no	  public	  input	  has	  been	  received	  on	  the	  request.	  	  
	  

E. GENERAL	  PLAN	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
	   	  
	   The	  2883	  acre	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  

Planned	  Community	  designation.	  Multi-‐family	  development	  was	  also	  approved	  as	  part	  of	  the	  DAP,	  and	  
was	  therefore	  vested	  prior	  to	  Proposition	  6,	  which	  limited	  some	  types	  of	  future	  multi-‐family	  housing.	  

	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  was	  approved	  in	  2014	  and	  found	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  City	  Council	  to	  be	  
in	  compliance	  with	  the	  DAP	  and	  General	  Plan;	  the	  CP	  includes	  trail	  connections	  and	  parks	  in	  compliance	  
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with	  the	  related	  master	  plans.	  The	  proposal	  does	  not	  materially	  impact	  the	  original	  approvals,	  so	  the	  
application	  is	  still	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan.	  

	  	  
F. CODE	  CRITERIA	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   The	  property	  is	  zoned	  PC,	  and	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  standards	  and	  requirements	  in	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  
and	  its	  several	  sub-‐sections.	  During	  the	  Master	  Development	  Agreement	  and	  Community	  Plan	  approvals,	  
the	  Legacy	  Farms	  project	  was	  found	  to	  be	  in	  compliance	  with	  Section	  19.26.	  This	  section	  will	  only	  discuss	  
the	  portions	  of	  Chapter	  19.26	  that	  may	  be	  affected	  by	  DR	  Horton’s	  request	  to	  change	  the	  material	  for	  the	  
shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  	  
	  
Section	  19.26.06	  –	  Guiding	  Standards	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
The	  standards	  for	  the	  Community	  Plan	  applicable	  to	  DR	  Horton’s	  request	  are	  below:	  	  

	  
19.26.06(3):	  	   Development	  Standards.	  Guiding	  development	  standards	  shall	  be	  established	  in	  the	  

Community	  Plan.	  	  
	  
Staff	  finding:	  Up	  for	  discussion.	  There	  are	  no	  specific	  standards	  for	  development	  in	  the	  PC	  
zone	  in	  Section	  19.26,	  and	  Legacy	  Farms	  was	  previously	  approved	  with	  a	  Form-‐based	  Code	  
as	  guiding	  standards.	  Proposed	  amendment	  modifies	  the	  guiding	  standards:	  the	  
amendment	  proposes	  changing	  the	  materials	  in	  the	  shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  
asphalt.	  	  
	  
The	  shared	  lanes	  are	  intended	  to	  create	  a	  shared	  transportation	  environment	  for	  
pedestrians,	  bicycles,	  and	  motor	  vehicles,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  space	  for	  socialization	  and	  play,	  and	  
are	  consistent	  with	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  proposal	  includes	  design	  elements	  to	  notify	  drivers	  that	  the	  area	  is	  dissimilar	  to	  
ordinary	  thoroughfares,	  and	  also	  create	  a	  feeling	  of	  constrained	  space,	  causing	  drivers	  to	  
use	  additional	  caution	  and	  lower	  speed	  in	  the	  area.	  These	  design	  elements	  include:	  	  

§ creating	  a	  sense	  of	  entry	  through	  raised	  entrances	  similar	  to	  driveways	  
§ colored	  pavement	  design	  and	  treatment	  
§ trees	  down	  the	  center	  of	  the	  lane	  

	  
19.26.05	  –	  Adoption	  and	  Amendment	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
	  

a. contains	  sufficient	  standards	  to	  guide	  the	  creation	  of	  innovative	  design	  that	  responds	  to	  unique	  
conditions;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  modifications	  to	  the	  standards	  do	  not	  materially	  
affect	  the	  previous	  finding	  that	  the	  project	  will	  create	  innovative	  design.	  The	  use	  of	  
asphalt	  does	  not	  impact	  innovative	  design	  and	  will	  still	  ensure	  a	  high	  quality	  development	  
by	  creating	  a	  unique	  environment	  leading	  to	  safe	  spaces	  by	  vehicles,	  pedestrians,	  and	  
bicycles.	  	  
	  	  
	  

b. includes	  adequate	  provisions	  for	  utilities,	  services,	  roadway	  networks,	  and	  emergency	  vehicle	  
access;	  and	  public	  safety	  service	  demands	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  capacity	  of	  existing	  and	  planned	  
systems	  without	  adequate	  mitigation;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Previously	  approved	  and	  no	  changes	  to	  the	  networks	  themselves	  
proposed.	  Whichever	  material	  is	  utilized,	  the	  construction	  plans	  will	  have	  to	  meet	  
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minimum	  safety	  standards	  and	  be	  capable	  of	  bearing	  the	  weight	  of	  emergency	  vehicles.	  	  
	  

G. Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing,	  take	  public	  comment,	  review	  and	  
discuss	  the	  proposed	  amendment,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  below.	  	  	  	  
	  
Staff	  Recommended	  Option	  –	  Approval	  
“I	  move	  to	  approve	  the	  proposed	  amendment	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  with	  the	  Findings	  and	  
Conditions	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report:”	  

	  
Findings	  	  
1. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  in	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.	  	  
2. The	  application	  complies	  with	  the	  criteria	  in	  section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Development	  Code,	  as	  

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

which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  by	  reference	  herein.	  	  
	  

Conditions:	  
1. All	  conditions	  of	  the	  original	  CP	  approval	  shall	  be	  met.	  	  
2. The	  amendment	  is	  recommended	  as	  attached	  to	  the	  Staff	  report	  as	  Exhibit	  D.	  
3. Any	  other	  conditions	  or	  changes	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  ____________________	  

___________________________________________________________________________.	  
	  
Alternative	  1	  -‐	  Continuance	  
The	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  continue	  the	  item.	  “I	  move	  to	  continue	  the	  Community	  Plan	  amendment	  
to	  another	  meeting	  on	  [DATE],	  with	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  and	  Staff	  on	  information	  and	  /	  or	  changes	  
needed	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  as	  follows:	  	  

1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
Alternative	  2	  –	  Denial	  
The	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  deny	  the	  application.	  “I	  move	  to	  deny	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  
amendment	  with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  

1. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  
___________________________________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

2. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  
Council:	  _____________________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

3. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  
Council:	  ______________________________________________________________.	  

	  
H. Exhibits:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

A. Location	  &	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   	   	   	   (page	  5)	  
B. Sample:	  Village	  Plan	  1	  Layout	  (showing	  shared	  lane	  locations)	   (page	  6)	  
C. CP:	  Original	  Shared	  Lane	  Pages	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  7-‐8)	  
D. CP:	  Amended	  Shared	  Lane	  Page	  and	  Conceptual	  Layout	   	   (pages	  9-‐10)	  

	  

7-7-2015 Memo Page 13



Zoning & Planning

Sources: Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, USGS, Intermap, iPC, NRCAN, Esri
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand), TomTom, 2013

City Boundary
February 11, 2014

0 0.6 1.20.3 mi

0 1 20.5 km

1:36,112

 
SaratogaSprings
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LEGACY FARMS
Village Plan #1

25

CONCEPTUAL LOTTING PLAN

EXHIBIT 6

PRODUCT  

10,000 S.F. LOTS 
8,000 S.F. LOTS  
6,000 S.F LOTS  
REAR-LOADED COTTAGE LOTS  
COTTAGE LOTS 
TWIN HOME LOTS     
SHARED LANE TOWNHOMES  
REAR-LOADED TOWNS 
  

The lotting diagram on this page is 
conceptual in nature and subject to 
change. Changes in residential products 
must comply with the criteria established in 
each designated transect sub-district zone.

0’ 200’
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

TABLE 6G - THOROUGHFARE ST-32-24 (SHARED LANE)
KEY ST-32-24

Thoroughfare Type
Right of Way Width

Pavement Width

ASSEMBLY ST-32-24
Right-of-Way Width 32 ft Pavement Width 24 ft

TRANSPORTATION WAY
Direction of Travel N/A Parking Lane Type None

Vehicular Lane Count (total) 2 Parking Lane Count** N/A

Vehicular Lane Width 12 ft Parking Lane Width N/A

Median Width 8 ft

PUBLIC FRONTAGE SPECIALIZED
Assembly Width 32 ft

Transect Context T4-SL, T4
See:

Table 11, Table 19, Table 15, 
Table18, Table 16

Curbing Type | Cuts N/A

Walkway
Type | Width Shared Lane | 12 ft

Surface Concrete

Planter

Type | Width Long Tree Wells (Median) | 8’W x varies

Surface Ground cover | Pervious Hardscape

Planting Large shade tree

Planting

Species | Type Single | Rounded, vase

Arrangement Opportunistic

Spacing Opportunistic

Verge
Width N/A

Light | Spacing N/A

DAP Traditional Neighborhood

CP
BT-3

BT-4

VP T4-SL T4
8’

Landscape/
Hardscape

Zone

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

32’
ROW

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

EXHIBIT 11

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

CONCEPTUAL SHARED LANE CONFIGURATION

8’ LANDSCAPE/
HARDSCAPE 
ZONE

6’ x 6’ TREE 
PLANTER
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

TABLE 6G - THOROUGHFARE ST-32-24 (SHARED LANE)
KEY ST-32-24

Thoroughfare Type
Right of Way Width

Pavement Width

ASSEMBLY ST-32-24
Right-of-Way Width 32 ft Pavement Width 24 ft

TRANSPORTATION WAY
Direction of Travel N/A Parking Lane Type None

Vehicular Lane Count (total) 2 Parking Lane Count** N/A

Vehicular Lane Width 12 ft Parking Lane Width N/A

Median Width 8 ft

PUBLIC FRONTAGE SPECIALIZED
Assembly Width 32 ft

Transect Context T4-SL, T4
See:

Table 11, Table 19, Table 15, 
Table18, Table 16

Curbing Type | Cuts N/A

Walkway
Type | Width N/A

Surface Asphalt

Planter

Type | Width Tree Wells | 6’ x 6’

Surface Ground cover | Waterwise

Planting Large shade tree

Planting

Species | Type Single | Rounded, vase*

Arrangement Opportunistic

Spacing Opportunistic

Verge
Width N/A

Light | Spacing N/A

DAP Traditional Neighborhood

CP
BT-3

BT-4

VP T4-SL T4
8’

Landscape/
Hardscape

Zone

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

32’
ROW

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

EXHIBIT 11

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

* Trees in the Landscape/Hardscape Zone shall be pruned up to a 14’ canopy to accommodate fi re apparatus access.7-7-2015 Memo Page 18
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LEGACY FARMS
REVISED SHARED LANE CONFIGURATION
DR Horton   
June 3, 2015 Scale: 1” = 40’

N
orth

Colored-Stamped Asphalt

Entrance trees in raised planter boxes
(6’ x 6’ x 2’)

25’ turning radius

20’ Driveways
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Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  AICP	  
Planning	  Director	  

	  
	  

	  

1307	  North	  Commerce	  Drive,	  Suite	  200	  	  •	  	  Saratoga	  Springs,	  Utah	  84045	  
801-‐766-‐9793	  	  x	  107	  •	  	  801-‐766-‐9794	  fax	  
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com	  	  

City Council 
Memorandum 

 
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, AICP 
Memo Date:  Tuesday, June 29, 2015 
Meeting Date:  Tuesday, June 7, 2015 
Re:   Legacy Farms Community Plan Amendment, Draft Findings 
 
 
Background: 
On June 16, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing on a proposed amendment to the Legacy 
Farms Community Plan. Staff originally provided findings for approval, as well as alternatives for 
continuance and denial. For reference and background, the June 16th staff report is attached.  
 
Following the public hearing and discussion, the Council tabled the decision to allow Staff time to draft 
findings for denial, based on direction and discussion during the June 16, 2015 hearing.  
 
Potential Motion for Denial:  

“I move to deny the Legacy Farms Community Plan amendment with the Findings below: 
 
1. The amendment is not consistent with the City Center District Area Plan, as the proposed 

materials do not enhance walkability of the development, a goal identified in the Guiding 
Principles and Traditional Neighborhood sections in Attachment A, and, 
 

2. The amendment is not consistent with Section 19.26.01.6 of the Code, as the proposed design 
changes from concrete to asphalt do not provide safe pedestrian and bicycle travel, and 
 

3. The amendment is not consistent with Section 19.26.01.6 of the Code, as the proposed 
patterns increase safety issues by appearing to limit pedestrians to crosswalk areas and imply 
that the remainder of the shared lane is for automobiles only, and 
 

4. Asphalt is not equal to concrete in terms of quality, durability, and long-term maintenance 
needs.  

 
Potential Alternative Motions: 

Potential alternate motions for approval or continuance can be found on page 4 of Attachment B 
(page 9 of this packet).  

 
Attachments 
A. District Area Plan Excerpts   - pages 2-5 
B. Council Staff Report Dated June 16, 2015 - pages 5-15 
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17SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  DISTRICT AREA PLAN 

PLANNING  CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES
The District Area Plan includes planning criteria and guidelines generally 
governing the planning of the Saratoga Springs City Center. Such criteria 
and guidelines establish the overall character of the land use designations or 
“place types.” The criteria and guidelines contained herein are not meant to be 
design standards, but rather, flexible guidelines. 

Regional centers are an important focus in the District Area Plan. They 
will draw people from throughout the region for shopping and services. 
Easy transportation accessibility and visibility are key to the success of 
regional retail centers. While regional retail centers are largely dependent 
on automobile travel, designing them within the context of adjoining 
neighborhoods has the potential to encourage some alternative travel, such  
as walking. 

Walkable mixed-use neighborhoods represent the most basic places that are 
economically stable and environmentally sustainable. Each day residents 
and workers travel to meet an array of needs. If a modest fraction of these 
trips are made on foot, Saratoga Springs will realize significant economic, 
environmental, and social benefits. Car use and expensive roadway 
infrastructure can be reduced, and walking improves the likelihood that 
neighbors will know each other and engage in informal community policing. 
Within neighborhoods, “walk-to convenience” can bring amenities, retail 
shops, and community services within a short distance of most homes and 
businesses, connected with pedestrian-friendly routes. Streets are more 
attractive to pedestrians when building entrances and windows that face 
the street and encourage neighborhood activity while discouraging crime. 
Street trees and landscaping help create inviting and comfortable walking 
environments. Buildings also make environments more pedestrian friendly 
by offering protection from heat and rain, and by being designed in a human 
scale with features that make streets more welcoming.

The quality of pedestrian environments also plays a critical role in the 
success of centers that serve multiple neighborhoods or the region. These 
centers typically offer retail, employment, cultural activities, and/or transit 
services. Street-facing shops, generous tree-lined sidewalks, and “eyes on 
the street” provided by upper-story housing represent essential components 
for urban safety and vitality. To become attractive destinations, centers must 

SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN
PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

also incorporate conditions that have made great places throughout history:  
encouraging foot-traffic and civic activity, sizing parks and plazas to their 
level of activity, shaping urban space with building walls, and using materials 
and architecture that correspond with Utah’s climate and history.

The following are principles that should serve as the basis for more detailed 
development standards adopted with the Community Plan. These principles 
are reflected in the place types.

Planning Principles
WALKABLE DISTRICTS
Communities must be pleasant places to walk, to encourage people to reduce 
their use of  cars. Walkable districts mix complementary uses, maintain 
reasonable walking distances, and bring building entrances and facades to the 
street. Walkable districts in the Saratoga Springs City Center District Area 
Plan will generally be found in urban centers, transit oriented development, 
and neighborhood commercial. Walkable neighborhoods such as town 
neighborhood and traditional neighborhood support these districts by 
providing nearby housing opportunities. Urban grassy areas or hardscape 
plazas provide gathering places in walkable districts and can be a focal point 
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

for restaurants and shopping to locate around. Conveniences and recreation 
can be walked to easily, along safe and attractive routes. This traditional “main 
street” or “town center” pattern presents a sensible alternative to auto-reliant 
development that separates housing and jobs from conveniences and transit, 
exacerbates traffic congestion, creates social enclaves, and consumes more land. 
Above ground floor retail and offices there could be opportunities for people to 
live within these walkable mixed use districts in upper story residential units. 

SMART PARKING
Walkable districts are supported by smart parking strategies. While transit, 
biking and walking are important pieces of a transportation strategy, people 
will continue to own and drive cars. To make the optimal use of land in centers 
and along main streets, it is important to provide the right amount of parking 
capacity and not too much. These walkable districts are areas in which you 
can park once and walk to a variety of destinations. Both on-street parking 
and off-street lots, preferably behind buildings, allow the ease of parking once. 
Offices usually do not need parking spaces in the evenings when restaurants 
and residences do, so these and other uses can share the same spaces over the 
course of a day.

LIVABLE STREETS
Streets can set the stage for many dimensions of community life. Streets 
in mixed-use centers  that are lined with street trees, sidewalks, building 
entries and windows make walking more attractive – whether for errands or 
recreation. Well-designed streets also make it easier to meet neighbors and 
partake in community life. Their character can also have a profound effect on 
the image and identity of a city or neighborhood. Multi-modal streets slow 
traffic through centers, bringing the necessary activity while simultaneously 
making them places that are desirable to visit. Livable streets are created 
by implementing a variety of design elements including some or all of the 
following: 

 
curb extensions and colored/textured crosswalks
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SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY CENTER  
DISTRICT AREA PLAN

Residential

Open Space

The “ingredients” that make  
up a Traditional Neighborhood:

TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD Traditional neighborhoods in this district are medium-
density residential areas typically comprised of many 
small lot single-family dwellings, some townhomes and 
small scale apartments. Houses in these neighborhoods 
are close enough to the street to encourage interaction 
among neighbors and create a “front porch” culture. 
Houses are closer together and on smaller lots than 
in a master planned subdivision. There are small 
neighborhood serving parks and connections to trails. 
Street connectivity is relatively favorable, allowing for 
a walkable environment and transit options.  On-street 
parking slows traffic and creates a buffer between traffic 
and pedestrians on the sidewalks. 

Range of Average Dwelling Units/Acre 5–32 du/ac

Range of Average FAR 0.47–1.04

Range of Open Space 18 - 24%

Streets

PLANNING CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES

Open Space Types:
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 

	  City	  Council	  
Staff	  Report	  

Community	  Plan	  Amendment	  
Legacy	  Farms	  
Tuesday,	  June	  16,	  2015	  
Public	  Hearing	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   Tuesday,	  June	  9,	  2015	  
Applicant:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Owner:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Location:	   SE	  corner	  intersection	  of	  Redwood	  and	  400	  south,	  extending	  to	  Saratoga	  Dr.	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   Redwood	  Road	  and	  400	  South	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   66:058:0007,	  176.44	  acres;	  58:041:0185,	  5.497	  acres	  
	   Total:	  181.937	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   Planned	  Community	  (PC)	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   PC	  and	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  (R-‐3)	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Agriculture	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	   	   	   Agriculture,	  Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   PC	  Hearing,	  June	  11,	  2015	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   Annexation	  Agreement	  (2010)	  
	   Rezone	  to	  PC	  zone	  (2010)	  
	   City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (2010)	  
	   Community	  Plan	  (2014	  –	  PC	  6/12/2014	  and	  CC	  7/1/2014)	  
	   Community	  Plan	  Amendments	  (PC	  5/12/2015	  and	  CC	  5/19/2015)	  
Type	  of	  Action:	   Administrative	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  	  
Future	  Routing:	   City	  Council	  	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  

A. EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  
The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  an	  amendment	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  (CP)	  to	  
modify	  the	  permitted	  material	  for	  the	  shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  	  
	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  the	  broader	  guidelines	  for	  the	  development	  while	  Village	  Plans	  provide	  the	  
specifics	  for	  the	  various	  phases	  of	  development.	  Form	  Based	  Code	  was	  approved	  as	  part	  of	  the	  CP,	  
implementing	  specific	  standards	  for	  blocks,	  subzones,	  unit	  layout	  and	  type,	  transition	  of	  density,	  building	  
setbacks,	  architecture,	  roadways,	  open	  space,	  landscaping,	  lighting,	  and	  other	  applicable	  standards.	  	  
	  
Following	  an	  extensive	  review	  process,	  the	  original	  CP	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1	  were	  approved	  on	  July	  1,	  2014.	  
Several	  clarifying	  amendments	  were	  approved	  in	  May,	  2015.	  	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing	  on	  the	  proposed	  Amendment,	  take	  
public	  comment,	  review	  and	  discuss	  the	  proposal,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  in	  Section	  G	  of	  this	  
report.	  Options	  include	  approval	  with	  or	  without	  modification,	  denial,	  or	  continuing	  to	  another	  date	  with	  
specific	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  on	  information	  or	  changes	  needed	  to	  make	  a	  decision.	  
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 2 

	  	  
B. BACKGROUND	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

The	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP)	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  following	  annexation	  of	  just	  under	  3000	  
acres	  into	  the	  City.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  annexation	  agreement	  and	  DAP,	  the	  2883	  acres	  is	  approved	  and	  vested	  
for	  16,000	  residential	  units	  and	  10,000,000	  square	  feet	  of	  non-‐residential	  density:	  	  

	  
(Note:	  the	  complete	  DAP	  can	  be	  found	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning	  and	  clicking	  on	  
“Master	  Plans”	  and	  then	  “City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.”)	  	  
	  
1000	  Equivalent	  Residential	  Units	  	  (ERUs)	  of	  residential	  density	  and	  55	  ERUs	  of	  non-‐residential	  density	  
were	  approved	  and	  allocated	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  CP,	  which	  was	  approved	  in	  July	  2014.	  
	  
The	  DAP	  also	  laid	  a	  framework	  of	  planning	  criteria	  and	  guidelines	  for	  the	  planning	  and	  development	  of	  
land	  and	  future	  projects.	  This	  framework	  was	  intended	  to	  function	  as	  a	  flexible	  set	  of	  guidelines,	  and	  
included	  topics	  such	  as	  walkable	  districts,	  smart	  parking,	  livable	  streets,	  street-‐facing	  architecture,	  a	  sense	  
of	  place,	  network	  connectivity,	  and	  public/community	  spaces.	  Under	  the	  DAP,	  Legacy	  Farms	  has	  been	  
designated	  as	  the	  Traditional	  Neighborhood	  Place	  Type,	  which	  includes	  the	  goals	  of	  a	  “front	  porch”	  
culture,	  favorable	  street	  connectivity,	  and	  a	  walkable	  environment	  with	  on-‐street	  parking	  to	  slow	  traffic.	  	  
	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  will	  hold	  a	  hearing	  on	  June	  11,	  2015;	  this	  report	  will	  be	  finalized	  prior	  to	  the	  
Council’s	  meeting,	  a	  report	  of	  action	  with	  the	  Planning	  Commission’s	  discussion	  and	  recommendation	  will	  
be	  provided	  to	  the	  Council	  prior	  to	  June	  16th.	  
	  

C. SPECIFIC	  REQUESTS	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  an	  amendment	  to	  the	  approved	  CP	  to	  accomplish	  the	  following:	  
	  

• Change	  the	  Shared	  Lane	  walkway	  material	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  
• Other	  minor	  clarifications	  to	  the	  verbiage	  to	  reflect	  design	  of	  the	  street.	  	  

	  
D. COMMUNITY	  REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

This	  item	  was	  noticed	  as	  a	  public	  hearing	  in	  the	  Daily	  Herald;	  and	  mailed	  notice	  sent	  to	  all	  property	  
owners	  within	  300	  feet.	  As	  of	  the	  date	  of	  this	  report,	  no	  public	  input	  has	  been	  received	  on	  the	  request.	  	  
	  

E. GENERAL	  PLAN	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
	   	  
	   The	  2883	  acre	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  

Planned	  Community	  designation.	  Multi-‐family	  development	  was	  also	  approved	  as	  part	  of	  the	  DAP,	  and	  
was	  therefore	  vested	  prior	  to	  Proposition	  6,	  which	  limited	  some	  types	  of	  future	  multi-‐family	  housing.	  

	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  was	  approved	  in	  2014	  and	  found	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  and	  City	  Council	  to	  be	  
in	  compliance	  with	  the	  DAP	  and	  General	  Plan;	  the	  CP	  includes	  trail	  connections	  and	  parks	  in	  compliance	  
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with	  the	  related	  master	  plans.	  The	  proposal	  does	  not	  materially	  impact	  the	  original	  approvals,	  so	  the	  
application	  is	  still	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan.	  

	  	  
F. CODE	  CRITERIA	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   The	  property	  is	  zoned	  PC,	  and	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  standards	  and	  requirements	  in	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  
and	  its	  several	  sub-‐sections.	  During	  the	  Master	  Development	  Agreement	  and	  Community	  Plan	  approvals,	  
the	  Legacy	  Farms	  project	  was	  found	  to	  be	  in	  compliance	  with	  Section	  19.26.	  This	  section	  will	  only	  discuss	  
the	  portions	  of	  Chapter	  19.26	  that	  may	  be	  affected	  by	  DR	  Horton’s	  request	  to	  change	  the	  material	  for	  the	  
shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  asphalt.	  	  
	  
Section	  19.26.06	  –	  Guiding	  Standards	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
The	  standards	  for	  the	  Community	  Plan	  applicable	  to	  DR	  Horton’s	  request	  are	  below:	  	  

	  
19.26.06(3):	  	   Development	  Standards.	  Guiding	  development	  standards	  shall	  be	  established	  in	  the	  

Community	  Plan.	  	  
	  
Staff	  finding:	  Up	  for	  discussion.	  There	  are	  no	  specific	  standards	  for	  development	  in	  the	  PC	  
zone	  in	  Section	  19.26,	  and	  Legacy	  Farms	  was	  previously	  approved	  with	  a	  Form-‐based	  Code	  
as	  guiding	  standards.	  Proposed	  amendment	  modifies	  the	  guiding	  standards:	  the	  
amendment	  proposes	  changing	  the	  materials	  in	  the	  shared	  lanes	  from	  concrete	  to	  
asphalt.	  	  
	  
The	  shared	  lanes	  are	  intended	  to	  create	  a	  shared	  transportation	  environment	  for	  
pedestrians,	  bicycles,	  and	  motor	  vehicles,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  space	  for	  socialization	  and	  play,	  and	  
are	  consistent	  with	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  proposal	  includes	  design	  elements	  to	  notify	  drivers	  that	  the	  area	  is	  dissimilar	  to	  
ordinary	  thoroughfares,	  and	  also	  create	  a	  feeling	  of	  constrained	  space,	  causing	  drivers	  to	  
use	  additional	  caution	  and	  lower	  speed	  in	  the	  area.	  These	  design	  elements	  include:	  	  

§ creating	  a	  sense	  of	  entry	  through	  raised	  entrances	  similar	  to	  driveways	  
§ colored	  pavement	  design	  and	  treatment	  
§ trees	  down	  the	  center	  of	  the	  lane	  

	  
19.26.05	  –	  Adoption	  and	  Amendment	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
	  

a. contains	  sufficient	  standards	  to	  guide	  the	  creation	  of	  innovative	  design	  that	  responds	  to	  unique	  
conditions;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  modifications	  to	  the	  standards	  do	  not	  materially	  
affect	  the	  previous	  finding	  that	  the	  project	  will	  create	  innovative	  design.	  The	  use	  of	  
asphalt	  does	  not	  impact	  innovative	  design	  and	  will	  still	  ensure	  a	  high	  quality	  development	  
by	  creating	  a	  unique	  environment	  leading	  to	  safe	  spaces	  by	  vehicles,	  pedestrians,	  and	  
bicycles.	  	  
	  	  
	  

b. includes	  adequate	  provisions	  for	  utilities,	  services,	  roadway	  networks,	  and	  emergency	  vehicle	  
access;	  and	  public	  safety	  service	  demands	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  capacity	  of	  existing	  and	  planned	  
systems	  without	  adequate	  mitigation;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Previously	  approved	  and	  no	  changes	  to	  the	  networks	  themselves	  
proposed.	  Whichever	  material	  is	  utilized,	  the	  construction	  plans	  will	  have	  to	  meet	  
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minimum	  safety	  standards	  and	  be	  capable	  of	  bearing	  the	  weight	  of	  emergency	  vehicles.	  	  
	  

G. Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  City	  Council	  conduct	  a	  public	  hearing,	  take	  public	  comment,	  review	  and	  
discuss	  the	  proposed	  amendment,	  and	  choose	  from	  the	  options	  below.	  	  	  	  
	  
Staff	  Recommended	  Option	  –	  Approval	  
“I	  move	  to	  approve	  the	  proposed	  amendment	  to	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  with	  the	  Findings	  and	  
Conditions	  in	  the	  Staff	  Report:”	  

	  
Findings	  	  
1. The	  application	  is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  in	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.	  	  
2. The	  application	  complies	  with	  the	  criteria	  in	  section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Development	  Code,	  as	  

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

which	  section	  is	  incorporated	  by	  reference	  herein.	  	  
	  

Conditions:	  
1. All	  conditions	  of	  the	  original	  CP	  approval	  shall	  be	  met.	  	  
2. The	  amendment	  is	  recommended	  as	  attached	  to	  the	  Staff	  report	  as	  Exhibit	  D.	  
3. Any	  other	  conditions	  or	  changes	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  ____________________	  

___________________________________________________________________________.	  
	  
Alternative	  1	  -‐	  Continuance	  
The	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  continue	  the	  item.	  “I	  move	  to	  continue	  the	  Community	  Plan	  amendment	  
to	  another	  meeting	  on	  [DATE],	  with	  direction	  to	  the	  applicant	  and	  Staff	  on	  information	  and	  /	  or	  changes	  
needed	  to	  render	  a	  decision,	  as	  follows:	  	  

1. ______________________________________________________________	  
2. ______________________________________________________________	  

	  
Alternative	  2	  –	  Denial	  
The	  Council	  may	  also	  choose	  to	  deny	  the	  application.	  “I	  move	  to	  deny	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  
amendment	  with	  the	  Findings	  below:	  

1. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  General	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  Council:	  
___________________________________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

2. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  
Council:	  _____________________________________________________,	  and/or,	  

3. The	  amendment	  is	  not	  consistent	  with	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  as	  articulated	  by	  the	  
Council:	  ______________________________________________________________.	  

	  
H. Exhibits:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

A. Location	  &	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   	   	   	   (page	  5)	  
B. Sample:	  Village	  Plan	  1	  Layout	  (showing	  shared	  lane	  locations)	   (page	  6)	  
C. CP:	  Original	  Shared	  Lane	  Pages	   	   	   	   	   (pages	  7-‐8)	  
D. CP:	  Amended	  Shared	  Lane	  Page	  and	  Conceptual	  Layout	   	   (pages	  9-‐10)	  
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Zoning & Planning

Sources: Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, USGS, Intermap, iPC, NRCAN, Esri
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand), TomTom, 2013

City Boundary
February 11, 2014
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LEGACY FARMS
Village Plan #1

25

CONCEPTUAL LOTTING PLAN

EXHIBIT 6

PRODUCT  

10,000 S.F. LOTS 
8,000 S.F. LOTS  
6,000 S.F LOTS  
REAR-LOADED COTTAGE LOTS  
COTTAGE LOTS 
TWIN HOME LOTS     
SHARED LANE TOWNHOMES  
REAR-LOADED TOWNS 
  

The lotting diagram on this page is 
conceptual in nature and subject to 
change. Changes in residential products 
must comply with the criteria established in 
each designated transect sub-district zone.

0’ 200’
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

TABLE 6G - THOROUGHFARE ST-32-24 (SHARED LANE)
KEY ST-32-24

Thoroughfare Type
Right of Way Width

Pavement Width

ASSEMBLY ST-32-24
Right-of-Way Width 32 ft Pavement Width 24 ft

TRANSPORTATION WAY
Direction of Travel N/A Parking Lane Type None

Vehicular Lane Count (total) 2 Parking Lane Count** N/A

Vehicular Lane Width 12 ft Parking Lane Width N/A

Median Width 8 ft

PUBLIC FRONTAGE SPECIALIZED
Assembly Width 32 ft

Transect Context T4-SL, T4
See:

Table 11, Table 19, Table 15, 
Table18, Table 16

Curbing Type | Cuts N/A

Walkway
Type | Width Shared Lane | 12 ft

Surface Concrete

Planter

Type | Width Long Tree Wells (Median) | 8’W x varies

Surface Ground cover | Pervious Hardscape

Planting Large shade tree

Planting

Species | Type Single | Rounded, vase

Arrangement Opportunistic

Spacing Opportunistic

Verge
Width N/A

Light | Spacing N/A

DAP Traditional Neighborhood

CP
BT-3

BT-4

VP T4-SL T4
8’

Landscape/
Hardscape

Zone

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

32’
ROW

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

EXHIBIT 11

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

CONCEPTUAL SHARED LANE CONFIGURATION

8’ LANDSCAPE/
HARDSCAPE 
ZONE

6’ x 6’ TREE 
PLANTER
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LEGACY FARMS
Community Plan

TABLE 6G - THOROUGHFARE ST-32-24 (SHARED LANE)
KEY ST-32-24

Thoroughfare Type
Right of Way Width

Pavement Width

ASSEMBLY ST-32-24
Right-of-Way Width 32 ft Pavement Width 24 ft

TRANSPORTATION WAY
Direction of Travel N/A Parking Lane Type None

Vehicular Lane Count (total) 2 Parking Lane Count** N/A

Vehicular Lane Width 12 ft Parking Lane Width N/A

Median Width 8 ft

PUBLIC FRONTAGE SPECIALIZED
Assembly Width 32 ft

Transect Context T4-SL, T4
See:

Table 11, Table 19, Table 15, 
Table18, Table 16

Curbing Type | Cuts N/A

Walkway
Type | Width N/A

Surface Asphalt

Planter

Type | Width Tree Wells | 6’ x 6’

Surface Ground cover | Waterwise

Planting Large shade tree

Planting

Species | Type Single | Rounded, vase*

Arrangement Opportunistic

Spacing Opportunistic

Verge
Width N/A

Light | Spacing N/A

DAP Traditional Neighborhood

CP
BT-3

BT-4

VP T4-SL T4
8’

Landscape/
Hardscape

Zone

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

32’
ROW

12’
Shared Lane

(Auto-Pedestrian)

EXHIBIT 11

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

20’
Driveway

(To Bldg. Face)

* Trees in the Landscape/Hardscape Zone shall be pruned up to a 14’ canopy to accommodate fi re apparatus access.
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LEGACY FARMS
REVISED SHARED LANE CONFIGURATION
DR Horton   
June 3, 2015 Scale: 1” = 40’

N
orth

Colored-Stamped Asphalt

Entrance trees in raised planter boxes
(6’ x 6’ x 2’)

25’ turning radius

20’ Driveways
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RESOLUTION NO. R15-29 (7-7-15) 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, AGREEING 

THAT THE ADDITIONAL 0.25% LOCAL OPTION 

GENERAL SALES TAX FOR TRANSPORTATION 

AUTHORIZED BY HB 362 (2015) SHOULD BE 

SUBMITTED TO UTAH COUNTY VOTERS IN 

NOVEMBER 2015 

 

WHEREAS, during the 2015 Utah legislative session, the Utah State Legislature 
enacted HB 362, which authorized counties to impose and voters to approve a 0.25% 
local option general sales tax dedicated to local transportation; and 

WHEREAS, the City will, upon county imposition and voter approval, receive 
0.10 (4/10ths) of the 0.25% sales tax to invest in critical local transportation needs; and 

 
WHEREAS, although the City Council has serious concerns about HB 362, the 

City Council agrees that the Utah County Commission should submit the additional .25% 
Local Option General Sales Tax dedicated to transportation to the voters of Utah County.  

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

SARATOGA SPRINGS, THAT: 

 

1. The City Council agrees that the proposed 0.25% Local Option General Sales 
Tax dedicated to transportation should be submitted to voters of Utah County 
in November 2015 by the Utah County Commission. 

 
2. Although the City Council has serious concerns about HB 362, the City has 

significant local transportation needs that the municipal 0.10 portion could 
address.  Adoption of the municipal 0.10 portion would enable the City to 
invest in critical transportation projects.  As a result, the City Council agrees 
that this is a matter that should be submitted to the voters of Utah County.  

 
3. A copy of this resolution shall be sent to the Utah County Commission, the 

Utah League of Cities and Towns, the Utah Association of Counties, the 
Speaker of the Utah House of Representatives, the President of the Utah State 
Senate, state representatives and senators who represent the City, and the 
Governor of Utah. 
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4. This Resolution shall become effective upon passage. 
 
ADOPTED and approved by a duly constituted quorum of the City Council of the 

City of Saratoga Springs, Utah 7th day of July, 2015. 
 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 
 

Signed: __________________________________ 
  Jim Miller, Mayor  
 
 
Attest: ___________________________________     ______________ 
        Lori Yates, City Recorder     Date 
 
 

VOTE 
 
    AYE   NAY   ABSTAIN 
 
Shellie Baertsch                                     
Rebecca Call                                      
Michael McOmber                                     
Bud Poduska                                      
Stephen Wilden                                     
 



City Council Meeting June 16, 2015 1 of 10 

City of Saratoga Springs 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

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

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

 7 
Work Session Minutes 8 

 9 
Present:  10 

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

Nicolette Fike 14 
Others:  15 

 16 
Call to Order - 6:30 p.m. 17 
 18 
Item 2 was pulled forward. 19 
2. Departmental Update from the Planning Department. 20 

Kimber Gabryszak gave an update and highlighted some of the department’s goals and projects. In the last 21 
few years the number of applications per week has gone up to an average of 2.36. 22 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if they couldn’t change the name of the Cahill Chapel to reflect where it was 23 
located and that it would probably be referred to as the Israeli Canyon Stake Center. She doesn’t want 24 
there to be confusion as to where this church is located. 25 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that The Springs Annexation has been recorded today. She introduced a project 26 
they have been working on with overlays on Google Earth. 27 

Councilman McOmber noted that the Wiltshire fence issue has been resolved. 28 
Kimber Gabryszak noted how it has been a great tool so far in catching potential problems.  29 
Councilwoman Call asked Jeremy Lapin to update them on the south well. 30 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked if the overlays were available to the residents. 31 
Kimber Gabryszak said it is internal only for now. A lot of it is public information but some of it is not yet. 32 

They can work towards that goal with a map that has a pending layer and a map with a recently approved 33 
layer. Then they can put links on the City website. 34 

Mark Christensen commented that they have included neighborhoods that are not shown on google earth yet 35 
and this helps to find issues ahead of time. 36 

Councilman McOmber hoped it could be available on the front computer to help the public.  37 
Jeremy Lapin replied about the well. He said the drill rig was down but should be up in the next day or so. 38 

They are at about 1000 feet now. They have been taking samples, the water is warm but in the realm of 39 
useable. He noted the findings so far. They believe they need to go a little deeper to see if the fractured 40 
zones continue. If they are still at 1200 ft. they may explore deeper. They will meet soon to talk about the 41 
findings. They are making pretty good progress. At this point it’s good to do more exploratory work. He 42 
said most of their wells produce about 1000 gpm. They hope this will produce between 1000-2000 gpm. 43 
After the test pumping it will give them direction on how large to make the hole and pump. 44 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if there was an estimate to how long to finish the well.  45 
Jeremy Lapin said they are near the end of phase one. They would estimate the end of august to finish the 46 

hole, and then they need to design and build the pump.  47 
Mark Christensen noted it would be next spring before the well would be online.  48 

 49 
1. Discussion of the Resolution supporting HB 362 regarding additional 0.25% Sales and Use Tax for 50 

Transportation. 51 
Kevin Thurman noted the League of Cities and Towns has asked the cities to pass a resolution to encourage 52 

County commission to submit this for voter approval. The draft resolution also encourages voters to 53 



City Council Meeting June 16, 2015 2 of 10 

approve this additional sales tax dedicated to transportation. It’s estimated by the League of Cities and 54 
Towns that it would bring in an additional $236,000 in transportation funds for the city. They also 55 
estimate that we have a shortfall in our transportations needs of about that same amount. The .25% 56 
would be split up so 40% goes to the city, 40% goes to UTA, and 20% goes to the County.  57 

Councilwoman Call asked if they could encourage voters to make the decision, but not necessarily endorse it. 58 
She thinks there are many things in there that don’t need to be brought up like diabetes and the transit 59 
portion.  60 

Mark Christensen said he would be happy to put on the resolution what they would want. 61 
Councilman Poduska was also concerned about the verbiage. He asked how many Cites would have to 62 

approve it for the County to put it on the ballot. 63 
Kevin Thurman said the County could still do what they want.  64 
Mark Christensen said it’s who is going to be left holding the political clout. It’s kind of a hot potato game. 65 

The more we age, the more we are going to need it. We either fund it through the general fund or look to 66 
these types of things.  67 

Councilman Poduska asked how soon they need to make the decision. 68 
Councilwoman Baertsch said they need to know by August 15 to put it on the ballot in the fall. They can put 69 

it on the ballot whenever they want but they are looking at when to put it on. Many cities want them to 70 
put it on later. We ought to just get it on the ballot one way or the other, even though she doesn’t 71 
necessarily think it’s a good idea.  72 

Kevin Thurman commented that it’s distributed on 50% point of sale and 50% population. That benefits the 73 
city as we continue to grow and add businesses. We are going to see an increasing amount of that 74 
revenue over time. 75 

Councilman Willden is fine with encouraging the commission to put it on the ballot as long as they remain 76 
neutral, not as an endorsement. He would be comfortable if Councilwoman Call would want to get 77 
together with administration and write up something else. 78 

Councilwoman Baertsch is concerned with State legislature getting ahold of it and adding UTA into it. She 79 
has trouble with 40% going to UTA. She doesn’t like the way it’s written. She doesn’t like them telling 80 
us we approve of the Senate bill the way it was passed. She would like more simple language. 81 

Councilman McOmber noted we recently raised the gas tax at the same time and he is against forced 82 
mandates. We have to remember that we elect local officials for a reason, to manage local affairs. He is 83 
not in favor of this especially with the forced 40% to UTA. If it was UDOT in general he would be more 84 
open. He is also concerned about recommending it be put on the ballot to begin with because he thinks 85 
the language would be confusing to the residents and a lot of money would be spent spinning it. Unless 86 
some things are changed from the State level he would not recommend to the County that it be put on the 87 
ballot. 88 

Mayor Miller commented that having been at the MAG meetings, he is not in favor of giving UTA another 89 
40%. He has concerns with their funding for the BRT. He would not be in favor of putting this on the 90 
ballot as written, and would not be in favor of pushing this.  91 

Councilwoman Call suggested changes to the resolution.   92 
Kevin Thurman took note of the suggested changes.  93 
Councilman Willden would suggest we just don’t support it at this point. 94 
Mark Christensen thinks we have been given direction and they will draft something in case it is needed in 95 

the future. 96 
 97 
3. Agenda Review:   - No review was done tonight. 98 

a. Discussion of current City Council agenda staff questions. 99 
b. Discussion of future City Council policy and work session agenda items. 100 
 101 

Adjourn to Policy Session 7:02 p.m. 102 
 103 
  104 
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Policy Session Minutes 105 
 106 
Present: 107 
 Mayor: Jim Miller 108 

Council Members: Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska 109 
Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin, 110 

Sarah Carroll, Chelese Rawlings, Jess Campbell, Andrew Burton, Nicolette Fike, Melissa Grygla 111 
Others: Stephen Hilton, Kevin McMillan, Darrell and LeAnn Marth, E .Kaipo Rokobuludrau, Margaret 112 

Weddle, Paul Weddle, Tim and Danai Willden, Janae Wahnschaffe, Jeremy Vick, K. Becraft.  113 
 114 
Call to Order 7:02 p.m. 115 
Roll Call - Quorum was present  116 
Invocation / Reverence - Given by Councilman McOmber  117 
Pledge of Allegiance - led by Councilman Willden  118 
 119 
Public Input - Opened by Mayor Miller 120 

Ahtu Rokobuludrau is doing his Eagle project through the City. He is doing storm drain awareness, with 121 
markers and fliers. He came by to thank them and make them aware of his project. 122 

Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller 123 
 124 
Awards, Recognitions and Introductions 125 
• Library Board Recognitions – postponed to another meeting.  126 
 127 
Item 4 was moved forward. 128 
4. REPORTS: 129 

a. Mayor 130 
Mayor Miller commented that baseball complex was a great announcement. It brings community 131 

together and helps build character in the kids. He has met with the landowner and others involved 132 
making sure it gets done right the first time.  133 

b. City Council 134 
Councilwoman Baertsch said we had a successful Splash and thanked all who came and all who helped. 135 

They had a great concert and fireworks and they had more entries in the parade than usual. There 136 
was great attendance from patrons and vendors. She felt the best part of the whole thing was that 137 
they announced the new City Sports Complex that they have acquired land for, and they shared the 138 
Plans for Shay Park. They also had a small carnival at Splash. She announced that they got the Fence 139 
issue with Wiltshire resolved. They had a minor code issue come up that they would like to take care 140 
of with the number of animals listed as per person; it needs to be changed to per household. 141 

Councilman McOmber wanted to also thank everyone for their support with Splash days. They have 142 
some fun plans coming up with their 20th anniversary in a couple years. They were only able to 143 
acquire a few minutes of fireworks but got some more for free and he thanked those who were able 144 
to step up. He also expressed thanks that the new road resurfacing for Pioneer crossing was much 145 
better. He also thanked staff for getting the light at the North Commerce Drive on Redwood Road 146 
going with UDOT. He also wanted to thank Kimber Gabryszak and the planning department for 147 
helping to mitigate the problems with the Wiltshire subdivision fence. It will be a great asset to the 148 
community.  149 

Councilwoman Call also echoed the others appreciation of Civic Events for Splash Days. She wanted to 150 
officially welcome Rocky Mt. Chocolate factory and Cold Stone into the City. She updated on the 151 
Phragmite on the lake and everything that has been treated so far will be smashed down this year. 152 
She announced the new Sports Complex to the Jordan River Commission because it will be next to 153 
that area. They would like to help get some non-motorized boat put-in’s near there on the river. She 154 
shared kudos to Mayor Miller and the Parks committee for their work on this.  155 
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Councilman Poduska also wanted to thank Civic Events for Splash and he liked the fireworks. He 156 
thanked the Planning department and their work on the new maps. He wondered if the new sports 157 
complex could be publicized on the website.  158 

Mark Christensen responded that it has been circulating on Facebook and they would put a link up on the 159 
City website soon. 160 

c. Administration communication with Council - Nothing at this time.  161 
d. Staff updates; inquiries applications and approvals - Nothing at this time.  162 

 163 
POLICY ITEMS 164 
 165 
1. ACTION ITEMS: 166 

a. Consideration and Approval of the Appointment of City of Saratoga Springs Library Board 167 
Members. 168 
i. Resolution R15-24 (6-16-15): A resolution appointing Kevin McMillan, Ryan Bankhead, Janae 169 

Wahnshaffe, to the Library Board and establishing an effective date. 170 
Melissa Grygla presented Kevin McMillan, Ryan Bankhead (not present) and Janae Wahnshaffe to fill 171 

positions on the Library Board which will become vacant on July 1, 2015. 172 
Mayor Miller appreciated their service and they look forward to the library growing. 173 
Councilman McOmber thought these were great assets to the board. 174 
Councilman Willden commented that he was able to interview a few of the individuals and it’s exciting 175 

to have such great people volunteer. And to those leaving, they have done a fantastic job.  176 
 177 
Motion made by Councilwoman Call to approve Resolution R15-24 (6-16-15): A resolution 178 

appointing Kevin McMillan, Ryan Bankhead, Janae Wahnshaffe, to the Library Board and 179 
establishing an effective date. Seconded by Councilman Willden.  Aye: Councilman Willden, 180 
Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. 181 
Motion passed 5 - 0. 182 

 183 
2. CONSENT ITEMS: 184 

a. Consideration and Possible Approval of the Final Plat for Jordan View Landing located at 400 185 
West and Crossroads, Ivory Homes, applicant. 186 
i. Resolution 15-26 (6-16-15): Addendum to resolution of the City of Saratoga Springs pertaining 187 

to the City Street Lighting Special Improvement District to include additional subdivision lots. 188 
(Jordan View Landing) 189 

b. Adoption of Resolution R15-27 (6-16-15): Establishing the Certified Tax Rate at a no tax rate 190 
increase. 191 

c. Minutes: 192 
i. June 2, 2015. 193 

 194 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked about a rock retaining wall on Jordan view landing. Do they need to make a 195 

condition that they comply with building code? 196 
Jeremy Lapin said given it has a sidewalk adjacent to it; it will have to comply with all engineering and 197 

building codes. He thinks they could make a condition that they comply with building code but it’s a 198 
little redundant. 199 

Councilman McOmber would be redundant to make sure it’s clear. 200 
Councilwoman Baertsch also noted with parking, they have eleven of the required visitor spots but there is 201 

another note that says they have another one, but it’s not really a parking stall. 202 
Jeremy Lapin said he can take care of that in the plan review. 203 
Councilwoman Baertsch also asked on page 22 of the packets it has a layout with the sq. footage of the 204 

buildings but not one of them matches the tables.  205 
Kimber Gabryszak said it could be the footprint and not the actual sq. footage of the building.  206 
Councilwoman Baertsch noted the difference in the numbers. 207 
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Kimber Gabryszak noted it could be the difference between the sq. footage in the floor plan and the finished 208 
product measured outside the walls. They will still be reviewing when they submit for building permits 209 
as well. 210 

Councilwoman Baertsch noted to public that when they get the packets they don’t see every detail and so she 211 
wants to make sure it all matches. She noted she emailed changes to the minutes. 212 

Councilman McOmber had a change to the minutes. Row 169 about amenities for Shay Park. He means the 213 
additional trees. 214 

Councilwoman Call wanted to clarify on the parking, she had a noted about a space adjacent to lot 108 and it 215 
has on the plat one parking stall. She also noted she had sent in changes to the minutes. 216 

Councilwoman Baertsch noted that was the note she talked about that Jeremy Lapin would take care of. 217 
Kimber Gabryszak recommended adding a condition that there should be semi- private fencing along 400 E.  218 
Council agreed to add that. 219 
Councilman Poduska noted they have improved the layout from the original design and they have improved 220 

the use of the buildings and open space. 221 
Councilman Willden is excited to approve the no tax rate increase.  222 
 223 

Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch  to approve Consent Items  a. b. c. adding to item a. condition 4. 224 
A railing compliant with building code shall be installed along the sidewalk by all retaining walls. And 225 
5. Fencing along 400 east shall be semi-private. Including all minutes changes previously emailed in 226 
and Councilman McOmber’s change to minutes stated at this meeting. Seconded by Councilman 227 
Poduska. Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman 228 
Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed 5 - 0. 229 

 230 
3. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 231 

a. Public Hearing: Budget Amendments for Fiscal Year 2014-2015. 232 
i. Resolution R15-28 (6-16-15): A resolution amending the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for 233 

Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and establishing an effective date. 234 
Chelese Rawlings presented the Budget amendment for approval. The majority is for book entries for 235 

depreciation of capital assets. For Shay Park estimated costs and budgeting for Sports complex 236 
design, also in roads fund for a light at 800 west.  237 

Councilman McOmber gave a heads up for the 20th anniversary for Saratoga Springs, he thought that 238 
instead of funding all the extra in one year, he would suggest funding that over two years. 239 

 240 
Public Hearing – Opened by Mayor Miller 241 

No comments at this time. 242 
Public Hearing - Closed by Mayor Miller 243 
 244 
Motion made by Councilman Willden to approve Resolution R15-28 (6-16-15): A resolution 245 

amending the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and establishing an 246 
effective date. Seconded by Councilman McOmber. Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman 247 
Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed 5 248 
- 0. 249 

 250 
b. Public Hearing: Rezone, General Plan Amendment and Concept Plan for Cahill Chapel located at 251 

163 West Ring Road, LDS Church, applicant. 252 
i. Ordinance 15-20 (6-16-15): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting 253 

amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs’ Official Zoning Map and Land Use Map of the 254 
General Plan for certain real property totaling 5.17 acres located at approximately 163 West 255 
Ring Road; instructing the City staff to amend the City Zoning Map and Land Use Map of the 256 
General Plan; and establishing an effective date. 257 

Sarah Carroll presented the plans for the project. The applicant is requesting a General Plan (GP) 258 
amendment and Rezone for 5.17 acres in order to submit applications for a new church in this 259 
location. The request is to change the land use designation and zone from Regional Commercial 260 
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(RC) to Neighborhood Commercial (NC). Churches are Conditional uses in the NC zone, but are not 261 
allowed in the RC zone. NC zoning would help preserve the original commercial intent of the area. 262 
Staff recommends approval. The Concept plan does not require a public hearing.  263 

 264 
Public Hearing – Opened by Mayor Miller 265 

Stephen Hilton would really appreciate this plan moving ahead. He thinks the church will add to 266 
property values and will not obstruct a view as much as other homes and businesses would. He is 267 
in favor of this. 268 

Public Hearing - Closed by Mayor Miller 269 
 270 

Councilman Poduska appreciates the modifications they have made and going to a NC zone would take 271 
care of the concerns they had previously.  272 

Councilwoman Call has no concerns but would point out that Regional Commercial in the remaining 273 
area here is a good place for businesses. They think the church makes a good buffer area here 274 
between the homes and RC and has no concerns with the actual application. 275 

Councilman McOmber echoes Councilwoman Call’s comments. This location is good but he doesn’t 276 
want to set precedence that they will be changing Regional Commercial to NC as a regular practice. 277 
He does not want the church coming back with a landscape plan that is all rocks, the grass looks nice 278 
and inviting and is cooler. He asked staff to please encourage them to not ask for variance on that 279 
again. Other than that it looks good. 280 

Councilwoman Baertsch has no problem with the rezone and also thinks it will be a great buffer. She 281 
asked if they could please change the name because it is not on the actual Cahill Road. This is a 282 
highly sloped area and should not block much if any of the view for homeowners. She echoes 283 
Councilman McOmber’s comments on landscaping. Her one concern on the concept plan is that they 284 
need to address the garbage surround and storage. It is in the middle of the parking and affects 285 
several stalls.  286 

Councilman Willden thinks the downzone is the best solution, it provides a good buffer and it’s a great 287 
place to put it. 288 

 289 
Motion made by Councilman McOmber to approve Ordinance 15-20 (6-16-15): An Ordinance of 290 

the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs 291 
Official Zoning Map and Land Use Map of the General Plan for certain real property totaling 292 
5.17 acres located at approximately 163 West Ring Road; instructing the City staff to amend 293 
the City Zoning Map and Land Use Map of the General Plan; and establishing an effective 294 
date. Seconded by Councilwoman Call.  295 

 296 
Councilwoman Baertsch asked if they had findings with this. 297 
Councilman McOmber amended the motion to include “with the appropriate findings.” 298 
Councilwoman Call seconded the amendment. 299 
 300 

Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Call, 301 
Councilman Poduska. Motion passed 5 - 0. 302 

 303 
c. Public Hearing: Amendments to Legacy Farms Community Plan located at 400 South Redwood 304 

Road, DR Horton, applicant. 305 
Kimber Gabryszak presented the amendment. The applicants are requesting approval of an amendment 306 

to the Legacy Farms Community Plan (CP) to modify the permitted material for the shared lanes 307 
from concrete to asphalt. The applicant expressed that it was always their intent to have this be 308 
asphalt. Kimber noted that to be fair staff and the applicant never discussed the material for this lane, 309 
so there were two thought processes going on. They are not looking to be a plain asphalt drive, it will 310 
have stamped features and a raised entrance.  311 

 312 
Public Hearing - Opened by Mayor Miller 313 
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No comment at this time.  314 
Public Hearing - Closed by Mayor Miller 315 
 316 
Chief Campbell met and had discussion with D.R.Horton and there were some trees in the diagram that 317 

he has asked that they move for better movement, so that council was aware it wouldn’t be exactly 318 
like the diagram shown. 319 

Mark Christensen noted that the applicant had always maintained that it would be opportunistic 320 
placement of trees so as to meet codes and access. 321 

Councilman McOmber said in his mind it has walkways and has always been concrete and he sees it as a 322 
shared walkway/driveway with kids playing in the area. With the variances in the different materials, 323 
grass and no curbing, he doesn’t think it meets what they were expecting. He doesn’t like the 324 
drainage in the middle of the roadway. He would like to see it stay concrete. He thinks there needs to 325 
be some kind of curbing. He thinks this is a legislative decision and doesn’t think it meets the long 326 
term welfare of the City. He would like to see the driveway lights, on the backs of the buildings, stay 327 
on because there are no street lights. Maybe with sensors or something so it is not so dark, or figure 328 
out a way to put other lights in on the road.  329 

Kevin Thurman commented that this is an administrative decision because the Community Plan and the 330 
Master Development Agreement approvals were both administrative decisions, that the Council 331 
made findings that they were administrative because they wanted to protect against the referendum 332 
issue. Because they were administrative then the amendment would also be an administrative 333 
decision. It doesn’t mean you don’t have any discretion, but it does mean it’s a different standard of 334 
review. Instead of looking at if it advances the General Welfare, which is a Legislative decision, an 335 
Administrative decision looks to see if there is something in the code that allows you to impose that 336 
condition on the applicant. 337 

 Councilman McOmber appreciates his council but feels it is a legislative decision because he sees it as 338 
an issue of the health and welfare of the city. 339 

Councilwoman Baertsch also disagrees because when we make laws that affect future development, they 340 
can come back and amend a Village Plan then it’s creating new law for new parts of this 341 
development. She thinks certain staff members have an agenda with this. She thinks what they are 342 
proposing is more dangerous than had they left it as straight asphalt. They are delineating with the 343 
stamped areas that this is a crosswalk and not a shared area. If they did the entire thing in colored and 344 
stamped she could potentially get on board with I, if they also did the curb and gutter and had the 345 
lights on and things, but the way it’s presented she is an absolute no.  346 

Councilman Willden wanted to clarify that with a Community Plan zone they are creating a separate sub-347 
set of ordinances specific for that property.  348 

Kevin Thurman replied that is correct, when this was adopted, when the Planned Community zone was 349 
adopted, the Annexation agreement was adopted, the District Area Plan, at that time it was a 350 
legislative decision .   351 

Councilman Willden had asked because we had established in there code. He sees concrete written, that 352 
is part of the code that has been established. 353 

Kevin Thurman replied that the Community Plan was adopted separate from the District area plan and 354 
when you make findings like we did with the MDA you have to live with that. The courts have said 355 
that you can’t make a declaration that one thing is an administrative decision and then change your 356 
mind.  357 

Councilwoman Baertsch said when they approved those they were approving the overall concept, 358 
densities, that type of thing. This is individual rule, and therefore that is legislative. 359 

Kevin Thurman replied that when we adopted the Community Plan and established these rules we made 360 
the findings that the decision was administrative. 361 

Councilman Willden commented that regardless of whether it’s administrative or legislative he doesn’t 362 
see anything that mandates that they have to accept the change. It’s not a great product and there are 363 
a significant amount of concerns and it’s a different product than they brought to begin with. He is 364 
not supportive of the change. 365 
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Kevin Thurman agrees, all it really does is changes the standards that you have to comply with. When 366 
it’s an administrative decision you have to look at the standards that have been established and make 367 
sure your decision is based on those standards.  368 

Councilman Willden commented that it sounds like from an administrative decision there is a lot of 369 
discretion. 370 

Kevin Thurman replied there is, it just makes our job harder because we have to articulate the findings of 371 
why the change is not in accordance with the previously adopted standards.  372 

Councilman Willden commented that for him it is written concrete and it significantly changes the 373 
product they are offering, and it’s known to cause problems in other parts of the city.  374 

Councilman Poduska asked if they have used this same interplay with pedestrians and cars in other units, 375 
and how does it work.  376 

Kimber Gabryszak noted it is especially common in Europe and some other planned unit developments 377 
are using it around the county, maybe not this particular pattern, but a variety of colors and materials 378 
and articulation and ways to slow traffic down are used.  379 

Councilman Poduska likes the shared lane concept. All out streets are asphalt and he assumes where the 380 
cars are it will be asphalt and perhaps the pressed areas would make it nice. It would seem we should 381 
retain the ability to modify whatever we have approved in the past and if a builder is found in a 382 
particular ground that they need to change materials, we should retain that ability to adjust to the 383 
circumstances. If we have approved this plan the question was whether there was a clerical error, can 384 
we look at the original intent and adjust the clerical error. He would be willing to make that change 385 
and not have a big to-do and get things built. 386 

Councilwoman Call thinks that legal has pointed out some aspects to it being an administrative decision, 387 
we don’t have a great deal of latitude and we are subject to more scrutiny. She says we stick with 388 
what we have and keep it as concrete. She echoes Councilwoman Baertsch’s comment that maybe if 389 
they did the whole things stamped, maybe they could look at that. She feels Europe is not a good 390 
parallel. They don’t have as many vehicles per household that we have. She noted this wouldn’t 391 
work for larger vehicles. Stepping away from something that has already been approved, she feels 392 
there is not a lot of ambiguity. She feels this is going away from what residents already expect and 393 
knowing their motivation to make sure the residents’ health and welfare is not compromised, she is 394 
good with keeping it the way it is. 395 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked staff to verify on their changed visuals they have added to where this is 396 
allowed to all T-4 area. She does not want this allowed everywhere. It should only be T4 shared lane 397 
areas that they had already approved. Pg. 29. 398 

Kimber Gabryszak looked at the digital approved version and it said it was previously permitted in T4SL 399 
as well and T4. 400 

Councilwoman Baertsch we specifically took it out of the regular T4. We need to verify they did what 401 
we told them they were supposed to do. 402 

Councilman Willden asked where the ambiguity came from. 403 
Kimber Gabryszak replied the ambiguity was not extreme, this is defined as a walkway but information 404 

above is about a transportation way, the driving lane. Technically a shared lane does not have a 405 
walkway, (an area exclusively for pedestrians) their argument was that they cut and pasted and 406 
missed editing the table, They argue that this is not a walkway because it is not exclusively for 407 
pedestrians.  408 

Kevin Thurman said to remember that labels and titles are not binding, it’s the actual text. He thinks it 409 
says concrete, that it’s not ambiguous.  410 

Councilman Willden has a hard time saying it was on accident because of the color. 411 
Councilwoman Baertsch feels on the drafts it was white and on the final they slipped the tan in there. 412 
Mark Christensen couldn’t imagine that they would have missed this meeting. 413 
Kimber Gabryszak noted that what happened was that when they discussed the scheduling they tried to 414 

put it through quickly so that if it was approved or not they could have the final construction 415 
drawings ready. But Krisel Travis was going to be out of town and they wanted to continue it tonight 416 
but they couldn’t put it off but we had already noticed it.  417 
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Jeremy Lapin said they had a pre-con today and they drew the construction drawings with alternates 1 418 
and 2 and it has a note that the alternate to be used is based on Council approval. That covers both 419 
scenarios.  420 

Kevin Thurman would recommend that they continue it. 421 
Councilwoman Call thinks it’s pretty concrete where we stand. 422 
Kimber Gabryszak remarked that to make the decision they continue this based on fairness because they 423 

are not here to respond.  424 
Councilwoman Call said to have an applicant come in and go through another discussion; she doesn’t 425 

think it’s in anyone’s best interest. It could delay the process. Krisel Travis told her that she didn’t 426 
think she needed to be there and it’s been public noticed. 427 

Kimber Gabryszak said that is fine, she just wanted Council to understand that Krisel was going to be out 428 
of town and they had hoped it would be continued.  429 

Councilwoman Call said if they were concerned about the timeline they could do it again.  430 
Kevin Thurman commented that they do need to consider this as an administrative decision, what he 431 

would recommend is that they continue it so staff can draft some proposed findings or they take a 432 
recess and brainstorm what findings they can come up based on code.  433 

Councilwoman Call said when we adopted this we adopted code so if we change it, it is administrative. 434 
We are not saying they can’t ever talk to us again they have the same rights in the future. She doesn’t 435 
see an issue with being done with this item.  436 

Kevin Thurman understands the Councils concerns and frustrations. He said the legislative decision 437 
didn’t happen at the adoption of the Community Plan and Master Development Agreement. You 438 
adopted findings that stated it was an administrative decision that was applying 19.26 and the 439 
District Area Plan and the Planned Community Zone. So when they established the standard of 440 
Concrete it was an administrative decision so now amending that is an administrative decision. He 441 
recommends, so that it is defensible, that Council articulate findings. If the Council doesn’t want us 442 
to articulate finding that is fine.  443 

Councilwoman Call is having a hard time in understanding why it’s hard to do the findings. It says 444 
concrete, therefore it doesn’t meet the code.  445 

Councilman Willden doesn’t see the problem with tabling this with the expectation that this will be a 5 446 
min. conversation because the decision won’t change. 447 

Councilman McOmber wants to add how many hours staff put in to this, if we continue it, it will be 448 
many more hours. It doesn’t end. It’s all about the money for them.  449 

Councilman Poduska would recommend that we be careful to not deride the applicants.  450 
 451 

Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to deny with the finding that it does not further Code 452 
19.26.01. 4 and 6.   453 
Councilwoman Call asked with the administrative decision, could we add in the motion the finding 454 

that concrete doesn’t equal asphalt.  455 
Councilwoman Baertsch added to her motion to include the finding that concrete does not equal 456 

asphalt. 457 
Councilwoman Call Seconded the motion. 458 
 459 
Councilman Willden is not supportive of changing from concrete to asphalt but will be voting no 460 

because he would rather follow staff recommendation and continue the item till the applicant can 461 
be present. 462 

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if we have actual findings is there any reason to continue?  463 
Mark Christensen replied that in this type of proceeding, typically the stronger the findings, the more 464 

defensible your position will be. He believes the attorney was asking for the time to make sure 465 
those findings are drafted to make a very defensible case.  466 

Councilwoman Call asked if we continue it do we have to rehear the public hearing. 467 
Staff responded no. 468 
 469 
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Nay: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman 470 
Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion Failed. 471 

 472 
Motion made by Councilwoman Baertsch to continue the item in order to allow our Lawyer time 473 

to put together the findings and conditions as discussed tonight. Second made by Councilman 474 
McOmber. Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, 475 
Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed 5 - 0. 476 

 477 
5. REPORTS OF ACTION. – None tonight. 478 
 479 
6. Motion to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, pending or 480 

reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of 481 
an individual. 482 

 483 
Motion made by Councilman McOmber to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or 484 

lease of property, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional 485 
competence, or physical or mental health of an individual. Seconded by Councilwoman Call.  Aye: 486 
Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman Willden, Councilman Poduska and 487 
Councilwoman Call. Motion passed unanimously 488 

  489 
Meeting Moved to Closed Session 8:27 p.m. 490 

 491 
Closed Session 492 

 493 
Present: Mayor Miller, Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman 494 

Call, Councilman Poduska, Mark Christensen, Kevin Thurman, Spencer Kyle, Nicolette Fike, Holly Neibaur 495 
 496 

Litigation and Personnel matters were discussed.  497 
 498 
Closed Session Adjourned at 8:50 p.m.  499 
 500 
Policy Meeting Adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 501 
 502 
 503 
____________________________       ____________________________ 504 

Date of Approval             Mayor Jim Miller 505 
 506 
              ____________________________ 507 

Lori Yates, City Recorder 508 
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