
 

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

The order of the agenda items is subject to change by order of the Mayor.  

    
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary 

communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Recorder at 766-9793 at least one day prior to the 

meeting.  

 

 

 

 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

Tuesday, April 19, 2016  

City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 

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

 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA  

 

Commencing at 7:00 p.m. or after the completion of Work Session. 

1. Call to Order. 

2. Roll Call. 

3. Invocation / Reverence.  

4. Pledge of Allegiance.  

5. Public Input – This time has been set aside for the public to express ideas, concerns, and comments - please 

limit repetitive comments. 

 

POLICY ITEMS:  

 

REPORTS: 

1.    Mayor. 

2.    City Council. 

3.    Administration Communication with Council. 

4.    Staff Updates: Inquiries, Applications, and Approvals.   

 
ACTION ITEMS: 

1. Dallas Willden Eagle Scout Project Proposal. 

2. Tickville Wash Facilities Reimbursement Agreement.  R16-22 (4-19-16) (Cont. from 3-29-16). 

3. Administrative Vehicle Purchase. 

4. Murphy Express Site Plan. 

5. Denny’s Site Plan. 

6. 2016 Municipal Recreation Grant Proposal.  

7. City Street Lighting Special Improvement District (SID) – Tanner Lane Church (Saratoga Springs         

Church 4), R16-24 (4-19-16). 

8. City Street Lighting Special Improvement District (SID) – Ring Road Church (Jacobs Ranch 1 

Church), R16-25 (4-19-16). 

    

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

1. March 29, 2016. 

 

CLOSED SESSION: 

1. Motion to enter into closed session for any of 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. 

ADJOURNMENT  

 



MEMORIAL PARK SIGN 
Dallas Willden  

Eagle Scout Project 

4/6/2016 





Memorial Sign is proposed to be 9 

feet tall from the ground and 4 feet 

wide. 

 

The top two feet of the sign will be 

the park name engraved into a 

wood board. If the name is allowed, 

“Grasslands” could be in the middle 

with Israel Canyon Trailhead curved 

around the top. 

 

The memorial inscription will be 

printed on a vinyl slate bolted on to a 

wooden board for stability. 



Based on the recommendation from 

city staff, the sign would be place at 

head of the south entrance to the 

park. This would allow the sign to be 

seen by all who are entering the park. 

 

The orange squares on the right show 

the location. 



DRAFT MEMORIAL TEXT – BY CHRIS CULLEY 
Our lives were forever changed by the events of September 1st, 2012 and the days that followed. Mother 

Nature took a few minutes to create a pathway of destruction through our neighborhood, but what 

happened in the aftermath of the flood is the purpose of this memorial. 

The true spirit of neighborly kindness poured in from near and far.  Just minutes after the destruction, the 

service began. That night, the thirteen homes of those affected, were not only identified, but clean up 

began, sand bags were filled and set in place to protect against further damage which provided comfort. 

Also, this assistance was vital in saving many valuables. We were amazed at the number of volunteers that 

continued to come and help into the late hours.  

The following days were even more amazing as thousands of happy eager people came to help us.  Over 

ten thousand people came and served us in our hour of need. We also had many local businesses, 

subcontractors, and local city workers donate time, equipment, tools, food, and more.  

In the moment it felt like it would take years to clean up and get back to normal, but as the saying goes 

“many hands make light work”. The homeowners affected continue to express gratitude to all those who 

came. It was through these acts of kindness that we could face each day with hope and encouragement. 

---- Proposed addition if that name is permitted ---- 

This park is affectionately known as “Grasslands Park”, because after the flood was over, the cleanup had 

finished, grass sprouted from under the mud. This grass represented a new beginning, hope, and optimism 

for the future. This reminds us that because of the kindness of others, we were able to have a new 

beginning. 



PROPOSED THAT TWO PICTURES ARE PRINTED 

ALONG SIDE OF TEXT 

 

HERE ARE SOME OPTIONS. 













THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND 

CONSIDERATION 



 

 

 RESOLUTION NO. R16-22 (4-19-16) 

 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, 

UTAH, APPROVING A FACILITIES REIMBURSEMENT 

AGREEMENT FOR TICKVILLE WASH 

  

WHEREAS, certain improvements have been identified as necessary within the natural 

drainage feature commonly referred to as Tickville Wash, which is situated within the City and 

runs through property owned by Suburban Land Reserve, Inc. (“SLR”) and D.R. Horton, Inc. 

(“DRH); and 

 

WHEREAS, SLR and DRH have agreed to complete the improvements and advance 

such costs necessary to complete the improvements, subject to partial reimbursement by the City 

of such costs as provided within the Facilities Reimbursement Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City is authorized pursuant to Section 11-36a-402(2)(b) of the Impact 

Fees Act to reimburse a portion of the costs of the improvements as provided within the 

Facilities Reimbursement Agreement; 

 

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of the citizens of Saratoga Springs that the 

improvements be built and that the Facilities Reimbursement Agreement be approved. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Saratoga 

Springs, Utah that the Tickville Wash Facilities Reimbursement Agreement attached as Exhibit 1 

is approved and that the Mayor is authorized to sign said Agreement. This resolution shall take 

effect immediately upon passage. 

  

 PASSED AND APPROVED this _____ day of ___________________, 2016 

 

      City of Saratoga Springs 

 

      _________________________ 

      Mayor 

Attest: 

 

___________________________ 

City Recorder  



 

 

EXHIBIT 1 
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TICKVILLE WASH FACILITIES REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT 

 

THIS TICKVILLE WASH FACILITIES REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT (this 

“Agreement”), dated as of ____________, 2016 (the “Effective Date”), is entered into by and 

among the CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah (the 

“City”), SUBURBAN LAND RESERVE, INC., a Utah corporation (“SLR”), D.R. HORTON, 

INC., a Delaware corporation (“DRH”),  and CORPORATION OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP 

OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS, a Utah corporation sole 

(“CPB”). 

RECITALS 

1. The natural drainage feature commonly referred to as Tickville Wash (the 

“Tickville Wash”) is situated within the City and runs through property owned by SLR and 

DRH. 

2. Certain improvements have been identified that need to be made relating to the 

Tickville Wash, which improvements constitute “system improvements” within the meaning of 

the Utah Impact Fees Act, Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code (the “Impact Fees Act”) and 

qualify for reimbursement under the Impact Fees Act (as more particularly described herein, the 

“Improvements”). 

3. The Improvements will provide additional storm water drainage capacity for lands 

that either naturally drain, or with reasonable engineer and cost (and City approval) can be made 

to drain, to the Tickville Wash drainage basin (the “Tickville Wash Basin”). 

4. SLR owns property within the Tickville Wash Basin, a portion of which property 

(the “Property”) was sold to DRH pursuant to the terms of that certain Real Property Purchase 

and Sale Agreement, dated as of July 5, 2013, as amended (the “Purchase Agreement”). 

5. Portions of the Property are located in Special Flood Hazard Area “Flood Zone 

A” and cannot be developed until FEMA has amended and revised the Flood Insurance Rate 

Map(s) (FIRM Panel # 4902500115A dated July 17, 2002).  

6. In order to obtain a Letter of Map Revision that amends the map to designate the 

affected portions of the Property as Zone X, it is necessary for the Improvements to be 

completed. 

7. The City is not prepared or required to fund the initial construction of the 

Improvements at this time. 

8. SLR and DRH have agreed in the Purchase Agreement to advance the costs 

necessary to complete the Improvements, subject to partial reimbursement by the City of such 

costs as provided herein. 

9. The City is authorized pursuant to Section 11-36a-402(2)(b) of the Impact Fees 

Act to reimburse a portion of the costs of the Improvements as provided herein. 
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10. The parties desire to document their mutual agreement with respect to the method 

of reimbursement by the City of the costs of the Improvements. 

NOW THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the foregoing, and other valuable 

consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, the parties hereby 

agree as follows: 

SECTION 1. COMPLETION OF IMPROVEMENTS.  The Improvements to be 

constructed by DRH are more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto. 

SECTION 2. FUNDING.  SLR and DRH shall advance 100% of the costs of designing 

and constructing the Improvements and obtaining the necessary rights-of-way and/or easements 

necessary for the Improvements.  The City shall not be required to advance payment for any of 

the costs of the project. Funding of up to, but not in excess of, $2,200,000 will be advanced by 

SLR, with DRH to advance 100% of the costs in excess of $2,200,000.  Attached hereto as 

Exhibit B is an estimate of the anticipated costs of the Improvements.  In no event shall City be 

responsible for reimbursing the parties for improvement costs exceeding 110% of the estimated 

cost of the Improvements in Exhibit B. 

SECTION 3. REIMBURSEMENT. 

a. Upon final inspection, the posting of a warranty bond, the recordation of 

all applicable access and maintenance easements to the City, and approval and 

acceptance of the Improvements by the City, SLR shall notify the City of the total costs 

of the design and construction of the Improvements, which costs may include only those 

amounts allowed by the Impact Fees Act, and shall provide the City with such evidence 

as shall be reasonably required to substantiate such costs (the “Costs”). If the Impact Fees 

Act does not authorize reimburse for an invoiced improvement or cost, the City shall 

have no obligation to reimburse DRH or SLR. 

b. To satisfy its reimbursement obligations, the City agrees to issue to SLR 

and DRH storm water impact fee credits in an amount equal to 89.5% of the total Costs 

(“Credits”) so long as such reimbursement is authorized under the Impact Fees Act, and 

subject to the limitations of subsection (c) below.  The value of the Credits to be issued to 

SLR shall not exceed $1,969,000 (which represents 89.5% of $2,200,000); with all 

additional Credits to be issued to DRH for the balance of the City's reimbursement 

obligations (i.e., Credits valued at 89.5% of all Costs in excess of $2,200,000).  The City 

shall confirm the value of the Credits allocated to SLR and DRH within ten (10) business 

days after submission of the final Costs by SLR to the City. 

c. SLR and DRH may apply their respective Credits, as provided below in 

this subsection (c), against the storm water impact fees that are due and payable by SLR, 

DRH, and other developers as provided in 3.c.iii below, at then applicable rates, with 

respect to future development on land identified on Exhibit C. 

(i) For SLR development on property now owned or acquired in the 

future by SLR/CPB, Credits may be applied directly by SLR.   
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(ii) For DRH development on property now owned or acquired in the 

future by DRH, Credits may be applied directly by DRH.     

(iii) For development on property that, at the time of development, is 

not owned by SLR/CPB or DRH, the City shall pay to SLR all storm water impact 

fees it receives from the developer, in exchange for a dollar-for-dollar reduction 

of the outstanding balance of the Credits.  Such reduction shall be allocated by the 

City between SLR and DRH as directed by SLR, in accordance with a separate 

agreement between SLR and DRH.  The City agrees to rebate such storm water 

impact fees to SLR until all of the Credits have been exhausted.  This Section 

3.c.(iii) shall not apply to the extent the developer of such property is not subject 

to storm water impact fees per the Impact Fees Act. 

d. For development on property now owned or acquired in the future by 

DRH outside of the land identified in Exhibit C, the City shall allow DRH to use its 

Credits for development of its property in exchange for a dollar-for-dollar reduction of 

the outstanding balance of the Credits pertaining to DRH.  This provision is designed to 

help DRH recover the full benefit of its reimbursement Credits, recognizing that DRH 

does not currently have sufficient land holdings within the land identified in Exhibit C or 

elsewhere in the City to use all of its reimbursement Credits.  

e. All Credits (and related rights under this Agreement) shall be freely 

assignable by SLR and DRH (or any subsequent holder of the Credits) to each other, and 

to any other person or entity (“assignee”), for development of land identified on Exhibit 

C.  Each such assignment shall be evidenced by a document executed and notarized by 

SLR or DRH, as the case may be, and describing the land to which the Credits apply.  

The assignment shall be delivered to the City.  Neither SLR or DRH, on the one hand, 

nor the assignee of the Credits, on the other hand, shall have any claims against the City 

regarding the Credits so long as the City correctly accounts for (and gives credit for) the 

Credits.    

f. The City reserves the right to purchase the Credits from SLR or DRH at 

any time at an amount mutually agreed to by the parties.  

g. The application of Credits as provided above shall be accounted for on the 

ledger attached hereto as Exhibit D or substantially similar instrument (the “Ledger”).  

The City shall provide SLR and DRH with copies of the then current Ledger upon 

request.  Any discrepancies identified by any of the parties shall be addressed and 

reconciled immediately. 

h. The Credits granted hereunder shall never expire, and shall remain valid 

until all of the Credits have been applied against storm water impact fees or until all of 

the Tickville Wash Basin has been developed, whichever occurs earlier. 

i. SLR and DDRH agree to release, indemnify, defend, and hold the City 

harmless from any claim by any person, entity, or party claiming that the Costs were not 

reimbursed to the party that installed the Improvements. 
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SECTION 4. AMENDMENT OF IFFP; IMPACT FEES.  The City shall, if necessary 

and as allowed by the Impact Fees Act, amend the IFFP to include all of the Improvements, so 

that all of the Improvements qualify for funding and reimbursement, in the full amount of 89.5% 

of the Costs, out of impact fees under Section 11-36a-402 of the Impact Fees Act. 

SECTION 5. PRIOR AGREEMENTS.  This Agreement supersedes any conflicting 

provision of prior agreements between the parties, both oral and written, to the extent such prior 

agreements relate to the subject matter hereof; provided that that certain Tickville Wash 

Agreement, dated as of May 10, 2001, by and among the City,  the Utah Lake Distributing 

Company, CPB, Saratoga Springs Development, LLC, Wardley-McLachlan, LLC, Utah County, 

Paul Mendenhall, Mark Jacob and Curtis Beverly, shall remain in effect in accordance with its 

terms, except that this Agreement shall satisfy all and any City’s obligations to CPB under said 

Agreement. 

SECTION 6. FURTHER ACTS.  The parties shall perform those acts and/or sign all 

documents required by this Agreement or which may be reasonably necessary to effectuate the 

terms of this Agreement. 

SECTION 7. NO AGENCY OR PARTNERSHIP.  This Agreement does not create any 

kind of joint venture, partnership, agency, or employment relationship between or among the 

parties. 

SECTION 8. LEGAL COMPLIANCE.  The parties shall comply with all applicable 

federal, state, and local laws and ordinances in the performance of this Agreement.  Any terms 

which the parties are mandated by law to include in this Agreement shall be considered part of 

this Agreement. 

SECTION 9. AMENDMENT.  This Agreement cannot be amended except by a written 

instrument signed by the parties. 

SECTION 10. SEVERABILITY.  If a court, governmental agency, or regulatory agency 

with proper jurisdiction determines that any provision of this Agreement is unlawful, that 

provision shall terminate.  If a provision is terminated, but the parties can legally, commercially, 

and practicably continue to perform this Agreement without the terminated provision, the 

remainder of this Agreement shall continue in effect. 

SECTION 11. AUTHORITY.  Each individual executing this Agreement hereby 

represents and warrants that he or she has been duly authorized to sign this Agreement in the 

capacity and for the entities identified. 

SECTION 12. GOVERNING LAW.  This Agreement shall be interpreted and enforced 

under the laws of the State of Utah.  Venue for any legal action brought on this Agreement shall 

lie with the Fourth Judicial District Court for Utah County, Utah. 

SECTION 13. COUNTERPARTS; SIGNATURES.  This Agreement may be signed in 

multiple counterparts, all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same agreement. 

Further, copied or electronically or facsimile transmitted signatures of an original signature shall 

be treated for all purposes as an original signature. After execution and delivery of this 

Agreement, a copy of the signed Agreement shall be considered for all purposes as an original of 
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the Agreement to the maximum extent permitted by law, and no party to this Agreement shall 

have any obligation to retain a version of the Agreement that contains original signatures in order 

to enforce the Agreement, or for any other purpose, except as otherwise required by law. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and 

year first above written. 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, a 

municipal corporation of the State of Utah 

 

 

By:    

Its:    

ATTEST & COUNTERSIGN: 

 

  

City Recorder 

 

CORPORATION OF THE PRESIDING 

BISHOP OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS 

CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS, 

a Utah corporation sole 

 

 

By:    

Name (Print):    

Its:  Authorized Agent 

 

 

SUBURBAN LAND RESERVE, INC., a 

Utah corporation 

 

By:    

R. Steven Romney 

Its: President 

 

 

D.R. HORTON, INC., a Delaware 

corporation 

 

 

By:   

Name (Print):    

Its:   



A-1 
4826-7064-8623.v1 

EXHIBIT A 

 

[Here attach description of Improvements and required easements.] 



B-1 
4826-7064-8623.v1 

EXHIBIT B 

 

[Here attach estimate of total Costs.] 

  



D-1 
4826-7064-8623.v1 

EXHIBIT C 

 

[Here attach map of eligible reimbursable land.] 

  



D-2 
4826-7064-8623.v1 

EXHIBIT D 

 

STORM WATER IMPACT FEE CREDITS LEDGER 

 

(Related to Tickville Wash Facilities Reimbursement Agreement by and among the City of 

Saratoga Springs, Utah, Suburban Land Reserve, Inc., D.R. Horton, Inc. and Corporation of the 

Presiding Bishop of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, dated as of ____________, 

2016) 

 

Date 

SLR Credits 

Applied or 

Assigned / 

Name of 

Project or 

Assignee 

DRH Credits 

Applied or 

Assigned / 

Name of 

Project or 

Assignee 

Remaining 

SLR 

Available 

Credits 

Remainin

g DRH 

Available 

Credits 

Initials:  

City 

Initials:  

SLR 

Initials: 

DRH 

03/__/16   $1,969,000 $______    

        

        

        

        

        

        

        

 

 





Tickville Gulch Realignment Reimbursement Summary

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
Base Installation Bid:
Mobilization/UDOT Permits 1 LS $9,454.00 $9,454.00
Silt Fencing 12,540 LF $2.00 $25,080.00
Cobbled Construction Entrances 3 EA $1,800.00 $5,400.00
LOD Fencing 6,000 LF $1.35 $8,100.00
Clear and Grub 280,000 SF $0.01 $2,800.00
Haul off Grubbings 1,500 CY $7.24 $10,860.00
Strip Topsoil/Stockpile on Site 1 LS $15,515.00 $15,515.00
Cut/Grade Open Channel West of Redwood Rd 1,900 LF $74.05 $140,695.00
Reseeding Channel Disturbance 215,000 SF $0.09 $19,350.00
Reseeding Limits of Disturbance 1,096,161 SF $0.08 $87,692.88
Temp. Maintenance Road along Pipeline 1 LS $75,223.12 $75,223.12
Inlet Structure on West Side of Redwood Rd 1 LS $146,135.44 $146,135.44
Redwood Rd Reconstruction 1 LS $89,453.01 $89,453.01
Traffic Control 1 LS $5,750.00 $5,750.00
Dry Utility Relocates 1 LS $3,515.00 $3,515.00
Waterline Loop 1 LS $15,261.00 $15,261.00
Install 96" RCP 3,815 LF $101.00 $385,315.00
Access Manways 10 EA $1,285.20 $12,852.00
Transition Structure West Side of Saratoga Rd 1 LS $161,170.56 $161,170.56
Saratoga Rd Pour In Place Culvert 115 LF $1,334.51 $153,468.65
Outlet Structure on East Side of Saratoga Rd 1 LS $78,780.52 $78,780.52
Saratoga Rd Reconstruct 1 LS $128,589.59 $128,589.59
Traffic Control 1 LS $8,223.15 $8,223.15
Utility Relocates 1 LS $87,115.27 $87,115.27
Misc. Grading on East Side of Saratoga Rd 1 LS $15,815.45 $15,815.45
Excavate for Drainage Swale Along Church Fence 1,130 LF $3.17 $3,582.10

Subtotal $1,695,196.74
Option:  
Phase II Channel Construction out to Lake 1 LS $354,035.50 $354,035.50
Clear/Grub/Cut Down Trees 1 LS $14,013.00 $14,013.00

Excavate Channel to Lake as per plan 445 LF $492.50 $219,162.50
Construct 12ft Access Rd/Berm and 18" RB 130 LF $281.00 $36,530.00

Reseed Channel 445 LF $27.00 $12,015.00
Additional Rip Rap Pad as per plan 1 LF $32,315.00 $32,315.00

Haul off/dispose of excavated material 80 LD $500.00 $40,000.00
$354,035.50

Pipe and Manway Materials 1 LS $1,130,105.90 $1,130,105.90

Misc. Other:
Video Inspection of Pipe 3,800 LF $2.65 $10,070.00
Surveying/Certification of Slope 1 LS $97,270.10 $97,270.10
Compaction Testing (City/UDOT ROW) 1 LS $1,800.00 $1,800.00
Engineering & Design 1 LS $240,180.48 $240,180.48
Easement Land Purchase 1 LS $0.00

Subtotal $349,320.58

Total Cost of Eligible Improvements $3,528,658.72

Total Amount of Reimbursement based on 89.5% $3,158,149.55

Credit to SLR $1,969,000.00 56%
Credit to DR Horton $1,189,149.55 34%

$3,158,149.55
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Daniel Widenhouse, Management Analyst  
Subject:  Administrative Vehicle 
Date: 4/19/2016 
Type of Item:   Purchase Request 
 
Summary Recommendations:  It is recommended that the City Council approve the request to purchase 

two additional administrative vehicles. 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    Administrative Vehicle Purchase 
 
B. Background: City Hall has two vehicles to share between seven different departments. 
One is a Ford Escape and the other is the 12-passenger van. Given the increasing size of city 
staff, an available vehicle for conducting business is difficult to find when needed. This results in 
employees using their own vehicles. Not only does this incur a cost to the city in mileage 
reimbursements, but the city also increases its liability for its employees using their own 
vehicles.  
 
C. Analysis:  Staff chose four vehicles for test driving. The staff test drove each vehicle, 
testing for leg room, ceiling height, cargo space, and comfort. The results, along with prices for 
each vehicle, are as follows: 
  

Recommended Vehicles 

Make Model Version Base Price Final Price Cargo 
Space (Back 
Only) 

Cargo Space 
(Seats 
Down) 

MPG 

Honda Fit LX $17,422 $17,422 16.6 52.7 36 

Toyota Yaris L – 5 Door $15,355 $15,799 15.6 Unavailable 32 

Hyundai Accent Hatchback $16,195 $16,195 21.2 47.5 30 

Ford Escape S $18,708 $18,708 34.3 67.8 26 

 
Honda Fit, Toyota Yaris, Hyundai Accent: These smaller vehicles provided some storage space 
while sacrificing space for adult drivers and passengers. The gas mileage was a definitive plus 
for these vehicles. However, the overall price was just under larger, more comfortable vehicles. 
 
Ford Escape: This small crossover SUV has a large cargo space behind the seats and an even 
larger space once the seats lay down. Four adults over 6 feet can fit comfortably in this vehicle. 
The only con was that the gas mileage is not as high as the smaller vehicles. For only $2,000 
more, the City can purchase a vehicle that fits four adults comfortably with room to spare for 
cargo. As the city grows, it will continue to need more space in vehicles and the larger size of 
the Ford Escape will be adequate for more years to come than the smaller vehicles. 



 
After the test driving and analysis of future needs, the department determined that City Hall 
would be best served by purchasing two Ford Escapes. 
 
Cost and Budget: The total cost of the purchase would be as follows: 
 

Vehicles Cost per Unit Total Cost 

2 Ford Escapes $18,708 $37,416 

Replacement Cost $2500 $5000/year 

 
The cost of the vehicles would be covered by currently budgeted funds and would require no 
additional appropriation or budget amendment. Staff recommends that one vehicle be 
approved in this current budget year and then the second vehicle be purchased in FY 2017.  
This will require these vehicles to be added to the fleet replacement schedule.  Approximately 
$2,500 per year per vehicle per year on a 7 year replacement schedule.  Staff will present this as 
part of the budget.   
 
Alternatives:  
A. Approve the Request:  Staff recommends that the City Council approve this request by 
authorizing staff to purchase these vehicles within existing departmental budgeted funds.   
B. Deny the Request:  The City Council could deny the request and not approve the 
purchases.    
C. Continue the Item:  The City Council could continue the request until a later date and 
time. 

 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of the purchase of two Ford Escapes for the 
total cost of $37,416, one in FY 2016 and one in FY 2017. 
 



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

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

						
	

City	Council	
Staff	Report	

	
Site	Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	
Murphy	Express	
Tuesday,	April	19,	2016	
Public	Hearing	
	

Report	Date:		 	 	 Wednesday,	April	6,	2016	
Applicant:	 Greenberg	Farrow,	Murphy	Express	
Owner:		 	 	 Stations	West	Saratoga	LLC	
Location:	 NE	Corner	Commerce	Drive	&	Redwood	Road	
Major	Street	Access:	 Redwood	Road	
Parcel	Number(s)	&	Size:	 66:268:0004,	1.033	acres	
Parcel	Zoning:	 Regional	Commercial	(RC)	
Adjacent	Zoning:	 	 RC,	Vacant	
Current	Use	of	Parcel:	 	 Vacant	
Adjacent	Uses:	 	 	 Commercial,	Vacant,	Agricultural	
Previous	Meetings:	 	 Planning	Commission	March	28,	2015	
Previous	Approvals:		 None	
Type	of	Action:	 Administrative	
Land	Use	Authority:	 City	Council	
Future	Routing:	 City	Council	
Author:		 	 	 Kimber	Gabryszak,	AICP	

	
	
A.	 Executive	Summary:			

The	applicant	is	requesting	approval	of	a	Site	Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	for	a	Murphy	Express	
automobile	refueling	station	on	Lot	3	of	the	Saratoga	Town	Center	Plat	2,	located	across	the	street	from	
Autozone	on	Commerce	Drive.		
	
The	Planning	Commission	held	a	public	hearing	on	March	28,	2016	and	forwarded	a	positive	
recommendation	to	the	City	Council	with	conditions.		Draft	minutes	from	that	meeting	are	attached.	

	
Recommendation:		

	
Staff	recommends	that	the	City	Council	review	and	discuss	the	Murphy	Express	Site	Plan	and	
Conditional	Use	Permit,	and	choose	from	the	options	in	Section	H	of	this	report.	Options	include	
approval	with	or	without	modification,	denial,	or	continuation.		

	
B.	 Background:		The	Saratoga	Town	Center	Plat	2	was	approved	in	2012	and	recorded	on	April	10,	2013,	

which	created	the	lot	on	which	the	Murphy	Express	proposal	is	located.	The	lot	is	zoned	Regional	
Commercial,	which	lists	Automobile	Refueling	Station	as	a	Conditional	Use.	
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C.	 Specific	Request:	The	proposal	is	for	an	automobile	refueling	station,	consisting	of	a	small	building	with	
eight	refueling	pumps.	The	application	does	not	include	a	full	convenience	store,	but	only	includes	limited	
related	retail	sales	in	a	~1200	sq.ft.	building.	An	outdoor	ice	machine	is	included.	

	
D.	 Process:	Code	Sections	19.13	and	19.14	outline	the	process	and	criteria	for	a	Site	Plan,	and	Section	19.15	

outlines	the	process	for	a	CUP.	The	City	Council	is	the	land	use	authority,	and	will	make	a	decision	at	a	
public	meeting	after	a	public	hearing	and	recommendation	by	the	Planning	Commission.	The	planning	
commission	held	a	public	hearing	and	forwarded	its	recommendation	on	March	28,	2016.		

	
E.	 Community	Review:	The	Planning	Commission	meeting	was	noticed	as	a	public	hearing	in	the	Daily	

Herald	and	posted	on	the	City	website	and	State	public	noticing	website;	and	mailed	notice	sent	to	all	
property	owners	within	300	feet.	The	City	Council	meeting	is	not	a	public	hearing	and	no	notice	is	
required.	

	
F.	 General	Plan:		The	property	is	designated	Regional	Commercial	on	the	Future	Land	Use	Map,	which	has	

the	goals	stated	below:	
	

g. Regional Commercial. Regional Commercial areas shall be characterized by a variety of 
retail users including big box retail configured in developments that provide excellent vehicular 
access to and from major transportation facilities. Developments located in Regional 
Commercial areas shall be designed so as to create efficient, functional conglomerations of 
commercial activities.  
 
As Regional Commercial areas are to be located in close proximity to substantial roadways, 
careful consideration shall be given to the arrangement of structures and other improvements 
along those corridors. Consideration shall also be given to the existing or potential availability 
of mass transit facilities as sites in this designation are designed.  
 
Among the many tenants anticipated in these areas are large destination oriented businesses. 
With that in mind, individual sites shall be designed so as to make automobile access a 
priority. Even so, specific areas for pedestrian activity shall be designated and appropriately 
improved. Plazas and other features shall be provided as gathering places which should be 
incorporated so as to make each site an inviting place to visit.  
 
Developments in these areas shall contain landscaping and recreational features as per the 
City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space Element of the General Plan. In this land use 
designation, it is estimated that a typical acre of land may contain 5 equivalent residential 
units (ERU’s).	

	
		 Staff	conclusion:	consistent.	The	use	is	automobile	oriented,	provides	vehicular	access	to	and	from	

Redwood	Road,	and	is	located	on	a	lot	that	was	approved	for	commercial	development	under	the	RC	
zone.	Sidewalks	and	trail	connections	are	included.	The	lot	is	also	part	of	an	overall	development	which,	in	
the	future,	is	intended	to	provide	a	mixture	of	office	and	retail	and	gathering	places,	and	which	will	be	
automobile	oriented	while	including	considerations	for	pedestrians.		

	
G.	 Code	Criteria:		
	 Staff	has	reviewed	the	proposed	automobile	refueling	station	for	compliance	with	multiple	sections	of	

Code.	Detailed	review	and	analysis	are	contained	in	Exhibit	4,	Planning	Checklist,	and	a	summary	provided	
below:	
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• 19.04,	Land	Use	Zones	–	complies		
o Density,	height,	lot	coverage,	allowed	use,	setbacks,	landscaping,	trash	enclosure,	buffers	

-	all	meet	or	exceed	the	minimum	
• 19.05,	Supplemental	Regulations	–	complies		

o Property	access	meets	requirements	as	recommended	by	the	City	Engineer	
• 19.06,	Landscaping	and	Fencing	–	complies	with	conditions	

o Plant	types,	percentages,	numbers,	sizes,	and	sight	triangle	-	comply	
o Verification	of	low-flow	sprinklers	and	rain	sensors	-	pending	

• 19.09,	Off	Street	Parking	–	complies		
o Dimensions,	location,	striping	-	comply	
o Required:	12	spaces,	provided:	17	spaces	
o ADA	space	location	is	appropriate	

• Section	19.11,	Lighting	–	complies	with	conditions		
o Pole	height,	design,	and	cut-off	-	comply	
o Hours	of	operation	and	any	building	lighting	must	be	condition	of	approval	

• 19.14,	Site	Plans	–	complies	with	conditions	
o Access	requirements,	interconnection,	loading	space,	architectural	standards	-	complies	

with	conditions.	Staff	originally	recommended	a	condition	to	install	driveway	stub	and	
access	easement	to	the	north,	in	lieu	of	the	proposed	rock	wall,	for	future	connectivity.	
The	applicant	and	staff	agreed	on	the	use	of	pavers	and	an	easement	to	resolve	this	issue.	

• 19.15,	Conditional	Use	Permit	–	complies			
o Typical	standards:	health,	safety,	welfare,	zone	district	goals,	character,	cost	impacts	to	

City,	and	General	Plan	-	complies.	
o Special	standards:	location,	zone,	pedestrian	connectivity,	nuisance,	hazards,	lot	frontage,	

pump	and	canopy	setbacks,	distance	from	a	school/park/playground,	and	outdoor	
storage	-	complies	

o Traffic	congestion	and	driveway	spacing	have	been	of	concern,	and	the	original	
application	included	multiple	accesses	onto	Commerce	and	Redwood	Road.	The	
Commerce	accesses	did	not	comply	with	City	minimum	spacing	requirements,	and	also	
for	spacing	requirements,	UDOT	denied	access	onto	Redwood.	After	thorough	review,	the	
best	solution	to	minimize	traffic	impacts	and	enhance	safety	has	been	recommended	by	
the	City	Engineer	and	forwarded	to	the	Planning	Commission,	which	consists	of	a	single	
full-movement	access	onto	Commerce,	secondary	access	onto	the	adjacent	commercial	
property,	and	a	stub	to	the	northern	property	line	for	future	connectivity.	The	Planning	
Commission	recommendation	included	an	additional	condition	to	prohibit	truck	access	
from	9pm-6am	to	minimize	vehicular	conflict	and	traffic	congestion.		

• 19.18,	Signs	–	complies	with	condition	of	approval	 	
o Monument	sign	size,	materials,	location	-	complies	
o Canopy	signs	exceed	allowable	size	–	applicant	has	removed	canopy	signs	and	replaced	

with	building	signage	which	appears	to	meet	allowable	size	
o Revised	submittal	with	wall	signage	information	is	required	
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H.	 Recommendation	and	Alternatives:	
Staff	recommends	that	the	City	Council	discuss	the	application	and	choose	from	the	following	options.		
	
Option	1	–	Staff	Recommended,	Approval	
	
“I	move	to	approve	the	Murphy	Express	Site	Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	located	on	parcel	
66:268:0004	as	outlined	in	Exhibit	3	with	the	Findings	and	Conditions	in	the	Staff	Report	dated	April	19,	
2016:	

	
Findings		
1. The	application	is	consistent	with	the	General	Plan,	as	articulated	in	Section	F	of	the	staff	

report,	which	section	is	incorporated	by	reference	herein.		
2. The	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.04,	Land	Use	Zones,	of	the	

Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	
incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

3. With	conditions,	the	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.05,	Supplementary	
Regulations,	of	the	Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	
section	is	incorporated	herein.	

4. With	conditions,	the	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.06,	Landscaping	and	
Fencing,	of	the	Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	
section	is	incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

5. The	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.09,	Parking,	of	the	Development	Code,	
as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	incorporated	by	reference	
herein.		

6. With	conditions,	the	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.11,	Lighting,	of	the	
Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	
incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

7. The	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.14,	Site	Plan	Review,	of	the	
Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	
incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

8. The	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	Section	19.15,	Conditional	Use	Permit,	of	the	
Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	
incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

9. With	conditions,	the	application	complies	with	the	criteria	in	section	19.18,	Sign	Regulations,	
of	the	Development	Code,	as	articulated	in	Section	G	of	the	staff	report,	which	section	is	
incorporated	by	reference	herein.		

	
Conditions:	
1. All	conditions	of	the	City	Engineer	shall	be	met,	including	but	not	limited	to	those	in	the	Staff	

report	in	Exhibit	1.	
2. The	Site	Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	are	approved	as	shown	in	the	attachment	to	the	

Staff	report	in	Exhibit	3.	
3. All	lighting	shall	comply	with	design	standards,	color	ranges,	and	hours	of	operation	as	

outlined	in	Section	19.11.	
4. Fire	flows	shall	be	met	for	this	development	as	well	as	future	development	in	the	area.	All	IFC	

2012	Edition	requirements	shall	be	met.	
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5. All	other	conditions	of	the	Fire	Department	shall	be	met.	
6. An	updated	signage	plan	shall	be	provided	to	staff	prior	to	building	permit	issuance	and	shall	

be	reviewed	and	approved	administratively	by	staff	per	Section	19.18	of	the	Code.		
7. Water	conserving	sprinklers	and	rain	sensors	shall	be	included	in	the	landscaping.		
8. A	driveway	connection	shall	be	preserved	with	concrete	pavers	to	the	north	and	an	access	

easement	recorded,	in	lieu	of	the	proposed	rock	wall,	to	ensure	future	connectivity.		
9. Delivery	trucks	shall	only	access	the	site	between	9pm	and	6am	to	minimize	potential	for	

vehicular	conflict	and	traffic	congestion	to	comply	with	the	standards	in	19.15.05	subsections	
2	and	3.		

10. The	concrete	for	the	sidewalk	shall	not	be	stamped.		
11. An	updated	sign	plan	including	wall	signage	information	shall	be	provided	prior	to	signage	

approval.		
12. All	other	code	requirements	shall	be	met.		
13. Any	other	conditions	or	changes	as	articulated	by	the	City	Council:	________________	

_______________________________________________________________________”	
	
Alternative	1	-	Continuance	
The	City	Council	may	instead	choose	to	continue	the	applications.	“I	move	to	continue	the	Murphy	
Express	Site	Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	to	another	meeting	on	[May	3,	2016],	with	direction	to	the	
applicant	and	Staff	on	information	and	/	or	changes	needed	to	render	a	decision,	as	follows:		

1. _______________________________________________________________________	
2. _______________________________________________________________________	
3. _______________________________________________________________________”	

	
Alternative	2	–	Denial	
The	City	Council	may	instead	choose	to	deny	the	applications.	“I	move	to	deny	the	Murphy	Express	Site	
Plan	and	Conditional	Use	Permit	with	the	Findings	below:	

1. The	applications	are	not	consistent	with	the	General	Plan,	as	articulated	by	the	City	Council:	
__________________________________________________________,	and/or	

2. The	applications	are	not	consistent	with	Section	[19.04,	19.06,	19.09,	19.11,	19.14,	19.15,	
19.18]	of	the	Code,	as	articulated	by	the	City	Council:	____________________________	
________________________________________________________________________.”	

	
I.	 Exhibits:			

1. City	Engineer’s	Report	 	 	 	 	 	 (pages	6-7)	
2. Location	&	Zone	Map	 	 	 	 	 	 (page	8)	
3. Site	Plan	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (pages	9-15)	

a. Site	Plan	 	 	 (pages	9-10)	
b. Truck	Radius	 	 (page	11)	
c. Landscape	Plan	 	 (page	12)	
d. Misc.	Items		 	 (page	13)	
e. Lighting	 	 	 (page	14)	
f. Updated	Elevations	&	Signs	(page	15)	

4. Planning	Checklist		 	 	 	 	 	 	 (pages	16-20)	
5. Draft	PC	Minutes	3/24/2015	 	 	 	 	 (pages	21-22)	
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City	Council	
Staff	Report	
	
Author:		Janelle	Wright,	EIT	
Subject:		Murphy	Express																	
Date:	 March	15,	2016	
Type	of	Item:			Site	Plan	Approval	
	
 
Description:	
A. Topic:				The	Applicant	has	submitted	a	Site	Plan	application.	Staff	has	reviewed	the	

submittal	and	provides	the	following	recommendations.	
	
B. Background:	
	

Applicant:	 	 Greenberg	Farrow,	Murphy	Express	
Request:	 	 Site	Plan	Approval	
Location:	 	 NE	Corner	Commerce	Drive	and	Redwood	Road	
Acreage:	 	 1.033	Acres	

	
C. Recommendation:		Staff	recommends	the	approval	of	Site	Plan		subject	to	the	following	

conditions:	
	
D. Conditions:			

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

project.		Review	and	inspection	fees	must	be	paid	and	a	bond	posted	as	per	the	
City’s	Development	Code	prior	to	any	construction	being	performed	on	the	
project.	Impact	and	water	fees	are	due	when	pulling	the	building	permit.	

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

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

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

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

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

developed	property)	and	all	UPDES	and	NPDES	project	construction	requirements.	
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G. Final	plans	shall	include	an	Erosion	Control	Plan	that	complies	with	all	City,	UPDES	
and	NPDES	storm	water	pollution	prevention	requirements.	

	
H. All	work	to	conform	to	the	City	of	Saratoga	Springs	Standard	Technical	

Specifications,	most	recent	edition.	
	
I. Developer	may	be	required	by	the	Saratoga	Springs	Fire	Chief	to	perform	fire	flow	

tests	prior	to	final	plat	approval	and	prior	to	the	commencement	of	the	warranty	
period.		

	
J. Submittal	 of	 a	Mylar	 and	 electronic	 version	of	 the	 as-built	 drawings	 in	AutoCAD	

format	to	the	City	Engineer	is	required	prior	acceptance	of	site	improvements	and	
the	commencement	of	the	warranty	period.		

	
K. Developer	shall	provide	an	emergency	shut-off	to	the	City’s	storm	drain	system	in	

case	of	a	spill.		
	
L. A	 right-of-way	 encroachment	 permit	 shall	 be	 obtained	 prior	 to	 any	 work	 being	

done	in	the	right-of-way.		
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Front Elevation (West)

0’- 0”
FIN. FLR.  ELEV.

15’- 0”
T.O. ACCENT BAND

18’- 9”
T.O. FASCIA 

0’- 0”
FIN. FLR.  ELEV.

14’- 6”
B.O. ACCENT BAND

18’- 9”
T.O. FASCIA

Right Elevation (South)

Rear Elevation (East) Left Elevation (North)

A.C.M. canopy fascia
“Cobble Brown” SW #6082

Pre-fin. metal accent band
“Program Red” by Alcoa
Canopy columns painted
“Dormer Brown” SW 752
Brick veneer
“Empire Ivory Velour”
by Carolina Ceramics

Metal doors and frames painted
“Dormer Brown” SW 7521

A.C.M. canopy fascia
“Brushed Aluminum” by Alcoa

13’- 10”
T.O. BUILDING

Cliffstone “Mesquite” by
Eldorado Stone

A.C.M. panel
“Cobble Brown” SW #6082

Decorative cornice
“Cobble Brown” SW #6082

Saratoga Springs (Redwood), UT
DESIGN REPRESENTATION ONLY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION    The building images shown are a representation of the current design intent only. The building images may not reflect variations in color, tone, hue, tint, shading, ambient light intensity, materials, texture, contrast, font style, construction variations required by building codes or inspectors, material availability or final design detailing.

February 23, 2016

Sign Qty. Height Width Area Total S.F.
Murphy Express canopy logo sign 2 Graphic Area 24.00 48.00
Monument Sign 1 46.00” 120.00” 38.33 38.33

Total Signage 86.33

Trash Enclosure

8’- 0” H. “Light Sandstone Velour”
by Endicott with Fibertech composite fence 
gates painted “Dormer Brown” SW #7521

Modular brick veneer
“Light Sandstone Velour”
by Endicott

Monument Sign (Not to scale)

10'-0"

3’
-1

0”

7’ –6”
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APPLICATION	REVIEW	CHECKLIST	
 

                                                          Application Information      
 

Date Received:     Original: December 10, 2015 
      Concept plan: February 2016 
      Complete Resubmittal: February 29, 2016 
Project Name:     Murphy Express 
Project Request / Type:   Concept Plan, Site Plan, Conditional Use 
Body:      Planning Commission; City Council 
Meeting Type:     Public Hearing 
Applicant:   GreenbergFarrow, Murphy Express 
Owner (if different):    Stations West Saratoga LLC 
Location:     NE Corner of Commerce Drive and Redwood 

(North of Autozone) 
Major Street Access:    Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) and size:   66:268:0004, 1.033 acres 
General Plan Designation:   Regional Commercial 
Zone:      Regional Commercial (RC) 
Adjacent Zoning:    RC, Lehi 
Current Use:     Vacant 
Adjacent Uses:     Commercial, Vacant, Agricultural 
Previous Meetings:    None 
Land Use Authority:   City Council  
Future Routing:   City Council  
Planner:     Kimber Gabryszak, AICP 
 

                                                  Section 19.13 – Application Submittal      
• Application Complete: yes 

o Missing: Concept plan application was missing originally; provided February 2016 
• Rezone Required: no 
• General Plan Amendment required: no 
• Additional Related Application(s) required: none 

 
                                                   Section 19.13.04 – Process       

 
• DRC:  

o 1/11/2016 and 2/1/2016 
• Neighborhood Meeting: not required 
• PC: 3/24/2016 
• CC: Tentatively 4/19/2016 
                                                                 General Review       
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Fire Department 
• Second access and turning radius concerns – resolved through modification to entrance 
• Fire flows shall be met for this development as well as future development in the area. All IFC 2012 Edition 

requirements shall be met. 
 

Architectural and Urban Design – 19.14.04, Complies  
• Mechanical Equipment – screened  
• Windows – n/a  
• Building Lighting – minimal and appropriate 
• Trash Enclosures, Storage Areas, and External Structures – provided and screened appropriately 
• Exterior Materials – provides a mixture of materials and colors 
• Landscape Requirements – minimum 20% required 
• Parking Lot and Street Lighting – Parking located both in front of and behind structure 
• Design Standards – see 19.14 below  

 
Additional Recommendations: 

• Staff supports applicant’s suggestion to comply with 40’ access width, while providing mountable curb for 
delivery trucks with additional width. Staff suggests contrasting color and / or stamping to ensure automobiles 
remain inside the primary access.  

 
                                                                    Code Review        
• 19.04, Land Use Zones – complies  

o Zone – RC, 19.04.22. 
o Use – Automobile Refueling Station, CUP required 
o Density – n/a  
o Setbacks – complies  

§ Front: 20’ 
§ Rear: 20’ (30’ against ag or residential zone) 
§ Side: 20’ (30’ against ag or residential zone) 
§ One 10’ exception may be granted – none requested 
§ Building must be 5’ from any road, driveway, or parking space 

o Lot width, depth, size, coverage – complies  
§ Minimum size 20,000 sq.ft. Lot is 45,003 sq.ft. (1.033 acres)  

o Dwelling/Building size 
§ Minimum 1000 sq.ft.   
§ Proposed 1200 sq.ft.  

o Lot Coverage – 50%, complies 
o Height – max 50’, complies  
o Open Space / Landscaping – complies  

§ 20% 0 45,003 * 0.2 = 9000.6 sq.ft.; provided: 16,507 sq.ft. 
§ Front yard area 20’ – provided  
§ 10’ between parking areas and side or rear property lines adjacent to ag or residential, provided 

o Sensitive Lands – n/a 
o Trash – provided  
o Wall or fence to screen boundary against ag or residential – n/a  

 
• 19.05, Supplemental Regulations 
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o Property access – complies, property has required frontage and access 
 

• 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing 
o General Provisions – low-flow sprinklers and water conserving devices required – rain sensor provided, low-

flow to be verified, condition of approval 
o Landscaping Plan – provided  
o Planting Standards & Design 

§ Caliper (deciduous 2”, evergreen 6’ height) – complies  
§ Tree base clearance – complies  
§ Shrubs, 255 at 5 gal, remainder at 1gal – complies, all 5 gallon 

o Amount – complies   
§ Deciduous required: 6, provided: 8 
§ Evergreen required: 3, provided: 10 
§ Shrubs required: 17, provided: 292 
§ Turf minimum 35%, maximum 65%, provided 39% 
§ Shrub bed maximum: 65%, provided: 41% 

o Clear Sight Triangle – complies  
 

• 19.09, Off Street Parking – complies  
o Parking Requirements / Design – materials, striping, and access complies  
o Dimensions – 9’x18’, complies 
o Accessible – provided 1 van accessible 
o Landscaping – complies (not enough stalls to require islands) 
o Minimum Requirements:  

§ Required: 1:100 = 12 spaces 
§ Provided: 7.5:1000 = 9 spaces, plus 8 fueling spaces, exceeds requirement 

 
• Section 19.11, Lighting – complies with conditions  

o Pole height: 20’ max, complies 
o Design: metal, black, decorative base, arm and bell shade, complies  
o Dark sky: downward directed and fully shielded, complies  
o No building lighting proposed 
o Color unclear; cannot exceed 4000, condition of approval 
o Hours of operation: 50% turned off by 11pm, may use motion sensor, condition of approval 

 
• Section 19.13, Process 

o Notice / Land Use Authority – PC hearing, CC decision 
 

• 19.14, Site Plans – complies with conditions  
o Site plan contents: provided 
o Screening: n/a 
o Access requirements: 

§ Maximum width of 40’ – complies 
§ Interconnection – required to provide an access easement and stub to the north, and connect to existing 

development to the east, complies with condition to replace rock wall with stub & easement 
§ Truck loading – complies; utilization of a fueling space 

o Architectural standards 
§ Mechanical equipment shielded: complies 
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§ Building lighting: shielded and downward directed 
§ Trash enclosure: treated to match the main building, and 3’ landscaped buffer provided 
§ Canopies and islands must be compatible with main structure: complies 
§ All building elevations treated to avoid appearance of “back of building”: complies 
§ Canopy light fixtures fully recessed or fully shielded by soffit to avoid light spill: complies 

 
• 19.15, Conditional Use Permit 

 
19.15.05.  
 
4. The Conditional Use shall meet the following standards:  
 

a. the use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, or 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property or improvements in the 
vicinity;  
Complies – traffic flow and accesses have been limited to minimize potential conflicts 

 
b. the use will be consistent with the intent of the land use ordinance and comply with the regulations and 

conditions specified in the land use ordinance for such use;  
Complies – see special standards, and General Plan analysis in staff report 

 
c. the use will be consistent with the character and purposes stated for the land use zone involved and with the 

adopted Land Use Element of the General Plan;  
Complies – see General Plan analysis in staff report 

 
d. the use will not result in a situation which is cost ineffective, administratively infeasible, or unduly difficult to 

provide essential services by the City, including roads and access for emergency vehicles and residents, fire 
protection, police protection, schools and busing, water, sewer, storm drainage, and garbage removal; and  
Complies – applicants are responsible for installation and maintenance of mountable curb for delivery 
truck access, and repair of damage from truck traffic 

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

Complies – see General Plan analysis in staff report 
 

 
19.05.06 – Special Standards and Considerations Governing Particular Uses 
 
1. Automobile refueling stations and car wash operations. As Conditional Uses, automobile refueling stations 
and car wash (self-serve) operations may be permitted under the following conditions:  

 
a. The proposed location of the Conditional Use is in accord with the Land Use Ordinance and land use 

zone in which the site is located. – complies; the property is zoned RC 
 

b. They do not break up contiguity for pedestrians of retail store frontage. – complies; no retail store 
frontage exists in this location and pedestrian connectivity is provided 

 
c. They will not be a nuisance to residences and other surrounding uses. – complies with conditions; 

conditions to comply with light, traffic, and architectural standards will ensure that the use will not be a 
nuisance 

 
d. They will not cause traffic hazards or undue traffic congestion. – complies with conditions; the City 

Engineer has recommended modifications to minimize congestion and ensure adequate traffic flow.  
 

e. For automobile refueling stations or free standing car washes, the lot frontage, if located on a major 
street, shall not be less than 125 feet. – complies; both lot frontages are over 200’, thus exceeding 125’ 
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f. For automobile refueling stations or car wash operations with gasoline, diesel, or natural gas pumps 
shall have buildings of the type of construction as required in applicable building codes, and are to be 
located at a distance of not less than twenty-five feet from property or building setback lines, whichever 
is greater. – complies; the pump setbacks are a minimum of 25’ 

 
g. Gasoline pumps and pump islands for car wash operations or automobile refueling stations shall have a 

canopy and the setback, measured from the edge of the canopy, shall be not less than twenty-five feet 
from any property lines or shall be in conformity with the building setback lines of the zone, whichever is 
greater. – complies; the canopy setback is a minimum of 25’ 

 
h. Driveway design and spacing for automobile refueling stations or car wash operations shall be reviewed 

by the City Engineer, whose recommendation will be forwarded to the Planning Commission. – 
complies; the site has been reviewed, and the driveway design and spacing modified to meet Engineering 
requirements 

 
i. The minimum closest distance from the automobile refueling stations or car wash with gas pumps site to 

an existing school, park, playground, museum, or place of public assembly shall not be less than 500 
feet. – complies; the nearest park, school, or public assembly is more then 500’ from the site 

 
j. No outdoor storage of rental trucks or trailers, stacks of tires, or other merchandise will be provided by 

the automobile refueling stations or car wash operation except when such equipment or merchandise is 
screened by an approved fence not less than six feet in height. – complies; no outdoor storage is 
proposed 

 
• 19.18, Signs – can comply – condition of approval  

o Canopy signs exceeded allowable size and have been removed, complies 
o Wall signage: permitted up to 15% of façade area 

§ Need revised submittal to determine proposed size, design, and code compliance 
o 1 Monument sign, 38.33 sq.ft., height 7’6”, base exceeds 2’ & extends full width: complies 	
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 David Funk had a concern about wording “if at maturity” and how is that defined. They may want to 
reference to that definition in the code.  

Kara Knighton noted that maturity was defined in 19.06. She added a change in 19.06.11 “maturity as 
defined in section 19.06.16.” 

Sandra Steele asked how it affected residential areas where people walking on the sidewalk hit branches.  
Sarah Carroll said this amendment is addressing the Clear Site Triangle and not the entire right-of-way. 
Mark Christensen noted it was a good point Commissioner Steele brought up, they could look at that in the 

future. 
 
Motion made by Ken Kilgore that 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 
[19.08] with the Findings and Conditions in the staff report. Seconded by David Funk. 

 
Hayden Williamson thought it was sections 19.06 and 19.09.   
Ken Kilgore amended the motion to be sections 19.06 and 19.09. not 19.08. 
Sandra Steele thought we had changed some wording about maturity. 
Ken Kilgore amended the motion to say including the edits made by Planning Commission.  
David Funk accepted all motion amendments. 
 

Aye: Sandra Steele, David Funk, Hayden Williamson, Kirk Wilkins, Ken Kilgore, Brandon MacKay. 
Motion passed 6 - 0. 

 
6. Public Hearing: Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit for Murphy Express located at 42 E. Commerce 

Dr. (North of AutoZone), Greenberg Farrow, applicant.  
Sarah Carroll presented the item. The proposal is for an automobile refueling station, consisting of a small 

building with eight refueling pumps. The application does not include a full convenience store, but only 
includes limited related retail sales in a ~1200 sq. ft. building. An outdoor ice machine is included. The 
code requires interconnection between sites to move between without going out to the arterials. But based 
on the way they have to slope the site they are proposing a retaining wall. Staff has visited the site and 
noted very little wiggle room as far as changing the grading so instead of a retaining wall staff suggests 
concrete pavers that marks the location and when the site to the north develops they would have to adjust 
the grade and modify accordingly. They still request recording the cross access easement. They still have 
two accesses to the site but showed a turning radius for a tanker to enter, refuel and exit an area where the 
driveway would be mountable by the trucks. They have suggested stamped concrete which is not 
accessible so they are recommending that it stays smooth and that the sidewalk taper up along the curb. 
They could still stamp the concrete that is not part of the pedestrian sidewalk.  

Brian Dennis with Greenberg Farrow and Rob Walker with Kirk and McConkie, representing applicants were 
present to answer questions. 

 
Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  

No Comment was given. 
 Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins  

 
Sandra Steele asked if it would be a condition that the sidewalk be accessible. 
Sarah Carroll said the final review would be by both planning and engineering. She noted they could add that 

condition.   
Sandra Steele asked the applicants if they would stamp the sidewalk. 
Brian Dennis thought it would be problematic; they discussed maybe doing it a different color. It’s difficult to 

get contractors to understand what to do. 
Sandra Steele feels stamped is a maintenance problem, just coloring it sounds better. She is concerned about 

the turning radius and traffic. She noted condition 9, she doesn’t like “peak traffic periods” and would like 
to tie it to hours. We have traffic starting quite early here.    

Sarah Carroll said because it’s a Conditional Use permit they can require conditions to mitigate that.  

Page 21 of 22

saratogasprings
Text Box
Exhibit 5Draft PC Minutes 3/24/16



 

Planning	Commission	 March	24,	2016	 4	of	8	

Kevin Thurman noted that the Code says if there is any anticipated detrimental impacts by this use then 
Planning Commission can impose reasonable conditions based on local standards. You have to go to the 
City Code to find those conditions.  

Kirk Wilkins would like to know the applicants thoughts on what hours those would be. 
Rob Walker said early morning hours seem better.  
Sandra Steele said eventually Commerce drive will be a circular street. The steady stream of traffic on 

Redwood Road is also her concern.  
Ken Kilgore thought most of the traffic on Commerce drive would be during regular business hours. 
Rob Walker mentioned that based on other sites they have the 9p.m to 5a.m. they view as off peak hours.  
Brian Dennis noted that typically with Murphy stations it’s one truck per day.  
Hayden Williamson thought they could move the tank around it may help. 
Brian Dennis noted the City asked them to move it to where it was now.  
Sarah Carroll commented that it was too close to the intersection to meet Engineering Standards. 
Brian Dennis noted moving the tank may solve one issue but you still have to get the truck around the canopy. 

It would necessitate a complete redesign. At this point this is probably the best compromise of a design. 
He said that Murphy is one of the best clients he has had and if they have a complaint it’s a matter of 
calling the head office and they handle it.  

Brandon MacKay thought maybe they could split the difference in the time. Between 11p.m. and 5a.m. would 
be fair.  

Sandra Steele would agree to that.  
Sarah Carroll said there were other options. You could pick some hours to allow or hours to restrict. The type 

of traffic they see presently on Commerce drive is two or three cars line up to turn at the light. In the future 
there will be more commercial development around this site. It’s a common occurrence for truck drivers to 
deal with this type of thing.  

Kirk Wilkins asked what hours we were concerned with.  
Sandra Steele was concerned about times from 6a.m. to 9p.m. They need to mitigate problems not just for 

today but for the future. Once they get this permit with any conditions that is what stays and it may 
become a problem. If they agree to daytime hours and it becomes a problem, it is our problem because 
we’ve allowed it.  

Hayden Williamson appreciates the concern and thinks we need to look to the future, but having driven trucks 
before, he would adjust his patterns based on traffic. There will be an aspect of driers adjusting to traffic 
for their own convenience. He would be in favor of opening up the window but would be hesitant in 
blocking off a full day that would cause problems for the vendor.  

Mark Christensen commented that the peak hours of traffic are already their peak hours of sales so most likely 
they won’t schedule trucks during those hours anyway. Fundamentally the market will drive when their 
deliveries will be coming.  

Hayden Williamson likes the idea of identifying peak hours instead of limiting allowed times.  
Brian Dennis said this isn’t something he has discussed with Murphy. To give them the biggest window 

possible and avoid changing the plans, if they could do from 9pm to 6am feels fair and easy to understand.  
Kevin Thurman reminded them that any conditions they make have to be based on City standards. In Section 

19.15.05.2 it gives provisions for vehicular access and safety. You would have to reference the Code in the 
condition.  

 
Motion made by Hayden Williamson to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the 

Murphy Express Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit located on parcel 66:268:0004 as outlined in 
Exhibit 3 with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report dated March 24, 2016. With the 
additional condition that the concrete for the sidewalk will not be stamped and that delivery times 
be limited to 9p.m. to 6a.m. as per Code in 19.15.05.2 and .3. Seconded by Brandon MacKay. Aye: 
Sandra Steele, David Funk, Hayden Williamson, Kirk Wilkins, Ken Kilgore,  Brandon MacKay. 
Motion passed 6 - 0. 

 
A 5 min. break was taken at this time. Meeting resumed at 7:45 p.m. 
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City Council 
Staff Report 

 
Site Plan 
Denny’s 
Tuesday, April 19, 2016 
Public meeting 
 

Report Date:    Tuesday, April 11, 2016 
Applicant: Food Service Concepts, Inc 
Owner:   Phillips Edison Company 
Location: 1516 N Redwood Road 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 66:387:0004; 0.787 acres and 66:387:0008; 0.157 acres  

(total .944 acres) 
Parcel Zoning: Regional Commercial (RC) 
Adjacent Zoning:  Regional Commercial (RC) 
Current Use of Parcel:  Vacant, undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses:  Commercial 
Previous Meetings:  (3-14-2016) PC public hearing 
Previous Approvals:  7-19-2012 (CC approved Saratoga Towne Center Master Plan) 
Type of Action: Administrative 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: N/A 
Author:   Kara Knighton, Planner I 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

The applicant, on behalf of the owner, is requesting approval of a Site Plan for a 4,503 sq. ft.  
sit-down restaurant on a 0.944 acre parcel at 1516 North Redwood Road. A Concept Plan for the 
proposed use was reviewed by Staff on February 4, 2016. 

 
Recommendation:  

 
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting on the Denny’s site plan, 
review and discuss the proposal, and vote to approve the site plan as outlined in Section “H”. 
Alternatives include continuation of the item, or denial. 
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B. Background:   
On July 19, 2012 the City Council approved a master concept plan (Saratoga Springs Towne 
Center) which included the subject site (see attached). The proposed site plan for Denny’s 
substantially conforms to the overall master plan. 
 
A property line adjustment was recorded with Utah County on July 27, 2015. When the lot line 
adjustment was done the Code did not require a Plat Amendment with the lot line adjustment 
(the Code has since been changed). This resulted in Denny’s site plan consisting of two parcels 
rather than one larger parcel. A plat amendment is required by the County to correct this issue, 
and a condition of approval has been added. 
 
Architectural Design Standards 
The DRC (Development Review Committee) reviewed the site plan and elevations on February 1, 
2016. Their comments are below: 

1. Coordinate parking to align with AutoZone’s current pavement. 
2. Ensure the sidewalk along the east side of Kneaders continues.  
3. It is recommended that a connection from the site to the sidewalk along Redwood Road 

be provided. 
4. A materials board is required (a photo of the brick is not sufficient for review).  
5. Clarify what the yellow hexagons along the southern elevation are; be they signs or metal 

cut outs.  
 It is suggested that the yellow hexagons be reduced in number or removed 

completely.  
6. The old “diner” look is appealing. 
7. The signage on the north elevation appears to be too big under the sign code. 
8. Accessible parking needs to be moved as close to the main entrance as possible. 

 
A resubmittal was received on February 25, 2016 addressing the DRC’s comments. The applicant 
clarified that the yellow hexagons are metal cutouts and that the accessible parking stalls were 
moved one stall closer to the main entrance. The accessible parking stalls are located as close as 
possible to the main entrance due to the location of the outdoor sitting area. 
 
Planning Commission Hearing 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 24, 2016, and voted to forward a 
positive recommendation with conditions. They included a recommendation to move the 
accessible stalls two stalls to the west, and as close as possible to the front door. Draft minutes 
from that meeting are attached, and the recommended conditions of approval for the Council 
reflect their recommendation. 
 

C. Specific Request:  
 The Site Plan proposal is for a 4,503 sq. ft. sit down restaurant in the RC zone on a 0.994 acre 

parcel. The proposal consists of 56 parking stalls including 3 accessible stalls, 9,815 sq. ft. of 
landscaping, and a small outdoor seating area where people may wait to be seated. 

 
 “Restaurant, Sit Down” is a permitted use in the Regional Commercial Zone. 
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D. Process:  
 Section 19.13 summarizes the processes for site plans, and 19.14 outlines the requirements for 

site plans. The development review process for site plan approval involves a formal review of the 
request by the Planning Commission in a public hearing, with a recommendation forwarded to 
the City Council. The City Council is then the deciding body and formally approves or denies the 
site plan request in a public meeting. 

 
E. 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 of the subject property prior to the March 24, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting. No public input was received prior to or during the meeting. 

 
F. General Plan:   
 The site is designated as Regional Commercial on the Future Land Use Map. The goal and intent 

of this designation is below: 

  
 

Staff conclusion: Consistent. The proposed sit down restaurant uses are considered destination 
oriented and as such the automobile is a priority; the main connection is with a private road 
leading to Commerce Drive, and Redwood Road. Sidewalks and pathways are provided for 
pedestrian access. 

 
G. Code Criteria: For full analysis please see the attached Planning Review Checklist, Exhibit “8”. 
 

• 19.04, Land Use Zones: Complies. 
• 19.05, Supplemental Regulations: Complies. 
• 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing: Can comply. 
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o Clear Sight Triangle: A Code amendment is required. The site plan cannot comply 
with the clear sight triangle ordinance and the double row parking island 
ordinance in 19.09. Two trees are required per double row parking island. Two 
trees are provided and while the trunks of the trees are not within the clear sight 
triangle the canopies are, thus the need for the code amendment. Condition 8 
addresses this concern and a code amendment will be presented at the May 3, 
2016 Council meeting. 

• 19.09, Off Street Parking: Can comply. 
o Landscaping: Can comply. 

 Clear sight: Code amendment required; see analysis above. 
• 19.11, Lighting: Complies. 
• 19.13, Process: Complies. 
• 19.14, Site Plans: Complies. 
• 19.18, Signs: Can comply. 

o Building Signs in the RC zone: Can comply. 
 Size of Primary sign: Can comply. The primary sign shall not exceed 8% of 

the façade or 30 sq. ft., whichever is larger. The allowed squared footage 
of the primary sign is as follows: 19’10” x 87’10” = 1742 sq. ft. x .08 = 139.3 
sq. ft. The proposed sign area is 138.75 sq. ft. The square footage of the 
primary sign complies. 

• The gap between the Denny’s sign and the America’s Diner sign 
may only be 12”. The 12” gap needs to be measured from the 
bottom of the Denny’s hexagon to the top of the America’s Diner 
letters. The distance is more than 12”. The text will need to be 
adjusted to comply. 

 Size of secondary sign: Complies. Shall not be mounted on the same façade 
as the primary sign and shall not exceed 50% of the primary sign. Two 
secondary signs are proposed on different elevations from the primary 
sign; both are 57.2 sq. ft. The primary sign is 138.75 sq. ft.; 50% of the 
primary sign is 69.38 sq. ft.  

 
H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

Staff recommends that the City Council discuss the application, and choose from the following 
options.  
 
Recommended Motion – Positive Recommendation 
 
“I move to approve the Denny’s Site Plan, located on parcel 66:387:0004 and 66:387:0008 and as 
shown in the exhibits, with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report.” 

 
Findings  
1. The application is consistent with the General Plan, as articulated in Section “F” of the 

staff report, which section is incorporated by reference herein.  
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2. The application complies with the criteria in Section 19.04 of the Development Code, 
as articulated in Section “G” of the staff report, which section is incorporated by 
reference herein.  

3. The application complies with the criteria in section 19.05 of the Development Code, 
as articulated in Section “G” of the staff report, which section is incorporated by 
reference herein.  

4. With modifications as conditions of approval, the application complies with the 
criteria in section 19.06 of the Development Code, as articulated in Section “G” of the 
staff report, which section is incorporated by reference herein.  

5. With modifications as conditions of approval, the application complies with the 
criteria in section19.09 of the Development Code, as articulated in Section “G” of the 
staff report, which section is incorporated by reference herein.  

6. The application complies with the criteria in section19.11 of the Development Code, 
as articulated in Section “G” of the staff report, which section is incorporated by 
reference herein.  

7. The application complies with the criteria in 19.13 of the Development Code, as 
articulated in Section “G” of the staff report, which section is incorporated by 
reference herein.  

8. The application complies with the criteria in section 19.14of the Development Code, 
as articulated in Section “G” of the staff report, which section is incorporated by 
reference herein.  

9. With modifications as conditions of approval, the application complies with the 
criteria in section 19.18 of the Development Code, as articulated in Section “G” of the 
staff report, which section is incorporated by reference herein.  
 

Conditions: 
1. All conditions of the City Engineer shall be met, including but not limited to those in 

the Staff report in Exhibit 1. 
2. All requirements of the Fire Chief shall be met. 
3. The Denny’s site plan is a positive recommendation as shown in the attachment to the 

Staff report in Exhibit 3. 
4. The deciduous tree canopies located in the single and double row planter islands 

within the clear sight triangle of the privately owned and maintained street shall at 
maturity, as defined in Section 19.06.06, have a distance between the ground and the 
base of the canopy maintained at no less than eight feet. 

5. The primary sign shall comply with Section 19.18. 
6. A plat amendment correcting the lot line adjustment issues shall be recorded prior to 

building permit issuance. 
7. All other Code requirements shall be met. 
8. Conditions or changes as recommended by the Planning Commission: 

a. The accessible parking shall be moved two stalls to the west, and as close as 
possible to the front door. 

9. Any other conditions or changes as articulated by the City Council: 
____________________________________________________________________. 
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Alternative 1 - Continuance 
The City Council may also choose to continue the item. “I move to continue the Denny’s site plan 
to the May 3, 2016 meeting with direction to the applicant and Staff on information and / or 
changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  

1. ______________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________ 

 
Alternative 2 – Denial 
The City Council may also choose to deny the Denny’s Site Plan. “I move to deny the Denny’s Site 
Plan with the Findings below:  

1. The Denny’s Site Plan is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated by the 
City Council: 
_______________________________________________________________, and/or, 

2. The Denny’s Site Plan is not consistent with Section [19.04, 19.05, 19.06, 19.09, 19.11, 
19.13, 19.14, 19.18] of the Code, as articulated by the City Council: 
____________________________________________________, and/or 

 
I. Attachments:   

1. City Engineer’s Report        (Page 7-8) 
2. Location & Zone Map        (Page 9) 
3. Site Plan          (Page 10) 
4. Landscape Plan         (Page 11) 
5. Elevations           (Page 12-13) 
6. Sign packet         (Page 14-18) 
7. Lighting Plans         (Page 19-23) 
8. Planning Review Checklist       (Page 24-32) 
9. Planning Commission Draft minutes      (Page 33-34) 
10. Proposed Code Amendments as recommended by the Planning Commission   (Page 35) 

 

6



City Council 
Staff Report 

Author:  Daniel McRae, PE  
Subject:  Denny’s       
Date: April 19, 2016 
Type of Item:   Site Plan Approval 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 

B. Background: 

Applicant: Food Service Concepts, Inc 
Request: Site Plan Approval 
Location: 1516 N. Redwood Road 
Acreage: 0.944 Acres 

C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of Site Plan  subject to the following 
conditions: 

D. Conditions:  

A. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements in the construction of the 
project.  Review and inspection fees must be paid and a bond posted as per the 
City’s Development Code prior to any construction being performed on the 
project. Impact and water fees are due when pulling the building permit. 

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

C. Developer must secure water rights as required by the City Engineer, City 
Attorney, and development code. 

D. Submit easements for all public utilities not located in the public right-of-way. 

E. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent 
properties due to the grading practices employed during construction of these 
plats.   

F. Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 
developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction requirements. 
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G. Final plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all City, UPDES 
and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. 

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

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

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

K. The survey for this project shall be recorded. 

L. The oil/water separator for this project shall be designed to remove all of the oils 
and floatables from the storm water and 80% of the total suspended solids (TSS) 
110 microns or larger. A snout system will not be able to meet these standards.  

M. The underground detention system shall be vented so that water can enter the 
detention system without creating bubbles which would diminish the volume of 
water that the underground system can hold.   

8



9



10



11



12



13



10'-5"

5'-6"

3'-6"

12'-6"

6'-0"

B

8’-0"

4’-0”

A

A1

A2

is 12”

12”

19’-10” x 87’-10” =  1,742 Sq. Ft.

x 8%
139.3 Sq. Ft. of signage allowed per code

87'-10"

26'-0"

19'-10"

28'-5 3/8"

26'-0"

50'-11"

19'-10"

8'-3"

3'-2"

18’-6"

7’-6"

DENNY’S

AS NOTED

Client

City & State

Drawing #

Scale

GP
Designer

RH
Project Manager

3 of 7

PAGE SIZE: 11x17

PROJECT INFORMATION

REVISIONS

CLIENT APPROVAL

[  ] APPROVED
[  ] APROVED AS NOTED
[  ] REVISE & RESUBMIT
      NAME:
      DATE:

1516 Redwood Rd. Saratoga Springs, UT

Dennys.SaratogaSprgs. 8.13.15

Saratoga Springs, UT

8-18-15 add note & monument-gp
8-19-15 Siteplan & updates - IH

1-25-16 new Elevs/Site plan - IH
2-11-16 Add LED notes - IH
2-17-16 Permit needs - IH
2-24-16 remvd FDS from rear & other revs-GP

14



10'-5"

5'-6"

F1 F2 F3

6'-0"

C

A1

DENNY’S

AS NOTED

Client

City & State

Drawing #

Scale

GP
Designer

RH
Project Manager

4 of 7

PAGE SIZE: 11x17

PROJECT INFORMATION

REVISIONS

CLIENT APPROVAL

[  ] APPROVED
[  ] APROVED AS NOTED
[  ] REVISE & RESUBMIT
      NAME:
      DATE:

1516 Redwood Rd. Saratoga Springs, UT

Dennys.SaratogaSprgs. 8.13.15

Saratoga Springs, UT

8-18-15 add note & monument-gp
8-19-15 Siteplan & updates - IH

1-25-16 new Elevs/Site plan - IH
2-11-16 Add LED notes - IH
2-17-16 Permit needs - IH
2-24-16 remvd FDS from rear & other revs-GP

87'-10"

26'-0"

19'-10"

19'-10"

50'-11"

26'-0"

7'-6"

3'-2"

15



E

STANDARD DENNY’S FRENCH DIAMOND CABINETS
SCALE: 3/4” = 1’-0”

SIDE VIEW
SCALE: 3/4” = 1’-0”

7’-6"

8'-0"

4'-0"

STONE BASE BY OTHERS
AND TO MATCH BUILDING

STANDARD DENNY’S
FD CABINET
DOUBLE SIDED

TOTAL SQFT= 32.0

6” x .25” PLATE ALUMINUM
ADDRESS NUMBER MOUNTED
TO STONE BASE VIA 3/4” STAND-
OFFS.
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MANUFACTURING SCOPE

  Total Sq Ft = 57.2
  Actual Sq Ft = 41.9
INSTALLATION SCOPE

COLOR LEGEND

LETTER OUTLINE CABINET

PMS#: White
3M Vinyl#: Trans.White

PMS#: 138C
SW#: 6895

“Laughing Orange”

12"
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2” Angle iron frame
with medium gauge wire.
Grid welded to frame

Frame and grid painted
SW 7675 Seal Skin.

(1) S/F LED Illuminated Screen
Scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”

F1 (1) S/F LED Illuminated Screen
Scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”

F2 (1) S/F LED Illuminated Screen
Scale: 1/2” = 1’-0”

F3

7’-0"

12’-0"

4’-0” Minimum electrical whip from each screen

painted to match
fascia color.

2”
3”

End View
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Screen angle frame

Wall

LED mounted to screen frame

wall and away from screen face.
Mounted inside u-channel track

5"

2"

2"
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ARCHITECTURAL AREA LIGHTING

The beautiful and simple California Series 

LED Pedestrian Luminaires depict not only 

the California lifestyle, but the architecture of 

California as well.  This ornamental piece is 

a delightful sight to see and a great model to 

illuminate any urban, rural, retail, or park, or 

campus setting.

The different caps and shades depict different 

California styles and a touch of California's 

historic Spanish mission era. The California 

Series is the perfect selection to combine both 

�������	����
�������������������
���	������

Designed, tooled, manufactured and 

assembled in the USA.

Project Name: Type:

California Small
18" Diameter

(CAL-S)
*16L Max

(Shade 6 Only)

California 1
25" Diameter

(CAL-1)
*64L Max

California 2
30" Diameter

(CAL-2)
(Shade 6 Only)

Cat #

Top 1
(TP1)

Top 2
(TP2)

Top 3
(TP3)

Shade 1
(S1)

Shade 2
(S2)

Shade 3
(S3)

Shade 4
(S4)

Shade 5
(S5)

Shade 6
(S6)

Top/Shade

350
(35)

530
(53)

700
(7)

Milliamps Kelvin

4000K
(40K)

5500K
(55K)

Type

LED
(L)

Volts

120-277
(UNV)

347-480
(HV)

Mount

Post Top
(PT)

Arm 
Mount
(AM)

Color

Bronze
(BRZ)

White
(WHT)

Silver
(SVR)

Green
(GN)

Black
(BLK)

Shields

House Side 
Shield
(HSS)

Options

Bird Spikes
(BS)

Marine Grade Finish
(MGF)

Photocell
(PC)

*Must specify voltage 

Watt Stopper w/ 
Motion Sensor

(FSP-211)

Surge Protector
(10K)

Acrylic Rings
(AR)

Rotated Optics
Rotate Optic Right

(ROR) 

Rotate Optic Left
(ROL)

Light Dist.

Type 2
(T2)

Type 3
(T3)

Type 4
(T4)

Type 5
(T5)

16 (16L)

32 (32L)

48 (48L)

64 (64L)

80 (80L)

# of LEDs

California LED Series

STAR POWER REFLECTOR

The Star Power reflector is an excellent system 
which provides great  value and performance.

LED WATTAGE CHART

16L 32L 48L 64L 80L

350 milliamps 18w - - - -

530 milliamps - 52w 80w 103w 135w

700 milliamps - 72w 109w 141w 174w

Description : CAL-1-TP3/S6-T2-80L-7-40K-L-*-AM-BLK-HSS
Project Name: DENNY'S SARATOGVA SPRINGS
Notes:

TYPE:

S1-SH

  CAL-1         TP3/S6 T2 80L 7 40K L *             AM       BLK       HSS

SPECIFY 

VOLTAGE

19



19500 Rancho Way Suite 105, Rancho Dominguez CA 90220
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Post Top Smooth Arm Mount

TOP 1

Smooth Alum. Rings

TOP 2

SHADE 1 SHADE 2 SHADE 3 SHADE 4 SHADE  5 SHADE 6

Housing: Heavy Duty Marine Grade Cast and Spun Aluminum 

with 6 shade options and 3 cap options.

LED: Luxeon Series by Lumileds

Optics: Star Power Optical System; Type 2, 3, 4 + 5 full cutoff

Watts: 18, 52-174 watts.

Electrical: Conforms to UL 1598 Standards

Driver: By Advance 

Kelvin: 4000, or 5500 

Finish: 5 Millimeters Powder Coat 

Hardware: Stainless Steel

Warranty: Standard Warranty is 5 years for Driver and LEDs

24

16

8

EPA California

Single 2.7

TOP 3

Top 3

CALIFORNIA - LUMEN DATA CHART

PART NUMBER
T3 

LUMENS
T3 

EFFICACY
T5 

LUMENS
T5

EFFICACY
Watts

CAL-1-XX-32L-53-40K 4628 89 4940 95 52

CAL-1-XX-32L-53-55K 4888 94 5200 100 52

CAL-1-XX-32L-7-40K 5976 83 6480 90 72

CAL-1-XX-32L-7-55K 6336 88 6768 94 72

CAL-1-XX-48L-53-40K 7120 89 7600 95 80

CAL-1-XX-48L-53-55K 7520 94 8000 100 80

CAL-1-XX-48L-7-40K 9047 83 9810 90 109

CAL-1-XX-48L-7-55K 9592 88 10246 94 109

CAL-1-XX-64L-53-40K 9270 90 10094 98 103

CAL-1-XX-64L-53-55K 9785 95 10609 103 103

CAL-1-XX-64L-7-40K 11844 84 13113 93 141

CAL-1-XX-64L-7-55K 12549 89 13677 97 141

CAL-2-XX-80L-53-40K 12150 90 13230 98 135

CAL-2-XX-80L-53-55K 12825 95 13905 103 135

CAL-2-XX-80L-7-40K 14616 84 16182 93 174

CAL-2-XX-80L-7-55K 15486 89 16878 97 174

Cal-S at 18"
Cal-1 at 25"
Cal-2 at 30"

Product Dimensions

Product Specifications 

Description : CAL-1-TP3/S6-T2-80L-7-40K-L-*-AM-BLK-HSS
Project Name: DENNY'S SARATOGVA SPRINGS
Notes:

TYPE:

S1-SH
20



19500 S. Rancho Way Ste. 105, Rancho Dominguez CA 90220

PH: 310-341-2037NLS LIGHTING, LLC
www.nlslighting.com

Decorative Pole Bases 300 + 400

POLES + BASES

DPB-400
DPB Category:  Pathway, or Residential projects. 

Base Material:  Two-piece decorative cast aluminum base.  Marine grade copper 
free aluminum.  Base plate 9" SQ.  Measures 18.5" tall x 16.875" OD wide.

Finish: ��������������������������������������	�������.  Custom color match,  
including Patina Verde and Weathered Brown.

Compatible Poles:  Round Straight Steel (RSSP) or Round Straight Aluminum 
(RSAP) poles in 4", or 5" OD in 7 or 11 gauge.  Consult factory for fluted options.

DPB-300
DPB Category:  Roadway, Residential or Commercial projects. 

Base Material:  Two-piece decorative cast aluminum base.  Marine grade copper 
free aluminum. Base plate 9" OD. Measures 37.5" tall x 10.19" wide.

Finish: ��������������������������������������	�������.  Custom color match 
available upon request,  including Patina Verde and Weathered Brown.

Compatible Poles:  Round Straight Steel (RSSP) or Round Straight Aluminum 
(RSAP) poles in 4", or 5" OD in 7 or 11 gauge.  Consult factory for fluted options.

Decorative Pole Base 400
(DPB-400)

Cat # Color

Bronze (BRZ)

White (WHT)

Silver (SVR)

Green (GRN)

Black (BLK)

Custom (CC)

Pole Dim.

4” Round
(4R)

5” Round
(5R)

Project Name: Type:

Decorative Pole Base 300
(DPB-300)

Cat # Color

Bronze (BRZ)

White (WHT)

Silver (SVR)

Green (GRN)

Black (BLK)

Custom (CC)

Pole Dim.

4” Round
(4R)

5” Round
(5R)

Project Name: Type:

� �������

�����	�


���	�

��	����

Description : 

DBP-400-4R-BLK
Project Name: DENNY'S SARATOGVA SPRINGS
Notes:

TYPE:

S1-SH

DBP-400      4R BLK
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NLS LIGHTING
PHOTOMETRIC STUDY#
DENNYS SARATOGA SPGS
WILD WEST LIGHTING
DATE: 03/04/16

Luminaire Schedule

Symbol Qty Label Arrangement LLF Description Lum. Watts

Calculation Summary

Label CalcType Units

6

Avg Max Min Avg/Min Max/Min

S1-SH SINGLE 0.950 NLS-CALIFORNIA CAL-1-T2-80L-700-40K-SINGLE @ 20' MTG. HT. HSS 177

CalcPts_2 Illuminance Fc 3.72 9.1 0.0 N.A. N.A.

PROPERTY SPILL Illuminance Fc 0.29 1.0 0.0 N.A. N.A.

PARKING STALLS Illuminance Fc 5.07

2 S2 BACK-BACK 0.950 NLS-CALIFORNIA CAL-1-T5-80L-700-40K-TWIN @ 20' MTG. HT 177

9.1 1.2 4.23 7.58
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4,503 SQ. FT.
1 STORY

158 SEATS

LP.

LP.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.
LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LS.

LP. LP.

LP. LP.

LP.

56 PARKING SPACES
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AUTOZONE

E
X

IST
.D

R
IV

E

4

6

6

10 20

10

1

E
X

IS
T

IN
G

 C
O

N
C

R
E

T
E

 W
A

L
K

C
O

N
C

R
E

T
E

 W
A

L
K

E
X

IS
T

IN
G

 L
A

N
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R
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GREASE TRAPS
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METER

E
X
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T

IN
G

 L
A

N
D

SC
A

P E

DN

DN

DN

DN

DN

DN

DN

DN DN

EXISTING
ELECT. BOX

S7°17'45"E 203.67'

CURBING

CURBING

DN

SES

F.D.C.

AREA OF ADJUSTMENT

20' SETBACK

20' SETBACK

20' SETBACK

20' SETBACK

EDGE OF EXISTING ASPHALT - DO NOT DISTURB

R
E

T
A

IN
I

R
E

T
A

IN
IN

G
 W

A
LL

R
E

T
A

I N
I N

G
 W

A
L L

90'-0" 10'-91
2"

25
'-0

"
9'

-0
"

54
'-0

"

25
'-0

"
18

'-0
"

18
'-0

"
25

'-0
"

18
'-0

"
10

'-1
0"

10
'-5

"

8'-0" 9'-0" 5'-0" 18'-0" 11'-7" 25'-0" 26'-01
2"

9'-1"
36'-0"

27'-4"

10
'-6

"
9'

-0
"

90
'-6

"

9'-0" TYP. 81'-0" 12'-11
2"

25'-0"
18'-0"

25'-0"

3'-0"

5'-11 1
2 "

5'-
11

1 2
"

NOTES:

1. SEE SHEET SP-2 FOR SITE PLAN & DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE DETAILS.

2. MINIMUM 5'x5' CONCRETE PAD WITH MAX 2%%% SLOPE AT ALL DOORS.

3. SEE CIVIL SHEETS FOR INFO ON PARKING LOT & PAVING.

4. EXTERIOR LIGHTING SHALL COMPLY WITH THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS L

5. WHEEL STOPS AT ALL PARKING STALLS ADJACENT TO SIDEWALKS AND BUILD

6. ALL PARKING SPACES TO BE 9'x18'.

7. HANDRAILS AROUND ELEVATED SIDEWALK AND ON BOTH SIDES OF RAMP. 
- 2" DIA. GALVANIZED STEEL, TOP OF RAIL TO BE 36" ABV. SURFACE, AND EXTE
TOP AND BOT OF RAMP.  PAINT TO MATCH BLDG.

SIDE WALK

STRIPING ON PAVEMENT

6'
-0

"
44

'-1
0"

6'
-0

"
7'

-8
"

25
'-2

1
2"

3'
-1

0"
6'

-0
"

20
'-0

"
7'

-1
11

2"
25

'- 0
"

8'
-1

"
6'

-0
"

8'
-0

"
6'

-0
"

7'
-1

1"
25

'- 0
"

16
'-3

"

50
'-3

"

87'-3"

10
'-1

1"

40
'-0

1
2"

4'-11"17'-0"

5'-1"

3'
-1

1"

18
'-0

"

9'-1" 5'-0" 4'-0" 4'-0"

SARATOGA SPRINGS DENNY'S SITE DATA TABLE

A.  PROJECT AREA: 41, 126 SQ. FT.
B.  NUMBER OF LOTS: 2 (INCLUDES PARKING OVER 0.16

           ACRE LOT NORTH OF DENNY'S)
           NUMBER OF BUILDINGS: 1

C.   BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE: 4,503 SQ. FT.
D.  SURFACE PARKING SPACES: 56

           GARAGE PARKING SPACES: 0
E.   %%% BUILDABLE LAND: 100%%%
F.   ACREAGE OF SENSITIVE LANDS: 0 AC.

           SENSITIVE LANDS: 0%%%
G.  OPEN SPACE (LANDSCAPING) AREA: 9,815 SQ. FT.

           OPEN SPACE (LANDSCAPING):  28%%%
H.  AREA TO BE DEDICATED RIGHT-OF-WAY (PUBLIC &

           PRIVATE): 0 AC.
I.    NET DENSITY BY ACRE:  0.13 FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)
J.    NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES: 56
K.  IMPERVIOUS AREA ON SITE: 31,311 SQ. FT.

9'-0"

9'-0"

9'-0"

36
'-0

"

18'-0"

22'-71
2"

SEE NOTE
#7.

6'-3" 27'-0"

5'
-6

"
5'

-5
"

18
'-0

"

18'-0"25'-0"

5'
-6

"
4'

-0
"

4'-0"

GREASE

GARBAGE

RECYCLE

C
U

R
B

 &
 G

EXISTING CONCRETE
WALK

NEW SIDEWALK
CONTINUE FROM
EXISTING.

AWNINGS

SITE FURNITURE
SEE FS1

OVERHANG

NEW LANDSCAPE TO
FOLLOW EXISTING
PAVEMENT.

STRIPING FOR
WALK WAY.

HC PARKING
SIGNS

XRMR

S8°38'55"E 39.30'

N81°21'05"E
174.24'

N9°32'55'W 75.28'

N4°06'07'W 27.01'

N6°48'59'W 126.71'

S85°57'59'W
175.01'

DENNY'S
MUNUMENT SIGN

NEW PATHWAY TO
AUTOZONE.

NEW SIDEWALK.

S1-SH
MH: 20

S1-SH
MH: 20

MH: 20
S1-SH

S1-SH
MH: 20

S1-SH
MH: 20

MH: 20
S2 S2

MH: 20

S1-SH
MH: 20

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.2
0.2

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.2

0.3

0.9

0.7

0.40.60.50.61.00.90.30.70.70.40.20.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 1.7 2.2 2.5 2.3 1.1

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.9 2.4 4.3 5.1 4.2 1.8

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.6 1.3 2.0 3.4 4.9 1.0

2.8 5.0 0.6

2.2 3.8 1.8

1.9 3.2 1.8

2.4 4.7 1.1

1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.8 3.1 5.6 1.2

1.9 3.0 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.8 4.6 5.7 2.9

3.9 5.9 6.8 6.9 6.5 6.3 7.2 7.1 6.3 3.1

3.4 7.6 9.1 8.2 8.0 7.6 8.6 8.1 7.2 2.9

4.4 6.6 8.5 8.2 8.0 7.4 9.0 8.1 6.5 2.8

2.4 4.1 5.0 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.4 4.4 2.4

1.2 2.1 3.2 4.5 5.5 4.9 4.7 5.1 4.1 2.4

1.2 2.5 4.6 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.6

PARKING STALLS
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APPLICATION REVIEW CHECKLIST

    Application Information 

Date Received:  1/26/2016, 2/1/2016, 2/25/2016, and 3/8/2016 
Review date(s): 2/5/2016
Project Name:  Denny’s 
Project Request / Type: Site Plan
Body:  City Council 
Meeting Type:  Public meeting 
Applicant: Food Service Concepts, Inc. (Othoniel Bejarano) 
Owner (if different):  Phillips Edison  Company 
Location: l516 N Redwood Road 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) and size: 66:387:0004; 0.787 acres and 66:387:0008; 0.157 acres 

(0.944 acres total)
General Plan Designation: Regional Commercial (RC)
Zone:  Regional Commercial (RC)
Adjacent Zoning: RC
Current Use:  Vacant
Adjacent Uses:  Commercial
Previous Meetings:  N/A
Type of Action: Administrative
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: City Council 
Planner: Kara Knighton, Planner I 

             Section 19.13 – Application Submittal 

Application Complete: yes
Rezone Required: no
General Plan Amendment required: no
Additional Related Application(s) required: none

    Section 19.13.04 – Process 

DRC: 2-2-2016
Neighborhood Meeting: N/A
PC: 3/24/2016
CC: 4/19/2016

           General Review 
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Fire Department
A hydrant shall be within 150’ of lot.  
Access to building shall support a 40’ fire apparatus movement.
A driving exhibit for drive isles shall be provided. 
The business shall be fire sprinkled according to NFPA 13D standards. It shall also have a full alarm 
system that will be monitored 24/7 by a third party. 
Knox box shall be located near the front entrance and recessed in the building. It shall be Knox item 
#3275 and the FDC shall have item #3041, Knox Lock. Knox Authorized code for Saratoga Springs Fire 
and Rescue is PS-06-0053-01-05. 
All sprinkler and alarm plans will be third party reviewed by PCI in Centerville, Utah; ATTN: Bob 
Goodloe. 

Architectural Design Standards – 19.14.04 
The DRC reviewed the Denny’s concept plan, site plan and elevations on February 1, 2016. 
Coordinate parking with AutoZone’s current pavement. 
Ensure the sidewalk along the east side of Kneaders continues. 
It is recommended that a connection from the site to the sidewalk along Redwood Road be provided. 
A materials board is required (a photo of the brick is not sufficient for review).  
Clarify what the yellow hexagons along the southern elevation are, be they signs or metal cut outs. 

o It is suggested that the yellow hexagons be reduced in number or removed completely.
The old “diner” look is appealing.
The signage on the north elevation appears to be too big under the sign code. 
Accessible parking needs to be moved as close to the main entrance as possible.

Code Review 

19.04, Land Use Zones: Can comply. 
o Zone: Regional Commercial (RC)
o Use: Permitted. Restaurant, sit down.
o Minimum lot size: Complies. Minimum is 20,000 sq. ft. and the site is 41,126 sq. ft.
o Setbacks and Yard Requirements: Complies.

Front: Complies. 20’ minimum. 140’ provided.
Sides: Complies. 20’ minimum. To the east of the building 70’ is provided and to the
west of the building 21’ is provided.
Rear: Complies. 20’ minimum. 40’ provided.
Exceptions: Complies. The applicant is not requesting an exception.
General requirements: Complies. No building shall be closer than five feet from any
private road, driveway, or parking space.  The southeast end of the building abuts the
paved surface of the parking lot, but the area is striped for no parking.

o Structure Height: Complies. 50’ max. The highest point of the building is 26’.
o Maximum Lot Coverage: Complies. The site is 41,126 sq. ft. and the building is 4,503 sq. ft. which is

11% coverage.
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o Minimum Building Size: Complies. Minimum 1,000 sq. ft. required. The proposed building is 4,503
sq. ft.

o Development Standards: Can comply.
Architectural Review: Can comply. The Planning Commission shall review the Site Plan
and building elevations.
Landscaping: Complies.

Required front yard areas/ yard areas facing a public street: Complies. 20’ of 
landscaped area required. The only public street is Redwood Road and there is 
21’ provided. 
Minimum 10’ landscaping between parking areas and side or rear property lines 
adjacent to agricultural and residential land uses: Complies. The site is not 
adjacent to an agricultural or residential land use.
Landscaping prior to Certificate of Occupancy: Will comply. The landscaping 
will be inspected prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. (Exceptions 
granted by the Building Official as seasonal conditions warrant.)
Maintenance: Complies. The property owner will be required to maintain the 
landscaping. 

o Uses within Buildings: Complies. No outdoor storage is proposed.
o Trash Storage: Complies. A trash storage container is provided and complies with Section 19.14.04.
o Buffering/ Screening Requirements: Complies.

Screening between commercial and agricultural or residential use. Complies. The site is
not adjacent to an agricultural or residential zone.
Minimum number of both deciduous and evergreen trees: Complies. The landscaping
complies with Section 19.06.07.

o Landscaping Requirements: Complies. Minimum of 20% of the total project area. The site is 41126
sq. ft. meaning the required amount of landscaping is 8,225 sq. ft. proposes 24%.

o Sensitive Lands: Complies. There are no sensitive lands.

19.05, Supplemental Regulations: Complies. 
o Flood Plain: Complies. The building is not within the flood plain.
o Water & sewage: Complies. The water and sewage will connect to the City utilities.
o Transportation Master Plan: Complies. The building is not proposed on a proposed street, road,

highway, or right-of-way as shown on the City’s Transportation Master Plan.
o Property access: Complies. The site abuts a roadway that provides for police, fire, and emergency

service access.

19.06, Landscaping and Fencing: Can comply. 
o General Provisions: Complies.

Automatic irrigation required.
Sight triangles must be protected
All refuse areas (including dumpsters) must be screened.
Tree replacement required if mature trees are remove.

o Landscaping Plan: Complies. Provided.
o Completion – Assurances: Bond required for public improvements prior to recordation.
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o Planting Standards & Design: Complies.
Required Trees: Complies.

Deciduous Trees: Complies. 2” caliper required and 2” caliper is proposed. 
Evergreen Trees: Complies. 6’ in height required and 6’7” is proposed. 
Tree Base Clearance: Complies. Landscape Detail C5 provides a 6’ diameter free 
of grass and rock.

Shrubs: Complies. 25% of the shrubs are required to be in 5 gallon container and the
remainder is required to be in 1 gallon containers. All except two shrubs are in 5 gallon 
containers; the two excluded are in 1 gallon containers. 
Turf: Complies. 70% max. 41% provided.
Drought Tolerant Plants: Complies. 50% of all the proposed trees and shrubs are drought
tolerant.
Rock: Complies. Two different colors and two different sizes of rock are proposed.
Planting and Shrub Beds: Complies.

Edging and drip lines and material: Complies. Edging is provided.
Artificial turf: Complies. No artificial turf is proposed.
Selection of plants: Complies. The proposed plants have different colors, forms, and
textures.
Evergreens: Complies. Evergreens have been incorporated into the landscape.
Softening of walls: Complies. Shrubs are provided against long expanses of the building.
Water conservation: Complies. Drip lines are proposed for shrub and trees.
Tree Preservation: Complies. There are no existing mature trees on the site.
Placement: Complies. Plants are placed against the building.

o Amount: Complies.
Deciduous Trees: Complies

6 deciduous  trees required 
16 provided 

Evergreen Trees: Complies.
3 evergreen trees required
5 provided 

Minimum Shrubs: Complies
19 shrubs required
39 provided 

Turf: Complies.
35% required. (2,878 sq. ft. required) 
41% provided. (3,379 sq. ft. proposed) 

Planting and Shrub beds: Complies.
Not more than 65% allowed
65% provided (overall landscaping)

o Additional Requirements: Complies. The park strip is already landscaped.
o Fencing & Screening: Complies. The retaining wall is existing.
o Clear Sight Triangle: Can comply. A Code amendment is required. The site plan cannot comply with

the clear sight triangle ordinance and the double row parking island ordinance in 19.09. Two trees are
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required per double row parking island. Two trees are provided and while the trunks of the trees are 
not within the clear sight triangle the canopies are thus the need for the code amendment.

19.09, Off Street Parking: Can comply.
o General Provisions: Complies.

Materials: Complies. The parking lot is proposed as asphalt.
Maintenance: Complies. The parking lot will be maintained by the property owner.
Parking area access: Complies. No parking areas will require backing across a sidewalk
to gain access to the street.
Lighting in parking areas: Complies. Parking lot lighting is proposed.
Location of parking areas: Complies. The parking lot is within 600’ of the main entrance
to the building.
Storm water runoff: See City Engineer’s report.

o Parking Requirements / Design: Complies. On-street parking is not counted towards meeting the
required parking stalls, the parking requirement is based off of gross square footage, no tandem
spaces are proposed, the parking lot calculation was rounded up to the next whole number, and no
parking lot reductions are proposed.

o Dimensions: Complies. For 90° parking 9’x18’ stalls required with a24’ aisle width. Proposed
parking spaces are 9’x18’ and the proposed aisles are 25’.

o Accessible: Complies. For 56 stalls, 3ADA stalls are required including 1 van accessible stall with a
min. 96” wide access aisle and two accessible parking spaces with a min. 60” wide access aisle. Three
ADA stalls are provided and one of which is a van accessible stall with a 96” wide access aisle and
the other two stalls share a 60” access aisle. The accessible stalls are located as close as possible to
the main entrance due to the outdoor seating area.

o Landscaping: Can comply.
Parking areas adjacent to public streets: Complies.  A landscaped strip of not less than ten
feet between the sidewalk and the parking areas containing a berm or screen wall 3’ to
minimize intrusion of lighting from headlights. Trees both deciduous and evergreen shall
be placed no more than 30’ apart. A retaining wall is provided between the parking lot
and the public street (Redwood Road). Deciduous and evergreen trees are provided.
Curbs: Complies. The parking lot is separated from the landscaping by a curb. All
landscaped areas abutting any paved surface are curbed.
Clear sight: Can comply. Code amendment required; see above.
Components of Landscaped areas: Complies. All landscaped areas have an irrigation
system.
Required Parking islands: Complies.

Double rows: Complies. One 36’ by 9’ landscaped island required every twenty 
parking stalls with a minimum of two trees per planter.  A 36’ x 9’ landscape 
island is provided at either end of the double parking row. Two trees are provided 
per planter. 
Single rows: Complies. One landscaped island required every ten parking stalls 
containing a minimum of one tree per planter. One tree is provided per planter; 
the islands are 9’ x 18’. 
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o Pedestrian Walkways & Accesses: Complies. The parking lot is not larger than 75,000 sq. ft. as it is
~25,075 sq. ft.

o Shared Parking: Complies. No shared parking is proposed.
o Minimum Requirements: Complies. 1 stall is required for every 100 sq. ft. The building is 4,503 sq.

ft. requiring 46 spaces. 58 spaces including 3 accessible stalls are provided.

19.11, Lighting: Complies.
o General Standards: Complies.

Material: Complies. All lighting fixtures are metal.
Base: Complies. 16” decorative base required. The proposed base is 18.5” tall.
Type: Complies. All lights are full cutoff.
Angle: Complies. All lighting is directed downward.
Lamp: Complies. Bulb may not exceed 4,000 K in color temperature. The proposed bulb
is 4,000 K.
Drawings: Complies. Provided.
Flags: Complies. No flags are proposed.

o Nonresidential lighting: Complies.
Wall-mounted: complies. 16’ maximum in height. All proposed wall-mounted lights are
mounted below 16’.
Intermittent lighting: Complies. No intermittent lighting is proposed.
Trespass lighting: Complies. The trespass lighting does not exceed one foot-candle
measured at the property line.
Service station canopies: Complies. No service station is proposed.
Freestanding lights: Complies. All proposed freestanding light fixtures are black.
Pole design: Complies. Must be an arm and bell shade. Arm and bell shade light poles are
proposed.
Parking lot poles: Complies. The luminaire schedule dictates a 20’ pole.
Lighting fixtures: Complies. All lights are full cut off.
Hours: Will comply. One hour after closing or by 11:00pm, whichever is earlier,
businesses must turn off at least 50% of building lighting and lighting fixtures in surface
parking lots; however, those lighting fixtures turned off may be set to function utilizing a
motion detector system. Lights may be turned back on one half hour prior to the first
employee shift.

o Outdoor sign lighting: Complies.
Illuminated signs within ½ mile of Camp Williams: Complies. The site is more than a ½
mile away from Camp Williams.
On-premise signs: Will comply. On-premise signs may remain illuminated during regular
business hours, but may not be illuminated later than a half hour after closing, not prior to
the daily opening of the business to the public.
External illumination for wall signs: Complies. The proposed signs are internally
illuminated.
Monument signs: Complies. The proposed monument sign is internally illuminated.
Internally illuminated signs: Complies. The proposed light source appears to not be
visible.
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Digital signs: Complies. No digital signs are proposed.
o Walkway lighting: Complies.

Lighting of all pedestrian pathways is recommended.
Pathways, walkway, and sidewalk lighting fixtures mounted at a height not to exceed 10’.
Complies. No pathway, walkway, nor sidewalk lighting is proposed.
Bollard lighting: Complies. No bollard lights are proposed.

o Street lighting: Complies.
Reduce glare and excessive direct light: Complies.
Black: Complies. The proposed parking lot poles are black.

o Lighting Plan: Complies. Provided.

Section 19.13, Process: Complies. 
o General Considerations: Complies.

General Plan: Complies. The proposed use is a Regional Commercial (RC) use and the
General Plan already displays the area as RC.

o Notice / Land Use Authority: The City Council is the Land Use Authority. Prior to City Council, the
Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and forward a recommendation onto the City
Council.

19.14, Site Plans: Complies.
o Commercial
o Development Standards: Complies.

Entire site included in site plan: complies.
Buffering/ Screening: Complies. A commercial lot abutting a residential lot shall be
effectively screened. The commercial lot does not abut residential.
Access: Complies. Access spacing and circulation has been reviewed by the City
Engineer. Interconnection to adjacent sites is provided via the private street.
Utilities: See City Engineer’s report.
Grading and Drainage: See City Engineer’s report.
Secondary Water: See City Engineer’s report.
Irrigation ditches: See City Engineer’s report.

o Architectural and Urban Design Requirements: Complies.
Process: Complies. The DRC reviewed the elevations and site plan prior to the Planning
Commission public hearing.
Mechanical Equipment: Complies. All mechanical equipment is located within the
building.
Windows: Complies. All of the windows are rectangular and all appear to be treated.
Building lighting: Complies. Downward directed and shielded. The proposed building
lighting is directed downward and shielded.
Trash enclosures: Complies. The surround is split face block to match the color of the
Denny’s building. The gates is opaque, no chain link is proposed, and there is a 3’
landscape buffer between the nearest parking space and the enclosure.
Exterior Materials: Complies. A materials board was provided and the DRC reviewed the
materials and elevations on February 4, 1016.
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Landscape Requirements: See analysis above.
Parking lot, building, and street lighting: See analysis above.

o Special Provisions: Complies. No outdoor uses are proposed.
o Maps and Drawings Required: Can comply. Provided.
o Bond: Complies. A bond will be required.

19.18, Signs: Can comply. 
o Permanent
o General Standards: Complies.

Sign Design and Materials: Complies.
Landscaping: Complies. 3’ of landscaping beyond the base of the sign in all 
direction is required. The proposed monument sign is proposed on the 
landscaping plans with shrubs around the base of the sign. 

Sign Placement: Complies.
General Location: Complies. The proposed signs will not interfere with 
doorways, exits, sidewalks, etc. The proposed monument sign does not appear to 
be in the PUE. 
Clear Sight Triangle: Complies. No sign is proposed within the clear sight 
triangle.
Traffic safety: Complies. No sign is placed that may be confused with traffic 
signals, etc.
Right-of-way: Complies. The proposed monument sign is not within the right-of-
way.
Setbacks: Complies. The proposed monument sign is 25’ from the side property 
line and 4’ away from the driveway for the parking lot.

Sign Illumination: Complies. The proposed signs are internally illuminated. The
illuminated signs do not face residentially zoned property. 
Sign and Building Maintenance: Complies. All signs shall be maintained in good
condition. 
Sign Construction: To be reviewed at time of building permit.
Monument and Pedestal signs: Complies.

Multiple Faces: Complies. There are two sign faces; however, the angle between 
the two is less than 15 degrees so only one sign face shall be counted. 
Monument sign base: Complies. The sign base is 3’6” and runs the full horizontal 
length of the sign.
Changeable copy: Complies. No changeable copy is proposed. 
Address: Complies. Provided. 

Building Signs: Complies. On the north elevation of the building the Denny’s sign is just
below the highest point of the façade on which it is mounted. 

o Building signs in the RC zone: Can comply.
Number: Complies. One primary sign and two secondary signs are permitted. One
primary sign is proposed and two secondary signs are proposed.
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Size of Primary sign: Can comply. The primary sign shall not exceed 8% of the
façade or 30 sq. ft., whichever is larger. The allowed squared footage of the
primary sign is as follows: 19’10” x 87’10” = 1742 sq. ft. x .08 = 139.3 sq. ft. The
proposed sign area is 138.75 sq. ft. The square footage of the primary sign
complies.

The gap between the Denny’s sign and the America’s Diner sign may only 
be 12”. The 12” gap needs to be measured from the bottom of the 
Denny’s hexagon to the top of the America’s Diner letters. The distance is 
more than 12”. The text will need to be adjusted to comply. 

Size of secondary sign: Complies. Shall not be mounted on the same façade as
the primary sign and shall not exceed 50% of the primary sign. Two secondary 
signs are proposed on different elevations from the primary sign; both are 57.2 
sq. ft. The primary sign is 138.75 sq. ft.; 50% of the primary sign is 69.38 sq. ft.  

o Monument Signs in the RC zone: Complies.
Number: Complies. One monument sign is allowed and one monument sign is proposed.
Size: Complies. 45 sq. ft. allowed. 32 sq. ft. proposed.
Height: Complies. 7’6” permitted and the proposed sign is 7’6”.

19.27, Addressing 
o GIS verified address.
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City of Saratoga Springs
Planning Commission Meeting

March 24, 2016
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices

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

Minutes

Present:
Commission Members: Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, David Funk, Ken Kilgore, Brandon MacKay, Hayden 

Williamson
Staff: Sarah Carroll, Kevin Thurman, Kara Knighton, Nicolette Fike, Daniel McRae, Mark Christensen 
Others: Johnny Anderson, Larry Watkins, Wyatt Watkins, Sean Fox, Tom Windsler, Brian Dennis, Rob 

Walker
Excused: Troy Cunningham

Call to Order - 6:30 p.m. by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

1. Pledge of Allegiance - led by Kirk Wilkins

2. Roll Call – A quorum was present

3. Public Input Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins
No input was given.

Public Input Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

4. Public Hearing: Site Plan for Denny's, located at 1516 N. Redwood Rd., Food Service Concepts, Inc.
Applicant.
Kara Knighton presented the Site Plan. The applicant is requesting approval of a Site Plan for a 4,503 sq. ft.

sit-down restaurant. This cannot comply with both the Clear sight triangle ordinance and the double row 
parking ordinance. Item 5, Code amendments will try to clear that up. 

Applicants Sean Fox representing the franchise, and Tom Windsler with Food Service Concepts, Inc. were 
present to answer questions.

Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 
No Comment was given.

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

David Funk asked what they were doing about the clear-site and canopies.
Kara Knighton clarified that the Code changes in next item would be to allow canopies in right-of-way that are 

not city owned. 
David Funk is concerned about the increased traffic and the pedestrian traffic and connecting the sidewalk to 

the east. He felt if they require things of other applicants they should require the same with this applicant 
to be fair.

Sandra Steele is concerned about the placement of disabled parking as close as possible to the front door. The 
outdoor seating makes that difficult and she would like to see that as a condition. She likes the grid 
concept but doesn’t like the yellow outline of the sign. She would like to keep the grid and lighting but 
take out the yellow design.

Ken Kilgore asked what the issue was with the yellow hexagons being reduced.
Kara Knighton replied the applicant didn’t to want to reduce the number because it does represent their brand. 
Sarah Carroll noted that it was a design recommendation from the Urban Design Committee. They felt there 

was too many with a cluttered feel.
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Ken Kilgore asked the applicants what they normally have on buildings similar to this. He doesn’t feel it is a 
sign, but a decorative feature.

Sean Fox replied it was iconic of the restaurant and they have included in their designs for about two years. 
People recognize the design as their brand.

Sandra Steele feels it acts a sign.
Hayden Williamson feels that every business that wants to come in have architectural designs on their building 

that are part of their brand. This could become a big problem for us if we regulate them all as signs. He
believes it’s more of an architectural design rather than a sign. 

Ken Kilgore noted a color scheme could also be part of a brand, could you say that is a sign? The applicants 
need some sort of decoration on each side and if they can tie it to a brand that is good for them. He 
clarified that this restaurant would be open 24 hours and commented on lighting code that would need to 
be reduced at night. Is it ok for the signs to be illuminated 24 hours if the business is open 24 hours? 

Kevin Thurman noted if they are concerned they could make a condition that they comply with the code. 
Ken Kilgore is concerned that they would have to turn off the signs but if they are open they would want to 

have their signs on. 
Kirk Wilkins referred to the Code that 24 hour businesses would need to turn off 50% of their lighting by 

11p.m.
Sandra Steele noted further in the Code that outdoor signs may be illuminated during regular business hours. 

That should cover that concern.
Kirk Wilkins thought that the shapes were not clutter and fell under architectural code rather than signs. He 

wanted the applicant’s opinion on the accessible parking condition.
Tom Windsler said they would agree with the condition on the accessible parking.

Motion made by Ken Kilgore to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Denny’s 
Site Plan, located on parcel 66:387:0004 and 66:387:0008 and as shown in the exhibits, with the 
Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report. Also with the condition that the applicant complies 
with the ADA restrictions and moves the stalls two over to the west and as close to the front door as 
possible. Seconded by Sandra Steele. Aye: Sandra Steele, David Funk, Hayden Williamson, Kirk 
Wilkins, Ken Kilgore, Brandon MacKay. Motion passed 6 - 0.

5. Public Hearing: General Code Amendments, City Initiated.
Kara Knighton presented the current recommendations for changes to the following sections.
19.06 - Landscaping and Fencing - multiple -

19.06.03 – Replacing low flow sprinkler heads with water-conserving sprinkler heads.
19.06.06 – Clarifying that if a mature tree is preserved the roots shall not be disturbed.
19.06.08 – Including ornamental fruit bearing trees in the list of prohibited vegetation in park strips.
19.06.11 – Allowing exceptions to the clear sight triangle.

19.09 - Off Street Parking Requirements - Clear sight triangle
19.09.08 – Remove the possibility of contradictions by referencing the clear sight triangle section back 
to 19.06.11.

Public Hearing Open by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 
No Comment was given.

Public Hearing Closed by Chairman Kirk Wilkins 

Sandra Steele asked what was meant about the canopy at maturity, before it gets there what is the mechanism 
that we use. 

Kara Knighton noted that normally at maturity it’s 4” in diameter and 6’ tall. She doesn’t see trees that are 
smaller being an issue. 

Sarah Carroll commented that the outcome of their discussion was that the smaller trees wouldn’t be an issue. 
Mark Christensen noted that most people are installing a smaller caliper and it will take time for them to grow.

The ability to plant them in their park strips was a concession to let them grow their trees and not have to 
start with big expensive trees.
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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. 

* * * * * 

19.06.11.  Clear Sight Triangle. 

A. To allow for clear sight as shown in the graphic below, At at all intersections of streets, 

driveways, or sidewalks, for a distance of twenty feet back from the point of curvature of 

curved ROWs and property lines or thirty feet back from the intersection of straight 

ROWs and property lines, whichever is greater, and fifteen feet back from edge of 

driveways: 

a. all landscaping, berms, and fencing shall be limited to a height of not more than

three feet, and

b. the grade at such intersections shall not be bermed or raised, and  for a distance of

twenty feet back from the point of curvature of curved ROWs and property lines

or thirty feet back from the intersection of straight ROWs and property lines, 

whichever is greater, and fifteen feet back from edge of driveways to allow for 

clear sight as shown in the graphic below. 

c. tree canopies are not permitted to encroach along public rights of way or City

maintained rights of way 

B. Exceptions: 

a. Deciduous tree canopies may be located in the clear sight triangle of privately

owned and maintained streets only if at maturity, as defined in Section 19.06.06, 

the distance between the ground and base of the canopy is maintained at no less 

than eight feet, and 

b. any other exception outlined in the Code.

* * * * * 
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RESOLUTION NO. R16-24 (4-19-16) 

 

ADDENDUM TO RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 

SPRINGS PERTAINING TO THE CITY STREET LIGHTING 

SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO INCLUDE 

ADDITIONAL SUBDIVISION LOTS.  

 

TANNER LANE CHURCH  

(Saratoga Springs Church 4) 

 

  WHEREAS, on July 27, 2004, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-12 

creating a street lighting special improvement district (the “Lighting SID”) consisting of 

all lots and parcels included within the Subdivisions set out in said Ordinance for the 

maintenance of street lighting within the Lighting SID. 

 

 WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 17A-3-307 provides that additional properties 

may be added to the special improvement district and assessed upon the conditions set 

out therein.  

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has given final plat approval to Tanner Lane 

Church (Saratoga Springs Church 4) (the “Subdivision”) conditioned upon all lots in the 

Subdivision being included in the Lighting SID. 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the inclusion of all of the lots covered by 

the Subdivision in the Lighting SID will benefit the Subdivision by maintaining street 

lighting improvements, after installation of such by the developer of the Subdivision, 

which is necessary for public safety, and will not adversely affect the owners of the lots 

already included within the Lighting SID.  

 

 WHEREAS, the owners of the property covered by the Subdivision have given 

written consent: (i) to have all lots and parcels covered by that Subdivision included 

within the Lighting SID, (ii) to the improvements to that property (maintenance of the 

street lighting), (iii) to payment of the assessments for the maintenance of street lighting 

within the Lighting SID, and (iv) waiving any right to protest the Lighting SID and/or 

assessments currently being assessed for all lots in the  Lighting SID (which consent is or 

shall be attached as Exhibit 1 to this Resolution). 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS THAT:  

 

1.  All lots and parcels in the Subdivision be added to and included in the Lighting 

SID based upon the above findings and the written consent.  

 

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

Ordinance No. 04-12 creating the Lighting SID, as required by Utah Code 

Ann. § 17A-3-307.  



 

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

Subdivision on the same basis as assessments are being levied against other 

lots included in the Lighting SID.  

 

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

publication of this Resolution as required by law. 

 

Passed this _____ day of __________________, 2016 on motion by 

 

Councilor _____________________, seconded by Councilor ______________________. 

 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 

 

Signed: _______________________________________     

 Mayor    Date 

 

 

Attest: _______________________________________ 

Recorder   Date  

 



 

RESOLUTION NO. R16-25 (4-19-16) 

 

ADDENDUM TO RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 

SPRINGS PERTAINING TO THE CITY STREET LIGHTING 

SPECIAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO INCLUDE 

ADDITIONAL SUBDIVISION LOTS.  

 

RING ROAD CHURCH  

(Jacobs Ranch 1 Church) 

 

  WHEREAS, on July 27, 2004, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-12 

creating a street lighting special improvement district (the “Lighting SID”) consisting of 

all lots and parcels included within the Subdivisions set out in said Ordinance for the 

maintenance of street lighting within the Lighting SID. 

 

 WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 17A-3-307 provides that additional properties 

may be added to the special improvement district and assessed upon the conditions set 

out therein.  

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has given final plat approval to Ring Road Church 

(Jacobs Ranch 1 Church (the “Subdivision”) conditioned upon all lots in the Subdivision 

being included in the Lighting SID. 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the inclusion of all of the lots covered by 

the Subdivision in the Lighting SID will benefit the Subdivision by maintaining street 

lighting improvements, after installation of such by the developer of the Subdivision, 

which is necessary for public safety, and will not adversely affect the owners of the lots 

already included within the Lighting SID.  

 

 WHEREAS, the owners of the property covered by the Subdivision have given 

written consent: (i) to have all lots and parcels covered by that Subdivision included 

within the Lighting SID, (ii) to the improvements to that property (maintenance of the 

street lighting), (iii) to payment of the assessments for the maintenance of street lighting 

within the Lighting SID, and (iv) waiving any right to protest the Lighting SID and/or 

assessments currently being assessed for all lots in the  Lighting SID (which consent is or 

shall be attached as Exhibit 1 to this Resolution). 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

THE CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS THAT:  

 

1.  All lots and parcels in the Subdivision be added to and included in the Lighting 

SID based upon the above.  

 

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

Ordinance No. 04-12 creating the Lighting SID, as required by Utah Code 

Ann. § 17A-3-307.  



 

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

Subdivision on the same basis as assessments are being levied against other 

lots included in the Lighting SID.  

 

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

publication of this Resolution as required by law. 

 

Passed this _____ day of __________________, 2016 on motion by 

 

Councilor _____________________, seconded by Councilor ______________________. 

 

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 

 

 

Signed: _______________________________________     

 Mayor    Date 

 

 

Attest: _______________________________________ 

Recorder   Date 
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CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 1 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 2 

Tuesday, March 29, 2016 3 
City of Saratoga Springs City Offices 4 

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

 6 
City Council Work Session 7 
 8 
Call to Order: 6:05 p.m. by Mayor Jim Miller 9 
Present  Council Members Michael McOmber, Stephen Willden, Shellie Baertsch, and Chris Porter. 10 
Excused Council Member Bud Poduska 11 
   12 
Staff  City Manager Mark Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Assistant City Manager 13 

Spencer Kyle, Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak, Fire Chief Jess Campbell, Finance 14 
Manager Chelese Rawlings, City Engineer Gordon Miner, Capital Facilities Manager Mark 15 
Edwards, City Planner Kara Knighton, City Recorder Cindy LoPiccolo  16 

 17 
Live Fire Training Facility Discussion.   18 
 19 
Fire Chief Jess Campbell opened discussion concerning the proposal for a live fire training site for Council 20 
feedback.   21 
 22 
Firefighter / Paramedic Blaine Coombs identified two possible sites for development of the training site as the 23 
area north of the south Fire Station, and at the Public Works site, and outlined the pros and cons for each site, 24 
described the appearance, plan and use of the proposed semi-permanent structure.  In response to Council 25 
Member Baertsch, Firefighter / Paramedic Coombs affirmed the facility could be relocated, they have been 26 
working with Assistant City Manager Kyle and City Manager Christensen on the master planning of the Public 27 
Works area, only common combustibles would be used as an emission source during training, their goal is to be 28 
functional for live fire training in October. 29 
 30 
Council Members commented in support of the live fire training facility, that at this time the best location would 31 
be adjacent the South Fire Station on Ring road, have open meeting and invite public review, and plan to 32 
relocate to the Public Works site when the facility size increases.  Mayor Miller recommended staff plan ahead 33 
to save space at the Public Works site, make necessary parking and water line improvements.   34 
 35 
ABC Great Beginning Concept Plan and Rezone Discussion.   36 

 37 

City Planner Kara Knighton introduced the ABC Great Beginnings Rezone and Concept Plan 38 

application concerning 3.63 acres located at the northwest corner Redwood Road and Aspen Hills 39 

Blvd, on the north end of the city.  Planner Knighton reported this is a request for rezone to change the 40 

zone of the property from Agriculture (A) to Mixed Use (MU) to match the Land Use Plan designation 41 

of Mixed Use in the General Plan.  The proposal concept includes 4,200 sq. ft. of future office space, 42 

3,800 sq. ft. for a future restaurant, and two 11,400 sq. ft. three story buildings – one with a child care 43 

center on the main level and residential units on the top two stories, and the other with retail 44 

commercial on the main level and top two residential.  The project proposes 41 apartment units, 45 

proposed landscaping meets the 25% requirement, parking meets requirements, the applicant is 46 

requesting a 25% shared parking allotment, there will be full access onto Aspen Hills Blvd. with 47 

potential full access onto Redwood Road pending UDOT approval.   48 

 49 
John Anderson, representing ABC Great Beginnings, reported they have modified the proposed plan and are 50 

considering 32 to 36 residential units and would be able to meet the parking requirement, and they have had 51 

preliminary conversations with UDOT and UDOT is comfortable with the access. 52 
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 53 
 54 

Council Member Porter noted residents have spoken out against density, however, the City’s master plan 55 

designates this area mixed use, the concept presented is attractive, in review of the site and other 56 

developments along Redwood Blvd. he believes this is what was visualized, supports the reduction in units; 57 

his concerns are the possibility of only one access unless they obtain UDOT approval, the zoning of the 58 

adjacent Western Hills parcel, and would possibly support only a 15% shared parking reduction.  Director 59 

Gabryzak affirmed the Western Hills property is still zoned R-3, staff can review for parking and 60 

landscaping for transition. 61 

 62 

Council Member Willden commented if the mixed-use zoning was not already on the general plan it would 63 

not be a consideration, his preference is an increase in office space or commercial and limit the residential, 64 

noted he believes this project to be unique in the City.  Representative Anderson responded to Council 65 

Member Willden’s inquiry the apartments would be for rent.   66 

 67 

Council Member McOmber noted the general plan designating mixed-use was put in place 9-10 years ago; 68 

with infrastructure and utility requirements he is more comfortable at 31 residential units; the second access 69 

point would be beneficial to residents and traffic; pointed out the City meets all national parking standards 70 

and does not allow developers to under park, however,  he is not supportive of the request for reduction as 71 

local restaurants have very high visitation.  Council Member McOmber further commented this is a great 72 

mixed use project, when the zone was created this is what it was designed for, it is the trend for younger 73 

generations and the City should offer this type of product in the City giving more people options.   74 

 75 

In response to Council Member Baertsch, representative Anderson commented they plan on making the 76 

playground available to the residents, possibly with a key card, and one of the conditions for residents is a 77 

background check.  Council Member Baertsch commented the playground should be considered part of the 78 

business and not landscaping, residents would not be able to allow visitors children use the playground 79 

making it not fully open to the residents, however, recommended mitigation by the addition of personal 80 

spaces such as balconies and roof top gardens.  Council Member Baertsch commented she does not support 81 

25% shared parking due to the number of customers, and the City must also plan for the future in the event 82 

the use is changed from a day care center to other offices, retail or restaurants.  Council Member Baertsch 83 

thanked the applicant and wished them success.  84 

 85 

Mayor Miller thanked the Applicant. 86 

Budget Review/Discussion – FY 2016-2021.  Mayor Miller deferred Budget Review to the Policy Session. 87 
 88 
Adjournment:   The Work Session adjourned at 7:00 p.m. to the Policy Session. 89 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 90 
 91 
Policy Meeting 92 
 93 
Call to Order: Mayor Jim Miller called the Policy Session to order at 7:00 p.m. 94 
 95 
Roll Call: 96 
Present  Council Members Stephen Willden, Michael McOmber, Shellie Baertsch, and Chris Porter. 97 
Excused/Absent  Council Member Poduska 98 
Staff Present   City Manager Mark Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Spencer Kyle Assistant 99 

 City Manager, Police Chief Andrew Burton, Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak, Finance 100 
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Manager Chelese Rawlings, City Engineer Gordon Miner, Capital Facilities Manager Mark 101 
Edwards, City Recorder Cindy LoPiccolo 102 

 103 
Mayor Miller tabled Action Item 2 concerning Tickville Wash Facilities Reimbursement  Agreement R16-22 to 104 
the next meeting. 105 
 106 
Invocation by Council Member McOmber 107 
Pledge of Allegiance led by Council Member Porter 108 
 109 
Public Input:   110 
 111 
Mayor Miller invited public input. 112 
 113 
Patrick Costin, Aspen Hills, commented in support of the live fire training facility; concerned with possible spill 114 
over parking from the ABC New Beginnings project unto Aspen Hills Blvd., supports the commercial, requested 115 
limited residential.   116 
 117 
Brandon Beatty, Aspen Hills, commented in support of commercial in the ABC New Beginnings project, 118 
concerned with ingress and egress, traffic, parking; requested the City’s assistance in regard to speeding and 119 
traffic control affecting Aspen Hills. 120 
 121 
Rich Anderson, Aspen Hills, commented the proposed day care center project will perpetuate the am and pm 122 
heavy traffic in the area, concurred with Mr. Costin’s  statement of Aspen Hills Blvd. becoming a parking lot.  123 
      124 
Awards and Recognitions: 125 
 126 
Mayor Miller presented the oath of office to new officer Dana Wallace and Chief Burton presented Officer 127 
Wallace with a Certificate of Commission.   128 
 129 
Chief Burton announced the promotion of Detective Zach Robinson to Corporal, and promotion of Corporal 130 
Roger Williams to Sergeant, and presented each with a Certificate of Promotion and new rank pins, and invited 131 
the Officer wives to pin their badges.  The Mayor and Council congratulated and thanked the officers for their 132 
service. Council Member Baertsch commended and thanked the officers on behalf of her neighbors for their 133 
response and handling of their daughter’s accident.  134 
 135 
Josh McHale, Account Executive, and Brent Oakeson, Loss Prevention Specialist, representing Utah Local 136 
Governments Trust (ULGT), presented a 2015 Trust Accountability Program (TAP) Award to the City, 137 
recognizing the City for successful loss control practices, noted the Trust serves 550 government agencies and 138 
less than 100 qualify for this award, and thanked the City for being one of the standouts. 139 
 140 
Budget Presentation - Finance Manager Chelese Rawlings presented a five year budget summary with update of 141 
possible pay plan projections, and five year projections based on what was discussed at the retreat concerning 142 
their future needs.  143 
 144 
Council Member Willden thanked staff for the information noting the overall positive balance over the 145 
upcoming five years, with only culinary and secondary water showing negative balances.  Finance Manager 146 
Rawlings responded this may be because of fund balance being used for projects.  Council Member Willden 147 
reported the methodology was developed and presented by the City’s consultant, and although he was very 148 
critical of the approach up front, he beat the tar out of it, he is informed and comfortable with the approach and 149 
where he is recommending taking us is the right direction in his opinion. 150 
 151 
Council Member McOmber commented most of his questions have been answered during his and Council 152 
Member’s participation on the Compensation Sub-Committee, thanked staff for addressing his request for long 153 
term projections and City Manager recommendations and going through the exercise of allocating in the years 154 
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ahead.  In response to Council Member McOmber, Finance Manager Rawlings confirmed the City is budgeting 155 
to the midpoint or to the actual, whichever is greater, and noted many employees are well below the midpoint 156 
resulting in a savings of approximately $100,000 that will go in fund balance. 157 
 158 
Council Member Porter commented he also met with the Finance Manager last week to review most of his 159 
questions, appreciates the forecasting that provides an idea of the City’s direction and knowing what we will 160 
have in a given fund in future years.  161 
 162 
Council Member Baertsch commented she appreciated the report and had questions concerning the pay plan 163 
percentages and movements, specifically concern regarding the ‘up to five percent’ raise each year for newly 164 
hired employees.   165 
 166 
Council Member McOmber responded he initially had the same reaction , clarified the City is proposing the 167 
opportunity based on an employee’s performance to obtain the midpoint of the pay scale within 4 to 7 years 168 
which could assist with competitively retaining employees, and noted this does not lock in future Councils.   169 
 170 
Council Member Willden responded this is how the market works, the City still has the ability to bring 171 
somebody in at the low point depending upon what qualifications we are willing to accept, the methodology was 172 
developed by the City’s consultant, and although very critical of the approach up front, he beat the tar out of it, 173 
he is informed and comfortable with the approach, and this direction is correct for the City in his opinion.   174 
 175 
City Manager Christensen confirmed this addresses the competitive factor as the City has had difficulty keeping 176 
certain employees throughout a year because of a lack of pay range flexibility, the circumstances of some 177 
positions will be reviewed and if there is high turnover it will be determined what can be done, not to push the 178 
top end but to ensure the City is not investing all its time and resources training people and then losing them 179 
because we cannot be competitive.  City Manager Christensen reported the market survey gives the City the 180 
ability to consistently plan and project, the Finance Manager would be able to prepare reports based on actual 181 
wages and this philosophy can fully address Council Member Baertsch’s question by projecting out a full five 182 
years.  City Manager Christensen reported the policy is written if there is a problem the City always has the right 183 
to not increase any wages, and noted this importantly provides hope for many employees whose wages have 184 
been frozen for a long time, they would be eligible based upon performance to have movement, an opportunity 185 
to continue to grow, career plan, and it gives us the ability to provide a financial plan consistent with what 186 
Council is looking for.  Council Member Baertsch commented she recognizes the City has had some issues and 187 
appreciates the ability for the flexibility, however, still has some concern because she has not seen this 188 
methodology. 189 
 190 
Finance Manager Rawlings reported this will come back and she will get Council the updated five year plan 191 
using the five percent for the next five years so Council can see what that looks like.   192 
 193 
Mayor Miller thanked Finance Manager Rawlings.  194 
 195 
POLICY ITEMS: 196 
 197 
Reports: 198 
 199 
Council Member Porter reported Utah Valley University (UVU) will host a campus master plan breakfast on the 200 
8

th
 and there will be an opportunity for attendees to ask questions.   201 

 202 
Council Member Willden reported a Jordan River Commission meeting is scheduled next week in the St. 203 
George office, however, it may be cancelled due to timing. 204 
 205 
Council Member McOmber reported a carnival will be coming in for Splash Days, he and Civic Events staff 206 
researched carnival companies and interviewed other cities, the company they chose is the most reputable with 207 
very little to no history of problems.  He noted the company and their trailers will need a place to stay for a week 208 
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during the carnival, next to the carnival is inappropriate and they are recommending the south side of Inland 209 
Park, as there are no adjacent residents, Willow Park is too expensive and days are limited, all they need is 210 
water.  In response to Council Member Baertsch, reported there are no games scheduled or programmed at the 211 
park, and the organizations would be encouraged to cancel practices that week.  Council Member Willden 212 
commented he is okay with that.   213 
 214 
City Manager Christensen stated the only concern is the park has restrictions concerning closure at night may 215 
not allow overnight stays, can bring that back if a decision is necessary.  Council Member Baertsche noted an 216 
exception was made last year to allow someone to stay overnight at the carnival for security.  Council Member 217 
McOmber pointed out the City makes exceptions as needed frequently, would like to hear solutions for their stay 218 
within City boundaries or the City will need to pay more to have them stay at Willow Park. 219 
 220 
Council Member Baertsch reported: 221 
- the Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 222 

selection final date was approved to be during spring break before the next MAG meeting;  223 

- she attended the MAG Wasatch Front Regional Council I-15 corridor master transportation meeting 224 

today, the study technically reviews the I-15 corridor from Davis County to 2100, it is projected by 225 

2050 the I-15 freeway will be beyond capacity and the Committee discussed improvements i.e. 226 

movable divided barrier express lanes, a separate divided bicycle autobahn so people can commute, 227 

and other options; those plans will come out soon and people can begin to give response, she will 228 

advise. 229 

- she attended the Rock Art meeting today concerning protection of local area petroglyphs and 230 

reviewed Eagle Mountain’s newly adopted historic preservation code.   231 

- Utah County has transferred 106 acres to Utah County for use as a shooting range, a ribbon cutting 232 
ground breaking for the shooting range has been scheduled and she will advise the date.   233 
 234 

- Council Member Baertsch inquired if the City staff is attending Lake Commission Technical Committee 235 
meetings as they have her listed as both Technical Committee and Executive Board.  Directed Gabryszak 236 
advised their department is officially sending Planner Sarah Carroll and Planner Kara Knightly is serving as 237 
backup; and further noted Planner Carroll is also attending Jordan River Commission technical meetings and 238 
Planner Jamie Baron serves as backup.   239 
 240 
City Manager Christensen reported there is a need for a closed session this evening.  241 
 242 
Assistant City Manager Kyle reported Regal Park is close to laying sod after the water is turned on, reviewed the 243 
park  areas designated for contractor and volunteer installment of the sod, reported the City is trying to get 244 
volunteers to sign up, at this time an Eagle Scout has volunteered to do it as a project, he can get 50 volunteers, 245 
and it is estimated the Eagle Scout team can lay approximately 65 of the total 433 pallets of sod.  Assistant City 246 
Manager Kyle recommended Council consider due to the size of the project completion by the contractor who is 247 
willing to keep the cost equal, a change order would be approximately $11,500 to $12,000; in response to 248 
Council Member Baersch, reported the Scout is planning on doing the job the third or fourth weekend of April.  249 
City Manager Christensen advised water will be on the week of the 15

th
 and the City wants to install soon after 250 

that, explained one of the challenges is to only order what can be laid down, there should be people scheduled to 251 
lay the sod or we are taking a chance on wasting it.   252 
 253 
Council Member Baertsch commented she would like to see the contractor and Scout complete their areas and 254 
then get the resident volunteers to come out and keep working on it until they get to a point that they can’t.  City  255 
Council Member McOmber noted the problem is people do not normally sign up to volunteer, they show up, the 256 
residents were packed in here and they are going to help, staff  should be set up something where the volunteers 257 
can call in or post something on line where they can go and sign up, people show up and they get it done, and he 258 
is opposed with paying more.   259 
 260 
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Capital Facility Manager Edwards reported it was his understanding the Public Relations/Economic 261 
Development Manager has reached out to much of the social media for volunteers.   262 
 263 
Mayor Miller noted they had 20 people on Sunday say they could do it and that was just one small group, 264 
recommended posting a request for volunteers on neighborhood facebook pages.  Council Member Baertsch 265 
concurred to try to get volunteers.  Council Member Willden agreed to try to get volunteers but stated he was 266 
never in favor of relying on volunteers for future projects and laying large amounts of sod, in his subdivision the 267 
residents just don’t get out and it is always a problem.  Council Member McOmber noted if you make it easy for 268 
people to get involved, they will.     269 
 270 
PUBLIC HEARING: 271 
 272 
1. Code Amendments to Section 19.08 – Home Occupations.  Ordinance 16-07 (3-29-16)  (Continued 273 

from 3-1-16). 274 
 275 

Mayor Miller introduced the continued public hearing concerning the matter of Code Amendments to 276 
Section 19.08 – Home Occupations for public hearing.  277 

 278 
Planning Director Kimber Gabryszak noted this is a continued hearing from March 1, 2016, identified the 279 
specific matters for further review and discussion, reviewed proposed amendments as discussed at public 280 
hearing on March 1, 2016 and those newly proposed by staff, and presented options for action with a 281 
recommendation of minimum approval of Class 1 home occupations in order to move forward with those 282 
business which may potentially be impacted.   283 
 284 
Council Member Porter commented he is in support of approval of Class 1 noting there are a number of 285 
businesses pending that decision, the proposed amendments highlighted in pink address his concerns and he 286 
is in support of those changes, in regard to the 40% this is less than half the home and supportive of that, 287 
and noted impact is being addressed believing the City is taking steps to not unduly impact neighbors. 288 
 289 
Council Member Baertsch commented:  290 
- wording ‘office use or similar’ in Class 1 be changed to ‘low impact use or similar’ as there are many 291 
applicable occupations/uses other than ‘offices’;  292 
- off-street parking be required for Class 2 and Class 3 businesses with employees, this should be specific, 293 
no vehicles hanging over a sidewalk and need to take that impact off the street;  294 
- only Class 1 okay in multi-family residential - when you have eight patrons arriving at the same time 295 
there are significant impacts the neighborhood i.e. dance studios etc.;  296 
- supports 40% if inclusive of other areas;  297 
- re Capacity ‘not to exceed’ 40 patrons Kimber grammatically should say ‘and shall not exceed’,  also 298 
‘and’ subject to traffic mitigation.  Mayor Miller noted ‘subject to traffic mitigation’ should be taken out, it 299 
is already covered.   300 
- concern with the limitation concerning hazardous materials as there are there are many kinds of hobbyists 301 
using certain materials, clarified business licenses would still be required.  Council Member McOmber 302 
noted most subdivisions have HOAs, this is another protection. 303 
 304 
Council Member McOmber commented in support of Class 1 in multi-family residential only; 40% 305 
inclusive realistically of secondary areas halls, bathrooms etc.; Class 2 and the 16 people a day maximum is 306 
worded the best way that will not create a large impact.   307 
 308 
Council Member Willden commented in agreement with change to Class 1 and changes on Class 2; 40% 309 
okay with property changes proposed; agree regarding multi-family. 310 
 311 
Council Member Porter noted he was in agreement with multi-family residential being Class 1 only 312 
 313 
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Council Member Baertsch raised the question in regard to grandfathered businesses that wish to increase 314 
usage, and specifically inquired why it would run with the land and not with the business license if it 315 
lapses.  Staff concurred this was a good question.  City Manager Christensen recommended staff review 316 
this and bring it back because you would not be creating a vested right if it is tied directly to the business 317 
license.  City Attorney Thurman noted this may be a type of permit that would not run with the land, it is 318 
very specific.   319 
 320 

 Mayor Miller opened the public hearing and invited public comment - None. 321 
 322 
 Mayor Miller closed the public hearing. 323 
 324 

City Attorney Thurman affirmed if the change concerning the matter of conditional use permit is the only 325 
issue to be resolved, believe that can be delegated to staff and proceed with action on the Ordinance.  326 
Director Gabryszak noted staff will return with that one change if necessary 327 

 328 
Motion by Council Member Baertsch  to approve amendment to Section 19.08 with the findings and 329 
conditions of the staff report dated March 29, 2016, with the changes that were made tonight at the Council 330 
meeting and approved  by the Council, and direct staff that they find out how to make this not run 331 
concurrent with the land but with the license and if that means removal of the conditional use or how this 332 
needs to be done, was seconded by Council Member McOmber 333 

 Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Baertsch – Aye 334 
 Motion carried 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 335 
 336 
ACTION ITEMS: 337 
 338 
1. Award of Bid:  Sports Park Master Plan and Construction Design Services.  Resolution R16-21 (3-339 

29-16). 340 
  341 

Capital Facilities Manager Mark Edwards presented the report for the award for the design contract for the 342 
baseball sports complex.  Manager Edwards reported the scope of work provided in the RFQ was for 343 
master planning and programming the entire 100 acres that has been made available to the City, designing, 344 
providing bid and contract documents, project management and construction inspections; the first phase 345 
will occupy approximately 25 acres and will primarily be programmed for baseball with associated 346 
amenities.  Manager Edwards reported the City received eight Statements of Qualifications (SOQ) which 347 
were evaluated and scored by an advisory committee and one firm was eliminated; staff issued a Request 348 
for Proposals (RFP), and upon close review and consideration of the submittals, the advisory committee 349 
recommended award of bid to Professional Engineering Consultants (PEC) to be the design of choice based 350 
on qualifications and bid.   351 
 352 
City Manager Christensen requested if the Council is inclined to award this, that it be contingent upon the 353 
Council approval of the land acquisition so that we have the ability to have further conversation prior to 354 
commencing the work on this project.   355 
 356 
Mayor Miller thanked Capital Facilities Manager Edward, noting the City received some great bids and 357 
information to put this together. 358 
 359 
Council Member McComber noted the determination of the advisory committee coincided with the lesser 360 
bid, it shows that the City went for the quality bid.   361 
 362 
In response to Council Member Baertsch’s status inquiry, Manager Edwards advised they have not 363 
negotiated yet concerning the construction inspector’s time and announcer booths.  Council Member Porter 364 
noted the committee reviewed the other proposals in regard to inspector times and felt the other bidders had 365 
a more reasonable amount of time, a cost estimate will be based on the difference in the amount of hours, 366 
and pointed out even with this addition the bid amount will still be significantly lower, PEC was informed 367 
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concerning these issues.  Manager Edwards noted there is a $227,665 difference between this bid and the 368 
next low bidder.    369 
 370 
Motion by Council Member Porter to award the bid for the Sports Park Master Plan construction design 371 
services to PEC in the amount of $154,918 and adopt Resolution R16-21 (3-29-16), conditional upon the 372 
land acquisition approval, was seconded by Council Member McOmber 373 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Baertsch, McOmber, Willden, Porter – Aye 374 

 Motion passed 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 375 
 376 
3. Dedication of Village Parkway – Right of Way and Easement Agreement.  Resolution R16-23 (3-29-377 

16)  378 
 379 
 City Attorney Thurman presented a Right of Way and Easement Agreement concerning Village Parkway 380 

within Fox Hollow Neighborhood 6.  He reported Developer JF Capital is responsible for the improvement 381 
of Village Parkway, the underlying property of Village Parkway is owned by property owners Pronova 4 382 
and CPB, neither at this time willing to dedicate the road to the City.  The Right of Way and Easement 383 
Agreement was negotiated establishing the Easement Area as a Class C Road, the City and HOA will have 384 
responsibility for the maintenance and repair of improvements installed on the Easement Area, and 385 
pursuant to the terms of this agreement upon development of their property either Owner shall then 386 
dedicate in fee simple via recorded plat the Easement area to the City.     387 
 388 
City Manager Christensen reported this has been a long and hard project, many complex issues have been 389 
dealt with, believes this should be celebrated and it is a good development for the community.   390 
 391 
Motion by Council Member Baertsch to approve the Village Parkway Right of Way and Easement 392 
Agreement and adopt Resolution R16-23 (3-29-16), was seconded by Council Member Willden 393 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members McOmber, Baertsch, Willden, Porter – Aye 394 

 Motion passed 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 395 
 396 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 397 
 398 
1. March 8, 2016; March 15, 2016. 399 
 400 

Motion by Council Member Willden to approve the minutes for March 8 and March 15, 2016 with 401 
corrections as submitted and posted, was seconded by Council Member McOmber 402 

 Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Baertsch, McOmber, Willden, Porter – Aye 403 
 Motion carried 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 404 
 405 
ACTION ITEM: 406 
 407 
2. Tickville Wash Facilities Reimbursement Agreement.  Resolution R16-22 (3-29-16). 408 

 409 
Motion by Council Member Baertsch to table this agreement and accompanying Resolution to the next 410 
meeting (April 19, 2016), was seconded by Council Member Porter  411 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Willden, Porter, McOmber, Baertsch – Aye 412 

 Motion carried 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 413 
 414 
CLOSED SESSION: 415 
 416 
Motion by Council Member Porter to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, 417 
pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health 418 
of an individual, was seconded by Council Member Willden 419 
Roll Call Vote:  Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Baertsch – Aye 420 
Motion carried 4-0; Council Member Poduska excused/absent. 421 
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 422 
The meeting moved to closed session at 8:49 pm. 423 
 424 
Present:  Mayor Miller, Council Members Porter, Willden, McOmber, Baertsch, City Manager Mark 425 
Christensen, City Attorney Kevin Thurman, Assistant City Manager Spencer Kyle, City Recorder Cindy 426 
LoPiccolo 427 
 428 
Closed Session Adjourned at 9:17 p.m. 429 
 430 
ADJOURNMENT: 431 
 432 
There being no further business, Mayor Miller adjourned the Policy Meeting at 9:18 p.m. 433 
 434 
 435 
              _______________________________ 436 
Attest:             Jim Miller, Mayor 437 
 438 
__________________________________ 439 
Cindy LoPiccolo, City Recorder 440 
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