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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, April 24, 2014 

Meeting held at the Saratoga Springs City Offices 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs 

 
 

  AGENDA  
 
Regular Session commencing at 6:30 P.M. 

 

Regular Meeting  
 

1. Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

2. Roll Call.  
 

3. Public Input – Time has been set aside for any person to express ideas, concerns, comments, questions or issues 
that are not listed on the agenda.  Comments are limited to three minutes. 

 
4. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Western Hills located between 200 West 400 West and Aspen Hills 

Boulevard, Ron Johnston, applicant. Presented by Sarah Carroll. 
 

5. Public Hearing: Site Plan for West Saratoga Transportation Hub located at 200 West and 400 North, Alpine 
School District, applicant. Presented by Sarah Carroll. 

 
6. Public Hearing: Revisions to the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code. (19.12.06, Private Roads). 

Presented by Scott Langford.  

 
7. Concept Plan for Lakeside Estates located between 2800 South and 3000 South and Redwood Road, Curtis 

Leavitt, applicant. Presented by Sarah Carroll. 
 

8. Concept Plan for Sunset Acres located near Crossroads Boulevard and 400 East, Ivory Development LLC, 
applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 

 
9. Work Session Item: Legacy Farm Community Plan and Village Plan located at 400 South and Redwood Road, DR 

Horton, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 

 

10. Approval of Reports of Action. 

 
11. Approval of Minutes: 

 

1. February 13, 2014. 
2. February 27, 2014. 

4. March 27, 2014. 
 

12. Commission Comments. 
 

13. Adjourn. 
 

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



      
Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 
Preliminary Plat 
Western Hills Plat 1-C  
April 24, 2014 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    April 17, 2014 
Applicant: Ron Johnston 
Owner:    Western Hills 1, LLC 
Location:   ~200 West and 400 West Aspen Hills Blvd 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: A portion of 58:023:0221 (2.936 acres), 58:023:0220 (2.963 acres) 
Land Use Map Designation: Low Density Residential 
Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential  
Adjacent Zoning:  R-3 
Current Use of Parcel:  Future park space and developed roadway 
Adjacent Uses:   Undeveloped property and single family homes 
Previous Meetings:  The Western Hills development was originally reviewed in 2010 
Previous Approvals:  Expired: The Western Hills Final Plat, Phasing, and Development 

Agreement were approved by the City Council on August 24, 2010 
(approvals are valid for two years) 

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

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

This is a request for approval of the Preliminary Plat for Western Hills Plat 1-C located at approximately 200 
West and 400 West Aspen Hills Boulevard. The project consists of a park dedication parcel that is 2.963 
acres, a road dedication parcel that is 2.936 acres, an existing school site that is 13.026 acres and a trail 
corridor adjacent to the school site that is 0.481 acres. The park parcel will be added to previous 
dedications of land for the development of Shay Park. With this dedication the total acreage for Shay Park 
will be 11.80 acres. The parcel for the school has already been created and this process will formalize the 
platting of that lot. 

 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public 
comment, and/or discuss the proposed preliminary plat at their discretion, and choose from 
the options in Section “I” of this report.  Options include recommendation to the City Council for 
approval as proposed, continuing the application, or a recommendation for denial based on non-
compliance with findings of specific criterion.  
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B. Background:  The Western Hills Phase 1 development (Exhibit D) was approved in 2010 along with a 
phasing plan and a development agreement (Exhibit C). The overall development consisted of a lot for an 
LDS Church, a lot for an elementary school, an extension of the Aspen Hills trail, an extension of Aspen 
Hills Boulevard, 9 single family lots, and future park space (a portion of Shay Park).  
 
When a developer records the final plat they are required to pay for water rights and bond for any 
incomplete items and for the warranty period. In order to spread out these costs the developer proposed a 
phasing plan that was approved in 2010. The church lot, a portion of the park space, and a portion of 
Aspen Hills Boulevard were recorded with Plat 1-A and 1-B (Exhibit E). The approvals have since expired 
for portions of the project that were not recorded within two years of the date of approval (8/24/10), 
requiring the applicant to submit new applications for the unrecorded portion of the development, which is 
shown on the attached preliminary plat. The applicant is now ready to move forward with recording the 
last phase of this development.  

 
C. Specific Request: The applicant is requesting approval of the Preliminary Plat for Western Hills Phase 1- 

C which includes a park dedication parcel that is 2.963 acres (for Shay Park), a road dedication parcel that 
is 2.936 acres (Aspen Hills Boulevard), an existing school site that is 13.026 acres (Riverview Elementary) 
and a trail corridor (Aspen Hills trail) adjacent to the school site that is 0.481 acres.  
 
The open space dedications that have occurred with each phase are proportionate amounts of the required 
open space for this project. The overall project consists of 31.97 acres which requires 4.80 acres 
of open space. Plat 1-A contains 1.23 acres of open space within Parcels A, B, C and D. Plat 1-B contains 
1.065 acres of open space within parcels A-2 and E. The proposed Plat 1-C contains 3.444 acres of open 
space within parcels C-1 and C-2. The open space total within these three plats is 5.739 acres. The 
applicant would like the extra open space dedication (0.939 acres) to be credited to future phases of 
development that abut this project.   
 

D. Review: There is an active development agreement (Exhibit C) that outlines the phasing of this 
development. The attached Preliminary Plat has been reviewed against the phasing schedule within the 
development agreement and complies.  
 
Plat 1-A contains 9 single family lots, a portion of the Aspen Hills trail, a portion of Shay Park, a portion of 
the canal right of way, and a portion of Aspen Hills Boulevard.  
 
Plat 1-B contains Lot 11 (which has since been developed with an LDS Church), a portion of Shay Park, a 
portion of the canal right of way, and a portion of Aspen Hills Boulevard.  
 
The proposed Plat 1-C contains the remaining portion of Shay Park, a portion of the Aspen Hills trail, the 
remaining portion of Aspen Hills Boulevard, and Lot 10 (Riverview Elementary).  
 

E. Community Review: Prior to the Planning Commission review of the Preliminary Plat, this item was 
noticed as a public hearing in the Daily Herald; and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 
feet of the subject property. As of the date of this report, public input has not yet been received.  

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

Planning Commission and that the City Council is the approval authority. Section 19.13.04.1 is reviewed in-
depth below. 
 
1. The table in 19.13.04.1. identifies the approval authority for Preliminary Plats and requires a public 

hearing with the Planning Commission and final approval by the City Council. 
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Finding: complies. A public hearing has been scheduled with the Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission will then make a recommendation or either approval, approval with conditions, or denial. 
The application will then be forwarded to the City Council, who will then make the final decision.  
 

2. A neighborhood meeting is required for multi-family or non-residential development proposals that are 
adjacent to developed property in a residential zone.  
 
Finding: complies. This application contains a roadway dedication and open space dedication. The 
components of the original development agreement do not contain nonresidential or multi-family 
development. Thus, a neighborhood meeting is not required.  
 

3. A properly completed application is required with supporting materials and appropriate fees.  
 
Finding: complies. The developer has submitted a complete application with appropriate fees.  
 

4. Notice of the public hearing is required to be provided at least 10 calendar days before the public 
hearing, by: posting the notice in at least three public locations in the City, or on the City’s website; 
publishing the notice on the Utah Public Notice Website; publishing the notice in a newspaper of 
general circulation; and mailing the notice to property owners affected by the proposal and property 
owners within 300 feet of the property.  

 
Finding: complies. The notice requirements above have been met.  

 
5. The Planning Commission is required to conduct a public hearing on the proposed development 

application. At the public hearing the Planning Commission shall take testimony, determine if the 
proposed development complies with the applicable requirements, and take action on the application. 
In the case of Preliminary Plats, the City Council is the land use authority and the Planning Commission 
shall make a recommendation to the City Council and the City Council shall act on the application.  

 
Finding: complies. The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and make a recommendation 
to the City Council regarding this application.  

 
6. A concept plan is required before preliminary plat review.  

 
Finding: complies. The Concept Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 2, 2010 
and by the City Council on March 9, 2010, under the project name of “Coyote Springs”. The proposed 
Preliminary Plat does not significantly deviate from the concept plan.  

 
7. The table in 19.13.04.1. identifies the approval authority for Preliminary Plats and requires a public 

hearing with the Planning Commission and final approval by the City Council. 
 
Finding: complies. A public hearing has been scheduled with the Planning Commission. The Planning 
Commission will then make a recommendation or either approval, approval with conditions, or denial. 
The application will then be forwarded to the City Council, who will then make the final decision.  
 

8. A neighborhood meeting is required for multi-family or non-residential development proposals that are 
adjacent to developed property in a residential zone.  
Finding: complies. This application contains a roadway dedication and open space dedication. The 
components of the original development agreement do not contain nonresidential or multi-family 
development. Thus, a neighborhood meeting is not required.  
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9. A properly completed application is required with supporting materials and appropriate fees.  
 
Finding: complies. The developer has submitted a complete application with appropriate fees.  
 

10. Notice of the public hearing is required to be provided at least 10 calendar days before the public 
hearing, by: posting the notice in at least three public locations in the City, or on the City’s website; 
publishing the notice on the Utah Public Notice Website; publishing the notice in a newspaper of 
general circulation; and mailing the notice to property owners affected by the proposal and property 
owners within 300 feet of the property.  

 
Finding: complies. The notice requirements above have been met.  

 
11. The Planning Commission is required to conduct a public hearing on the proposed development 

application. At the public hearing the Planning Commission shall take testimony, determine if the 
proposed development complies with the applicable requirements, and take action on the application. 
In the case of Preliminary Plats, the City Council is the land use authority and the Planning Commission 
shall make a recommendation to the City Council and the City Council shall act on the application.  

 
Finding: complies. The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and make a recommendation 
to the City Council regarding this application.  

 
12. A concept plan is required before preliminary plat review.  

 
Finding: complies. The Concept Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 2, 2010 
and by the City Council on March 9, 2010, under the project name of “Coyote Springs”. The proposed 
Preliminary Plat does not significantly deviate from the concept plan.  

 
Finding: complies. After a public hearing with the Planning Commission the application will be 
forwarded to the City Council.  

 
G. General Plan:  The General Plan recommends Developed Open Space where the open space dedication is 

located and Low Density Residential for the rest of the property within the plat. The roadway dedication 
will allow for future Low Density Residential Development and the park dedication will be added to the land 
that will be used for the development of Shay Park. Lot 11 is currently developed with an elementary 
school which is a permitted use in the R-3 zone.  

 
H. Code Criteria: Section 19.12.03.1. states that all subdivisions are subject to the provisions of Chapter 

19.13; Section 19.13.04 outlines the development process and submittal requirements, which have been 
reviewed in Section F of this report.  
 
Section 19.12.06 outlines the general subdivision improvement requirements which are reviewed below. 
Section 19.04.13 outlines the R-3 zone requirements. Applicable requirements of these sections are 
reviewed below. 
 
19.12.06 
Section 19.12.06.1.c. requires the use of connecting streets, pedestrian walkways, trails and other methods 
for providing logical connections and linkages between neighborhoods. The proposed plat includes 
connecting streets and trails that will provide logical connections by extending Aspen Hills Boulevard to 
Redwood Road and extending and existing trail system.  
 
Section 19.12.06.2.a. requires subdivisions to result in lots that are capable of being built upon. The 
proposed Lot 11 already contains an elementary school and is capable of being built upon.  
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Section 19.12.06.2.b. requires all lots to have frontage on a street that meets City standards and 
requirements. Lot 11 has frontage on Aspen Hills Boulevard which meets City standards and requirements.  
 
Section 19.12.06.2.d. requires that land dedicated for public roads and rights of way may not be included 
in any lots. The Aspen Hills Boulevard right of way is not included in any lots.  
19.04.13 
Section 19.04.13.3. lists public schools as a conditional use in the R-3 zone. The Conditional Use was 
approved by the City Council on December 7, 2010.  
 
Section 19.04.13.4.b.i.iv. requires a minimum lot size of one acre for non-residential uses. Lot 11 has a 
school on it and is 3.026 acres.  
 
Section 19.04.13.11 requires 15% open space for developments in the R-3 zone. This project meets this 
requirement as stated in Section C of this report.  
 

I. Recommendation and Alternatives: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the proposed Preliminary Plat, conduct a public 
hearing, and make the following motion:  

  
Recommended Motion: 
I move to recommend approval to the City Council of the Western Hills Plat 1-C Preliminary Plat, located at 
approximately 200 West and 400 West Aspen Hills Boulevard, based on the findings and conditions listed 
below:  
 
Findings: 

1. The Preliminary Plat is consistent with the General Plan as explained in the findings in Section “G” 
of this report, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.   

2. The Preliminary Plat meets or can conditionally meet all the requirements in the Land Development 
Code as explained in the findings in Section “F” and “H” of this report, which findings are 
incorporated herein by this reference.  

 
Conditions 

1. That all requirements of the City Engineer be met, including those listed in the attached report. 
2. That all requirements of the City Fire Chief be met.  
3. The extra open space dedication of 0.939 acres may be credited to future phases of development 

that abut this project.   
4. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission: 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Alternative Motions: 
 
Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the item to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on information 
and / or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  
 
 
 
 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the analysis discussed at the meeting and information received from the public, I move that 
the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council denial of the proposed preliminary plat, located at 
approximately 200 West and 400 West Aspen Hills Boulevard, based on the findings below: “ 
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List findings for denial: 
 
 
 

 
J. Exhibits:   

 
A. Engineering Staff Report  
B. Location Map 
C. 2010 Development Agreement and Phasing Plan  
D. Western Hills Development, overall Preliminary Plat 
E. Plat 1-A and 1-B (recorded plats) 
F. Plat 1-C 

 
 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Western Hills Plat 1-C 
Date: April 14, 2014 
Type of Item:   Preliminary Plat Approval 
 
 

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

the submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Ron Johnston 
Request:  Preliminary Plat Approval 
Location:  200 West and 400 West Aspen Hills Blvd 
Acreage:  6.380 acres – Road, Park, and Trail Dedication 

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

following conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   

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

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

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

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

stabilize and reseed all disturbed areas. 
 
E. Developer shall provide plans for and complete all improvements within 

pedestrian corridors. 
 
F. Meet all engineering conditions and requirements as well as all Land Development 

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

 

Exhibit A



G. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer during the 
preliminary process are to be complied with and implemented into the final plat 
and construction plans. 

 
H. Developer shall prepare and submit easements for all public facilities not located 

in the public right-of-way 
 
I. Final plats and plans shall include an Erosion Control Plan that complies with all 

City, UPDES and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements.  Project 
must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 
developed property) and shall identify an acceptable location for storm water 
detention.  All storm water must be cleaned as per City standard to remove 80% of 
Total Suspended Solids and all hydrocarbons and floatables. 

 
J. Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 

 
K. Prior to or simultaneously with the recording of Phase 1-C, Developer shall pay the 

water fees and rights for the roads and the open space previously deeded to the 
City per the Subdivision Development Agreement where those fees have not yet 
been paid. 
 

L. Developer shall submit an electronic version of the as-built drawings in AutoCAD 
format to the City prior to acceptance of the site improvements and before 
commencement of the warranty period. 
 

M. Developer shall secure project bonding and pay all applicable impact and 
recordation as per City code and as approved by the City Engineer prior to 
recordation of plats. 

 
N. All improvements required by the City and shown in the approved construction 

drawings are to be bonded for and completed prior to commencement of the 
warranty period. 

Exhibit A



Western Hills, Plat 1-C
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 
Site Plan  
West Saratoga Transportation Hub 
April 24, 2014 
Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    April 17, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Alpine School District 
Location: Approximately 200 West and 400 North 
Major Street Access: Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 66:290:0003, approximately 12.39 acres 
Parcel Zoning: Public School Bus Lot, PSBL 
Adjacent Zoning: Agricultural, Rural Residential, Low Density Residential, Medium Density 

Residential 
Current Use of Parcel:  Undeveloped 
Adjacent Uses:   High School, Girls School, Agricultural Property 
Previous Meetings:  January 7, 2014 concept plan review and rezone to PSBL approved 
Previous Approvals:  Rezone from A to PSBL approved 1/7/14 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Site Plan presented to City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner  

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

The proposed site plan is for a bus lot for the Alpine School District. The bus lot includes parking spaces for 
the buses with canopies over those spaces, an employee parking lot, a solid decorative fence around the 
site, landscaping between the public right of way and the solid decorative fence, and wrought iron see-
through gates. The plans (Sheet LS1.0) indicate the locations where a see-through fence and gate are 
needed for safety and visibility and provide details for the fencing.  

 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public 
comment, discuss the Site Plan, and select from the options in Section “H” of this report. 
Options include recommendation to the City Council for approval as proposed, a recommendation for 
conditional approval based on additional modifications and/or conditions, or a recommendation or denial 
based on non-compliance with findings of specific criterion.  

 
B. Background:  After several public hearings and public meetings to create the PSBL Zone, and then modify 

the PSBL zone, and also to review the concept plan, the City Council approved the request to rezone this 
property to the PSBL zone on January 7, 2014. Comments from the Planning Commission and City Council 
had been incorporated into the concept plan that was presented at that meeting, thus the City Council felt 
comfortable approving the rezone to the PSBL zone.  
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C. Specific Request: This is a request for site plan approval for the West Saratoga Transportation Hub 
(12.39 acres) for the Alpine School District, located at approximately 200 West 400 North. The attached 
plans include a site plan, canopy details, landscape plans and fencing details. The Transportation Hub will 
allow the school to park 120 buses on this site. The plans also include an employee parking lot. The bus 
parking area will be surrounded by an eight foot tall decorative pre-cast concrete wall to aid in mitigating 
the impacts the bus yard will create in this area. Landscaping will be placed between the pre-cast concrete 
wall and the public sidewalk. Canopies are also being provided as required by Code to protect the buses. 
Future phases will include a maintenance building, an administration building, and a CNG station.  

 
D. Process: Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Site Plans require City Council approval after the 

Planning Commission holds a public hearing and forwards a recommendation.  
 

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. During the rezone process the City received public comment 
during the public hearings. As of the date of this report, public comment has not been received regarding 
the proposed site plan. The resident directly east of this site came in to the City offices to view the plans, 
but did not provide comments.  

 
F. General Plan:  The “public school bus lot” land use has not been specifically identified in the General 

Plan. However, Land Use Goal 1.0 is to “Provide for orderly and efficient development that is compatible 
with both the natural and built environment by developing a land-use map that includes all projected land 
in the community.” 
 
Staff finding: consistent. The property was rezoned from A to PSBL earlier this year (January 7, 2014) 
to allow a public school bus lot to be constructed at this location. Currently the buses are coming from 
American Fork. Locating a bus lot within Saratoga Springs will enhance the efficiency of the travel time and 
expenses for the School District that serves Saratoga Springs.  

 
G. Code Criteria: Section 19.04.28 outlines the requirements within the PSBL zone is evaluated below.  

 
Permitted or Conditional Use: complies. “Bus lot” is a permitted use in the PSBL zone.  
 
Minimum Lot Size: complies. The minimum lot size for any use in this zone is 10 acres. The proposed 
development is 12.39 acres. The size complies with the minimum lot size requirements.  

 
Setbacks/Yard Requirements: complies. The PSBL zone requires front setbacks of 50 feet and side 
and rear setbacks of 50 feet when adjacent to residential zones and 40 feet when adjacent to all other 
zones.  The proposed plans indicate that the side and rear setbacks for the canopies are 40.75’ and 50.18’. 
The front setbacks far exceed the requirement.  
 
Maximum Height of Structures: complies. The maximum building and parking lot coverage in this 
zone is 80%. The plans indicate a hard surface are of 6.65 acres or 51%. The current proposal does not 
exceed this requirement. In the future when buildings are constructed this requirement will be reviewed 
with each phase of development. 20% landscaping is required so it is not possible to exceed this 
requirement and still meet the landscape requirements.  
 
Development Standards:  
 

a. Architectural Review: complies. The Urban Design Committee shall review the Site Plan 
and building elevations and offer recommendations for architectural design of buildings and 
structures to assure compatibility with the Land Use Element of the General Plan and with the 
City’s policies and regulations concerning architecture and design.  
 
No buildings are proposed at this time. 



Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
scarroll@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x106 • 801-766-9794 fax 

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

- 3 -

b. Canopies. can comply. Canopy structures shall be required to cover the bus parking stalls. 
The design and materials of the canopies shall be reviewed by the Urban Design Committee 
during the Site Plan application process based on the criteria in Section 19.14.04 and any 
standards adopted pursuant to Section 19.13.05. The Urban Design Committee shall determine 
that the canopies are constructed of metal and that they cover the proposed bus parking stalls. 
In the event that project phasing is proposed, canopies shall be required with the first phase of 
development.  
 
The proposed canopies are constructed of metal and they cover the parking stalls. The Urban 
Design Committee will review the proposed canopies on April 21, 2014. Comments from that 
meeting will be presented to the Planning Commission at the April 24, 2014 Planning 
Commission meeting.  

 

c. Parking. complies. Chapter 19.09, Off-street parking requirements, shall apply to the 
employee parking lot, but shall not apply to the bus parking lot. The bus parking lot shall be 
designed as necessary to accommodate the proposed buses.  

 

The employee parking lot has a landscape buffer that is at least 8 feet wide and has landscape 
islands every 10 parking stalls. The proposed stalls meet the size requirements of 9’x18’ for 90 
degree parking. The amount of parking required for a bus lot is “to be determined by the 
Planning Commission.” The proposed bus lot includes 120 bus stalls, and 123 employee 
parking stalls (including 5 accessible stalls, of which 3 are van accessible stalls). The school 
district has stated that the amount of stalls provided will meet their needs.  

 
Uses Within Buildings: complies. All uses in the Public School Bus Lot Zone shall be conducted entirely 
within a fully enclosed building except those uses deemed by the City Council to be customarily and 
appropriately conducted outside. Such outdoor uses include bus and vehicle storage, fueling stations, and 
other associated accessory uses.  
 
The uses proposed include bus parking and employee parking, along with a covered fuel tank.  
 
Buffering/Screening Requirements: up for discussion. A solid wall shall be required to effectively 
screen the borders of any public school bus lot. A solid decorative precast concrete wall that is 8 feet in 
height is required. The wall may be stepped down to 4’-6” at access points to accommodate for clear sight 
triangles as necessary. Fifteen feet of landscaping shall be required between any public right of way and 
the eight foot wall. Such landscaping shall be complete prior to using the site to park buses. Such eight 
foot solid wall, and landscaping shall be maintained in good condition with no advertising thereon.  
Landscape berms shall also be incorporated into the fifteen foot landscape buffer that is located between 
the public right of way and the eight foot wall. The fifteen foot landscape buffer between the public right of 
way and the solid eight foot wall shall include both deciduous and evergreen trees and shrubs. The site 
shall also comply with the requirements of Chapter 19.06, Landscaping and Fencing.  
 
Solid wall: complies. A solid 8 foot tall decorative wall is proposed around the site. The detail for this wall is 
shown on Sheet LS1.0, Detail 2.  The applicant will provide additional details that will be presented at the 
Planning Commission meeting. This detail will also be amended so that the step down to 4’-6” is no longer 
shown. This is not applicable as the applicant is proposing a decorative “wrought iron style” fence for 
visibility.  
 
Access points: up for discussion. After further discussion, the School District would like the gates and wall 
to be a minimum of 6’-0” tall for security purposes. At access points where visibility is needed, the 
applicant has proposed a semi-private decorate fence, shown in Detail 2 on Sheet LS1.0. The purpose of 
the see-through fence is to allow the bus drivers to safely see around the solid wall. The see-through gate 
and fence are shown in two locations. At the east access there is a see-through gate. At the north access 
there is a see-through gate along with a see-through fence for a short distance. The solid wall is shown as 
a line with small circles in it. The see-through decorative fence is shown as a dashed line with x’s in it.  
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15 feet of landscaping between wall and public right of way: complies. The plans show at least 15 feet of 
landscaping in this location. 
 
No advertising on the wall: complies. No advertising is proposed for the wall. 
 
Landscape berm: complies. Berming is shown within the 15 foot landscaping requirement, between the 
public right of way and the eight foot wall and includes both evergreen and deciduous trees.  
 
Landscaping: complies. The landscape requirements found in 19.06 are reviewed later in this report.  
 
Landscaping Requirements: complies.  

1. There shall be a minimum of 20% of the total project area to be used for landscaping.  The 
landscaping buffer in the “buffering/screening requirements” above may be counted towards the 
20% requirement.  

2. All sensitive lands shall be protected as part of the landscaped area of any development.  

3. Subject to the discretion of the City Council, credit towards meeting minimum landscaping 
requirements may be given for sensitive lands defined in Chapter 19.02.  However, no more than 
50% of the required landscaping area shall be comprised of sensitive lands or detention areas. 

The landscape plans indicate that the total site area is 539,845 square feet and that 107,969 square feet 
(20%) will be landscaped. The landscape buffer outlined in the in the “buffering/screening requirements” is 
included in this total. Sensitive lands include the detention basin, which is being landscaped with turf. No 
more than 50% of the required landscaping is comprised of sensitive lands (the detention basin). The total 
landscaping including the detention basin is 143,703 square feet; half of the detention basin is 35,734 
square feet, reducing the total to 107,969 which meets the requirement.  
 
Chapter 19.06.07 outlines specific plant counts based on the amount of landscaping being provided. For 
107,969 square feet of landscaping, the code requires 44 deciduous trees, 36 evergreen trees, 137 shrubs 
and 50% grass. The plans indicate 44 deciduous trees, 36 evergreen trees, 137 shrubs and 51% turf. All of 
the required plant material has been placed outside of the wall to soften the appearance of the site and 
wall from the public view.  
 
Site Lighting: can comply. Section 19.14.04.7.b.iii. requires all streetlights and interior parking lot lights 
to meet the Ciyt’s adopted design standards for lighting.  
 
The proposed electrical plan does not meet this standard. The applicant has been notified of this 
requirement and they will provide an updated electrical plan and a photometric plan that will be presented 
at the Planning Commission meeting.  
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives: 
Staff recommends that the Planning conduct a public hearing, discuss any public input received, and select 
from the options below:   
 
Recommended Motion:  
“I move to approve the proposed West Saratoga Transportation Hub Site Plan, located at approximately 
200 West 400 North, subject to the findings and conditions listed below:” 

 
Findings:  
 

1. The Site Plan is consistent with the General Plan as explained in the findings in Section “F” of this 
report, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.   
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2. The Site Plan meets or can conditionally meet all the requirements in the Land Development Code 
as explained in the findings in Section “G” of this report, which findings are incorporated herein by 
this reference.  

 
Conditions: 
 

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

2. That all requirements of the Fire Chief are met.  
3. The project lighting shall comply with Section 19.14.04.7. 
4. Any other conditions as articulated by the Planning Commission:   

________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Alternative Motions: 
 
Alternative Motion A 
“I move to continue the item to another meeting, with direction to the applicant and Staff on information 
and / or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  
 
 
 
 
Alternative Motion B 
“Based upon the analysis in the Staff Report and information received from the public, I move to deny the 
Site Plan for the West Saratoga Transportation Hub, located at approximately 200 West and 400 North. 
Specifically, I find the application does not meet the following requirements of the Code or General Plan.  
 
 
 
I also move to continue the final decision to the next meeting, on [date], and direct Staff to return with 
official Findings as outlined in my motion.”   

 
I. Exhibits:   

 
A. City Engineer’s Report 
B. Location & Zone Map 
C. Project Plans  

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  West Saratoga Transportation Hub                 
Date: April 24, 2014 
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:  Alpine School District 
Request:  Site Plan Approval 
Location:  Southwest Corner of 400 North and 200 West (Thunder Blvd.) 
Acreage:  12.48 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.  

 
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. All applicable impact fees and connection fees 
shall be paid prior to commending construction. 

 
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. 
 

 
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 a photometric plan that complies with all Engineering 

Standards and specifications and complies with the Land Development code. 
 
L. Parking lot lighting shall be City Standard or similar as approved by council and be 

full cut off as per IESNA standards. 
 
M. Water ways are not permitted. New Access locations shall have inlet boxes located 

on the up gradient side of the curb return.  
 
N. Developer shall provide a full construction design of the proposed rock retaining 

wall including calculations from a licensed engineer. 
 
O. Developer shall comply with all Federal, State and Local regulations pertaining to 

the proposed diesel fuel tank. 
 
P. Developer shall provide long term stabilization plans for future building pads and 

all other disturbed areas not covered by the landscaping plan. 
 
Q. Developer shall provide hydraulic storm drain calculations verifying adequate 

detention capacity and pipe capacity for the storm drain system. Storm water 
must be treated to remove all oils and floatables and at least 80% of the total 
suspended solids 50 microns or larger.  
 

R. Storm water may not be retained on site. Existing retention pond shall be 
converted to a detention pond by providing a discharge to the City storm drain in 
400 North. Maximum discharge shall be 0.2 cfs per acre. Developer shall pay all 
applicable storm drain impact fees. 
 

S. Developer shall provide verification the existing retention pond has adequate 



capacity for both the existing and proposed uses. 
 

T. All storm drain pipe in the public ROW shall be RCP with a minimum size of 15”. 
 
U. The existing overhead power lines along 400 North must be buried per the City’s 

Land Development Code. Developer shall provide plans for the relocation of the 
overhead power underground. 

 
V. Developer shall provide a geotechnical report for the site.  Pavement design shall 

meet City standards based on a CBR value. 
 
W. Developer shall provide an Erosion Control plan with BMP details compliant with 

all NPDES, UPDES, and local standards.   
 
X. Developer shall mitigate all upland flows from their adjacent undeveloped 

property. 
 

Y. Developer shall provide separate culinary water and sanitary sewer laterals to 
each proposed building pad. 
 

Z. All secondary water points of connection shall be metered as per City standards. 
 

AA. Developer shall provide complete frontage improvements along 400 North as per 
the City’s transportation master plan and as per City standards and specifications. 
 

BB. Developer shall provide complete irrigation plans for all landscaped areas. 
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OVERFLOW COORDINATE
WITH PLUMBING FOR
EXACT LOCATION. HEAT
TAPE AS PER ELECTRICAL
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1" PVC CONDUIT

WATER DAM (OPTIONAL)

METAL FASTENED 4 IN. 0.C., STAGGERED
USING 1-INCH GALVANIZED ANNULAR RING
NAILS OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE FASTENER

CONTINUOUS METAL HOOK
STRIP (MIN. 22 GAUGE)

METAL CANOPY FRAMING

NOTES:
1. POSITION THE MEMBRANE (NON-

FELTED) OVER THE ROOF EDGE
AND DOWN OUTSIDE FACE OF
WALL AND SECURELY FASTEN
VERTICAL EDGE AND COVER WITH
TRIM.

I

1/4" 
12"

METAL DECK

METAL FASCIA PANEL

MAX

3' - 0" OVERHANG

KICKER @ 6'-0" O/C

8"  Cee W/  FRICTION CLIPS

8"  Cee W/  FRICTION CLIPS

ZEE PURLINS

FIELD CONTOURED
INSULATION ROOFING
CRICKETS. SLOPE FOR DRAIN
LOCATIONS ONLY. SEE ROOF
PLAN
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MIN. CLEARANCE
112'-6"
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6" GRAVEL LAYER AT BOTTOM
OF FOUNDATION (TYPICAL)

CONCRETE FOUNDATION AS
PER SPECS

(3) #3 BAR TIES

(4) #5 BARS VERTICAL

SLOPE TOP OF CONCRETE
AWAY FROM BOLLARD AT

1/4" PER FOOT

6" O.D. GALVANIZED PIPE FILL
WITH CONCRETE AND ROUND
TOP AS SHOWN. PRIMED AND

PAINTED (3 COATS)
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NOTE:
SCALE ON THIS SHEET IS ACCURATELY
BASED FOR 30" X 42" SHEETS ONLY
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ELEVATIONS, SECTIONS & DETAILS

SCALE:  1/16" = 1'-0" 1TYP. BUS PARKING STRIPING

SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0" 5CANOPY SECTION

SCALE:  3/4" = 1'-0" 2EAVE DETAIL

SCALE:  3/8" = 1'-0" 6POWER ECLOSURE ELEV.

SCALE:  3/8" = 1'-0" 7POWER ENCLOSURE SECTION 1
SCALE:  1/2" = 1'-0" 8CANOPY DRAIN SECTION

SHEET NOTES
1 ROOF DRAINS.
2 SINGLE-PLY MEMBRANE ROOFING

SYSTEM, SEE SPECIFICATIONS
3 POWER PLUG-INS FOR BUSES, SEE

DETAILS
4 DOWNSPOUT FOR ROOF OVERFLOW

COORDINATE WITH PLUMBING FOR
EXACT LOCATION. HEAT TAPE AS PER
ELECTRICAL

5 CMU WALL ENCLOSURE FOR
ELECTRICAL PANELS AND POWER.

6 4"CONCRETE SLAB OVER 4" FREE
DRAINING GRAVEL   AND CIVIL

7 PIPE BOLLARDS (TYP.)
8 CONCRETE FOOTING AND FOUNDATION
9 TUBE STEEL COLUMN (PAINTED).

10 METAL DECK
11 METAL FASCIA PANEL
12 ZEE PURLINS

SCALE:  1/2" = 1'-0" 9POWER IN BOLLARD 2

SCALE:  3" = 1'-0" 3FLASHING SECTION
SCALE:  3/4" = 1'-0" 4RAKE DETAIL

SCALE:  1" = 10'-0" 12TYP. CANOPY ELEVATION

SCALE:  3/4" = 1'-0" 10BOLLARD DETAIL
SCALE:  3/8" = 1'-0" 11POWER STATION PLAN

GEN. NOTES
A. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY CANOPY

LAYOUT WITH CIVIL DRAWINGS
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GENERAL NOTES

THE ELECTRICAL NETWORKS DESIGNED HEREIN ARE TO BE
CONSTRUCTED AS COMPLETE AND OPERABLE SYSTEMS.
POWER, LIGHTING, AUXILIARIES, ETC. SHALL BE BID AND
INSTALLED WITH THIS INTENT AND PURPOSE. THE
CONTRACTOR AND THE EQUIPMENT SUPPLIER SHALL VISIT
THE SITE AND READ ALL THE RELEVANT DOCUMENTS
(ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL) AND
BECOME FAMILIAR WITH THE TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION AND
THE WORK TO BE  ACCOMPLISHED. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL BECOME FAMILIAR WITH THE PURPOSE  FOR WHICH
THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS HAVE BEEN PREPARED;
AS THE  PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS TOGETHER COVER
AND DEFINE THE INSTALLATION OF EACH SYSTEM AND THE
TOTAL FACILITY. FOLLOW THE DOCUMENTS WITH THE
INTENT AND PURPOSE TO PRODUCE A COMPLETE AND
OPERABLE ELECTRICAL FACILITY, SHOULD ANY ERROR,
OMISSION OR CONFLICT EXIST IN EITHER OR BOTH THE
PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
NOTIFY THE ENGINEER BEFORE SUBMITTING HIS BID PRICE
SO A CHANGE CAN BE ISSUED BEFORE THE BID DATE.
OTHERWISE, THE CONTRACTOR AND/OR EQUIPMENT
SUPPLIER SHALL SUPPLY THE PROPER MATERIALS AND
LABOR TO INSTALL A COMPLETE AND OPERABLE SYSTEM AT
THEIR OWN EXPENSE. WHEN AN ELECTRICAL NETWORK IS
COMPLETE, TESTS SHALL BE MADE TO ESTABLISH THIS
CONDITION. ANY INCOMPLETE SYSTEM SHALL BE MADE
OPERABLE.

THIS PROJECT IS TO BE INSTALLED IN STRICT
ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL, STATE AND NEC CODES. IF AT
ANYTIME DURING CONSTRUCTION OR THEREAFTER,
SOMETHING IS FOUND TO BE INSTALLED IN VIOLATION OF
THE "STATED CODES", IT SHALL BE CORRECTED AT THE
CONTRACTORS EXPENSE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL GROUND THE ELECTRICAL
NETWORK IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL AND
NATIONAL CODES.  SEE DETAIL 2/E2.1.

THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
PROVIDING EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS AND LABOR FOR THE
CONNECTION OF ALL EQUIPMENT SHOWN ON THE PLANS -
ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL, ETC.

EQUIPMENT MAY MOVE AS MUCH AS 10 FEET FROM INDICATED
LOCATION. THIS CHANGE SHALL BE MADE AT NO COST TO THE
PROJECT.

BEFORE ANY ELECTRICAL CONDUIT, BOXES, ETC. ARE
COVERED (GROUND, CEILINGS, WALLS, ETC.), THEY SHALL
RECEIVE THE APPROVAL OF THE  INSPECTING OFFICER
(INSPECTOR). THE COST OF UNCOVERING AND REPLACEMENT
OF THE ELECTRICAL WORK FOR INSPECTION PURPOSES WILL
BE AT THE COST OF THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR.

ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVE MINIMUM CODE
(NEC 110-16a) WORKING CLEARANCE BEFORE INSTALLING
ANY ELECTRICAL PANELS OR CABINETS AND SHALL MOVE
THE PANELS AT HIS EXPENSE IF REJECTED BY AN
INSPECTOR. IF CLEARANCE IS IMPOSSIBLE, THE DESIGNER
SHALL BE NOTIFIED IMMEDIATELY IN WRITING. HE SHALL
ALSO PROTECT THE SPACE ABOVE THE PANEL IN STRICT
ACCORDANCE WITH NEC ARTICLE 110-16 (F).

WHEN THE ADDITION IS COMPLETE AND BEEN IN FULL
OPERATION FOR 10 DAYS, THE "ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR"
SHALL RECORD THE UTILITY DEMAND READING AND
VOLTAGE AND AMMETER (EACH PHASE) ON THE MAIN AND
SUB-FEEDERS. MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT (SHOWN IN THE
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT SCHEDULE), ETC. AND RECORD
AND SEND TO ENGINEER OF RECORD.

ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE THE EXACT
LOCATIONS OF POWER COMPANY SUPPLIED TRANSFORMER
BEFORE INSTALLING SERVICE CONDUIT.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 CONFIRM ROUTING AND SIZE OF TELEPHONE SERVICE
CONDUIT AND THE EXACT LOCATION OF THE MAIN
TELEPHONE DEMARC WITH THE TELEPHONE COMPANY.

11 UNDERGROUND CONDUIT FOR PARKING LOT LIGHTS SHALL
BE BURIED 24" B.F.G AND SHALL HAVE ONE(1) #10 THWN
GREEN GROUND CONDUCTOR TO GROUND ALL LUMINAIRES.

12 ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFIRM THE EXACT
LOCATION OF UTILITY (POWER, TELEPHONE, ETC.) SERVICE
POINT, PRIOR TO ELECTRICAL ROUGH-IN.
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AND HAND FINISH BASE

ELECTRICALLY GROUND POLE & BASE

BEVEL ALL OUTSIDE CORNERS

ANCHOR BOLTS TO SUIT POLE
(CONFIRM ANCHOR BOLT CONFIGURATION)

FINISH GRADE

RIGID PVC CONDUIT.
STUB OUT IN FOUR
DIRECTIONS (SEE PLANS)

4-#5 REBARS W/ #2 TIES

12" ON CENTER

UNDISTURBED OR
COMPACTED FILL

CONCRETE POLE STANDARD
BY ELECT. CONTR. TO
SUIT POLE

24" DIA.

30
"

10
8"

18
"

FILL AIR CAVITIES AND SAND FINISH BASE

NOTE:
STUCCO HAND FINISH ABOVE
GRADE

NOTE:
IF DEPTH CANNOT BE MET MASS
MUST BE EQUIVALENT TO MASS SHOWN

UNDISTURBED EARTH OR 95%
COMPACTION AROUND CONCRETE BASE
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E1.1

SITE PLAN - LIGHTING

north

 1" = 40'-0"

SITE PLAN - LIGHTING 1

MASTER LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE

TYPE DESCRIPTION MANUF. CATALOG # VOLTS MOUNTING LAMPS WATTS CONTROL
T-1 LED ROUND PARKING GARAGE PENDANT ALUMINUM, 0.125" ACRYLIC

LENS, 5-YEAR WARRANTY, 66 WATT, 5900 LUMENS, COLOR BY
ARCHITECT, BIRD SHROUD, PROGRAMMABLE OCCUPANCY SENSOR

KIM PGL71W/E3560L4K277/0-10V/CC/PB2PS/SCP 277 6" PENDANT INCLUDED 66 W MOTION SENSOR

T-2 ALUMINUM EXTRUSION LED, LOW-PROFILE, RECTANGLE SHAPE, 25FT.
ROUND ALUMINUM POLE WITH VIBRATION DAMPER, 4K, 6 YEAR
LUMINAIRE WARRANTY, 19,000 LUMENS, TYPE 5 DISTRIBUTION

KIM ISA/ALT5P70/120L4K208/CC 480 25' ROUND POLE INCLUDED 265 W LIGHTING
CONTACTOR

T-2A SAME AS T-2 EXCEPT FORWARD THROW 265 W LIGHTING
CONTACTOR

T-2I SAME AS T-2 EXCEPT DOUBLE HEAD ("I" CONFIGURATION) 530 W LIGHTING
CONTACTOR

T-3 CITY OF SARATOGA STANDARD STREET LIGHT POLE ON STANDARD
BASE.  CALL TED MAESTAS FOR LUMINAIRE QUOTE (801.673.5289 OR
801.268.4879) - NO EXCEPTIONS

0 W N/A

E-1.1 KEY NOTES

1 PROVIDE AND INSTALL POLE BASE AS INDICATED IN DETAIL 2/E1.1.

2 COORDINATE INSTALLATION OF T-3 LUMINAIRES WITH THE CITY
OF SARATOGA AND ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER.  LIGHT POLES
SHALL BE EQUIPED WITH RECEPTACLE IN HAND HOLE PER
SARATOGA CITY STANDARDS.

3 ROUTE CIRCUIT THROUGH TIME CLOCK AND PHOTOCELL
ADJACENT TO PANEL "HB4".

SCALE : NONEE1.1

DETAIL - POLE BASE2



Scott Langford, AICP, Senior Planner 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
slangford@saratogaspringscity.com • 801-766-9793 x116  •  801-766-9794 fax 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 

Private Road Standards Text Amendment 

April 24, 2014 

Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    April 7, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: City of Saratoga Springs 

Location:   Citywide 

Previous Meetings:   October 24, 2013 (Planning Commission) 
Land Use Authority: City Council 

Future Routing: Public Hearing(s) with City Council  
Author:    Scott Langford, Senior Planner 

 

 

A. Executive Summary:  

 
This is a request for a text amendment to Section 19.12.06(d) regulating the design of private 

roads.  The proposed amendment would allow for three different private road designs based on 
zoning. The Planning Commission held a public hearing to review a similar code amendment on 

October 24, 2013; however, this current amendment requests two additional private road designs 
that were not considered with the original proposal in 2013. 

 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take 

public comment, discuss the proposed text amendment, and choose from the options 
in Section “I” of this report. Options include a positive recommendation as proposed, a 

motion to continue the item to gather additional information, or a negative recommendation. 

 
B. Background:  

 
Upon review of recent developments, staff and the Planning Commission have observed the 

unintended consequences of requiring public road designs for private streets. Some of these 

unintended consequences include vertically undulating sidewalks that create usability issues as 
well as in some cases creating a more urban or suburban environment for more rural 

developments.   
 

C. Specific Request:  
 

This is a request to amend Section 19.12.06(d) of the Land Development Code in the following 

manner: 
 

 
 

mailto:slangford@saratogaspringscity.com
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  19.12.06. General Subdivision Improvement Requirements. 

 
1. Subdivision Layout. This Section contains general requirements regarding overall 

subdivision design and layout. The following provisions apply to new subdivisions: 
 

d. Private roads may be constructed if approved as part of the Preliminary Plat 

approval by the City Council and so long as such roads meet the standards 
identified in the Saratoga Springs Standard Street Improvement Details. same 

standards and requirements for public roads in the City except that park strips 
are not required. 

             
These standard details will be added to engineering standards and specifications manual 

concurrently with this code amendment. There are three proposed private road cross sections 

that will be added in conjunction with this code amendment. These three proposed cross sections 
are attached to this report.   

 
The first cross section would be permitted by the City Council in the R-10, R-14, R-18, NC, MU, 

RC, OW, I, ML, BP, IC, and PC zones. 

 
The second cross section would be permitted by the City Council in the R-5, R-6, R-10, R-14, R-

18, NC, MU, RC, OW, I, ML, BP, IC, and PC zones. 
 

The third cross section would be permitted by the City Council in the A, RA-5, and RR zones. 
 

D. Process:  

 
Per Section 19.17.03 of the City Code, all text amendments require City Council approval after 

receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission.  
  

E. Community Review:  

 
Notice of the proposed text amendment was posted in the Daily Herald and on the City’s website. 

As of the completion of this report, the City has not received any public comment regarding this 
application. 

 

F. Review:  
 

The proposed text amendment was reviewed against the requirements of Sections 19.17.03 and 
19.17.04 of the City Code.  Detailed analysis of these requirements is provided in Section “H” of 

this report.  
 

G. General Plan:   

 
Section 19.17.03(2) states, “The Planning Commission shall recommend adoption of proposed 
amendments only where it finds the proposed amendments furthers the purpose of the Saratoga 
Springs Land Use Element of the General Plan and that changed conditions make the proposed 
amendment necessary to fulfill the purposes of this Title.” 
 
The General Plan states, “Attention to design will be essential as site and structural plans are 

prepared for residential projects.”  
 

The primary purpose of the proposed text amendment is to provide appropriate design flexibility 
to promote safe pedestrian and vehicular movement within developments that choose to build 

and maintain private roads. 
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H. Code Criteria:  

 
Section 19.17.04 of the City Code states, “The Planning Commission and City Council shall 
consider, but not be bound by, the following criteria when deciding whether to recommend or 
grant a general plan, ordinance, or zoning map amendment.”  Upon review of the City Code, staff 

believes that the proposed text amendment is consistent with the code criteria. 

 
1. The proposed change is consistent with the Land Use Element and other 

provisions of the General Plan.  As stated in Section “G” of this report, the proposed 
text amendment supports and enhances its provisions because this amendment provides 

design alternatives which support a variety of potential housing types. 
 

2. The proposed change will not decrease nor otherwise adversely affect the 

health, safety, convenience, morals, or general welfare of the public: The 
proposed text amendment allows for flexible designs that properly reflect the built 

residential environment.  This design flexibility should promote a positive effect on the 
health, safety, convenience, morals, and general welfare of the public.  

 

3. The proposed change will more fully carry out the general purposes and intent 
of this Title and any other ordinance of the City: The intent of Section 19.12.06(d) 

is to provide design flexibility of private roads.  The current code language only allows for 
developers to remove the park strip.  Providing multiple private road cross sections will 

allow developers who chose to build private roads to pick a design that is most 
appropriate for their type of development, whether it be high density residential or rural 

residential. 

 
4. In balancing the interest of the petitioner with the interest of the public, 

community interests will be better served by making the proposed change: 
The City has received multiple applications that could be improved if the code was 

amended to provide appropriate design alternatives for private roads. Staff believes that 

by providing private road design standards based on the corresponding zoning districts 
(and subsequently the built environment) private developments citywide will have 

greater flexibility to install infrastructure better suited to the character of their particular 
development. 

 

I. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
 

After evaluating the required standards for text amendments, staff recommends that the City 
Council conduct a public hearing and make the following motion:  

 
Recommended Motion: 

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the Planning Commission 

forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the text amendment to Section 
19.12.06(d), as presented in this report, with the findings below: 

 
Findings:  

 

1. As stated in Section H of this report, the code change is consistent with the General Plan and 
Land Development Code. All findings in Section H of this report are incorporated into these 

findings by this reference. 
 

 
 

 

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

information and/or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:  
 

 
 
 

 

Alternative Motion B 

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move 
that the  City Council deny the text amendment to Section 19.12.06(d) as presented in this 

report. Specifically I find that the following standards and/or code requirements have not been 
met:” 

 
List Specific Code Standards and Requirements: 

 

 
 
 

 

J. Exhibits: 
 

1. Private Road Cross Sections 
2. Draft Ordinance 
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ORDINANCE NO. [14]-[Ord. #] (date of Council action) 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SARATOGA 
SPRINGS, UTAH, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE 
SARATOGA SPRINGS LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 
AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SECTION II – AMENDMENT OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES 
 

If any ordinances, resolutions, policies, or zoning maps of the City of Saratoga Springs 
heretofore adopted are inconsistent herewith they are hereby amended to comply with the 
provisions hereof. If they cannot be amended to comply with the provisions hereof, they are 
hereby repealed. 
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SECTION III – EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
 This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage by a majority vote of the Saratoga 
Springs City Council and following notice and publication as required by the Utah Code. 

 
SECTION IV – SEVERABILITY 

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

SECTION V – PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

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

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

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

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

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

___ day of ________, 2014. 
 
 
 
Signed: __________________________ 
        Jim Miller, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: ___________________________   __________________ 
              Lori Yates, City Recorder    Date 

 
                     VOTE 
 
Shellie Baertsch               
Rebecca Call    _____           
Michael McOmber   _____ 
Stephen Willden   _____ 
Bud Poduska    _____ 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

19.12.06. General Subdivision Improvement Requirements. 
 

1. Subdivision Layout. This Section contains general requirements regarding overall 
subdivision design and layout. The following provisions apply to new subdivisions: 

 
   d. Private roads may be constructed if approved as part of the Preliminary 

Plat approval by the City Council and so long as such roads meet the 
standards identified in the Saratoga Springs Standard Street 
Improvement Details. same standards and requirements for public roads 
in the City except that park strips are not required. 
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Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 
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Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Concept Plan 
Lakeside Estates 
April 24, 2014 
Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    April 17, 2014 
Applicant/Owner: Curtis Leavitt 
Location:   Approximately 2800-3000 South Redwood Road 
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 16:001:0018 (33.365 acres); 59:012:0022 (38 acres); 

59:012:0007 (2.31 acres); abandoned parcel under negotiation, 
located between Beverly Bay LLC ownership parcels near 
Redwood Road (~1.475): 75.15 total acres  

Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential 
Adjacent Zoning: R-3 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant 
Adjacent Uses: Lakeside SSD Master Plan (north), Fox Hollow Master Plan 

(west), Utah Lake (east), undeveloped R-3 zoning (south) 
Previous Meetings: This property received preliminary plat approval for a project 

called Lakeside II in 2007; that approval has expired 
Previous Approvals:  All previous approvals have expired 
Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Public meeting with City Council 
Author:    Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 

 
 
 
A. Executive Summary:  

This is a request for review of a Concept Plan for a proposed single-family residential 
development located at approximately 2800-3000 South Redwood Road.  The site is comprised of 
two existing parcels totaling 75.15 acres and is zoned R-3, Low Density Residential.  The R-3 
zone permits up to 3 units per acre.  The Concept Plan proposes 183 single-family lots and an 
overall density of 2.75 units per acre.  

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public meeting and 
provide informal direction to the applicant and staff regarding the conceptual 
subdivision. No official motion or recommendation is provided for Concept Plans. 

 
B. Background:  

The concept plan has been reviewed by staff and the attached plan reflects comments received 
from the Development Review Committee.  
 



C. Specific Request:  
The Concept Plan has 183 lots that are 10,000 square feet or larger and indicates 4.3 acres of 
open space made up of the Redwood Road trail, the Lakeshore trail, the natural drainage in the 
northwest corner and two park spaces near the lakeshore trail. The applicant is proposing a 
trailhead and parking lot in the northeast corner or the project. The plans indicate that the open 
space is made up of 36.7% sensitive lands, including the lakeshore below the 100 year high 
water mark, a portion of the drainage channel, and the detention basins. The sensitive lands may 
not be considered when calculating base density. The density of 2.75 units per acre is based on 
183 lots on 66.44 acres.  
 

D. Process:  
Per section 19.13.04(6) of the City Code, a Concept Plan application shall be submitted before 
the filing of an application for Subdivision or Site Plan approval. 
 
The Concept Plan review involves an informal review of the plan by the Planning Commission and 
City Council.  The developer shall receive comments from the Planning Commission and City 
Council to guide the developer in the preparation of subsequent applications. 
 

E. Community Review:  
There is no requirement to notice concept plans because the comments received from the 
Planning Commission or City Council are not binding.  Formal community interaction will occur 
once a public hearing is scheduled as part of the subdivision review. 
 

F. General Plan:   
The General Plan designates this area for Mixed Lakeshore development; however, the property 
is zoned R-3, Low Density Residential. Residential uses are allowed within the Mixed Lakeshore 
development. The General Plan states that Mixed Lakeshore developments will “maintain and 
enhance public access to the lakeshore and associated facilities (trails, beaches, boardwalks).” 
 
Finding: consistent. The General Plan allows residential development within Mixed Lakeshore 
land use and encourages developments that provide public access to the lakeshore. The 
proposed development is residential and provides access to the lakeshore, along with a lakeside 
trail.   
 

G. Code Criteria:  
Section 19.12.03 of the City Code states, “All subdivisions are subject to the provisions of Chapter 
19.13, Development Review Process”. The following criteria are pertinent requirements for 
Preliminary Plats listed in Sections 19.12 (Subdivision Requirements) and 19.04.13 (R-3 
Requirements) of the City Code. 
 
Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies.  Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted 
and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone.  The Concept Plan shows residential building lots 
which are supported as a permitted use in the R-3 zone.  
 
Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size for residential lots 
is 10,000 square feet.  The data table indicates that the smallest lot on the Concept Plan is 
10,000 square feet. 

 
Setbacks and Yard Requirements: complies. Section 19.04.13(5) outlines the setbacks 
required by the R-3 zone. These requirements are: 
 

Front: Not less than twenty-five feet. 
Sides: 8/20 feet (minimum/combined) 
Rear: Not less than twenty-five feet  
Corner: Front 25 feet; Side abutting street 20 feet 
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This requirement will be reviewed in greater detail when the Preliminary Plat is submitted. 
 
Parking, vehicle and pedestrian circulation: can comply. Section 19.09.11 requires single-
family homes to have a minimum 2 parking stalls within an enclosed garage.  Driveways leading 
to the required garages must be a minimum 20 feet in length.  Even though this requirement will 
be reviewed by the building department with each individual building permit application, staff 
believes that the proposed lots are of sufficient size to support this requirement. 
 
Access to the proposed subdivision comes from Redwood Road. A phasing plan will be required 
with the preliminary plat application and must meet secondary access requirements. Two access 
points are shown onto Redwood Road and cross-connection to future abutting developments is 
also shown.  
 
Fencing: can comply.  Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open 
space, parks, trails, and easement corridors.  The Code also states that in an effort to promote 
safety for citizens using these trail corridors and security for home owners, fences shall be semi-
private. Staff recommends that the applicant include fencing details with their Preliminary Plat 
showing semi-private fencing between the private lots and open space.   
 
Open Space: can comply. The City Code requires a minimum 15% open space.  The Concept 
Plan indicates that there is approximately 11.7 acres (17.6%) open space, of which 4.3 acres 
(36.7%) is sensitive lands.  
 

Sensitive Lands are defined in Section 19.02.02 as,  
“land and natural features including canyons and slopes in excess of 30%, ridge lines, 
natural drainage channels, streams or other natural water features, wetlands, flood 
plains, landslide prone areas, detention or retention areas, debris basins, and geologically 
sensitive areas.” 

 
Credit toward meeting the open space requirement may be given for sensitive lands per the 
following code criteria: 

a. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when calculating the number 
of ERUs permitted in any development and no development credit shall be given for 
sensitive lands. 

b. All sensitive lands shall be placed in protected open space. 
c. Sensitive lands may be used for credit towards meeting the minimum open space 
requirements. However, no more than fifty percent of the required open space area shall 
be comprised of sensitive lands. 
 

The concept plan designates sensitive lands as the “lake shore between normal and high water 
mark”. Any lakeshore property below the 100 year flood elevation is also sensitive lands. The 
sensitive lands will be verified with the Preliminary plat application. Detention basins and 
drainage channels (up to the high water mark) are also sensitive lands.  
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  
No official action should be taken.  The Planning Commission should provide general direction 
and input to help the developer prepare for formal subdivision application. 
 

I. Exhibits: 
1. Engineering Report 
2. Zoning / Location map 
3. Concept Plan 

 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Lakeside Estates – Concept Plan                 
Date: April 24, 2014 
Type of Item:   Concept Plan Review 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The applicant has submitted a concept plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Curtis Leavitt 
Request:  Concept Plan 
Location:  Approximately 2800 – 3000 South Redwood Road 
Acreage:  75.15 acres - 183 lots 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the applicant address and incorporate the following 

items for consideration into the development of their project and construction drawings. 
 
D. Proposed Items for Consideration:   

 
A. Prepare construction drawings as outlined in the City’s standards and specifications and 

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

  
B. Consider and accommodate existing utilities, drainage systems, detention systems, and 

water storage systems into the project design. Access to existing facilities shall be 
maintained throughout the project. 

 
C. Comply with the Land Development Codes regarding the disturbance of 30%+ slopes. 
 
D. Incorporate a grading and drainage design that protects homes from upland flows. 
 
E. Developer shall provide a traffic study to determine the necessary improvements to 

existing and proposed roads to provide an acceptable level of service for the proposed 
project. 

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

developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction requirements. 
 
G. Developer shall meet all applicable city ordinances and engineering conditions and 

requirements in the preparation of the Construction Drawings. 
 



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

 
I. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be complied with 

and implemented into the construction drawings. 
 
J. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical Specifications, 

most recent edition. 
 
K. Developer shall prepare and record easements to the City for all public utilities not 

located in a public right-of-way. 
 

L. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent property 
owners and future homeowners due to the grading and construction practices employed 
during completion of this project.   

 
M. Developer shall ensure that no lots contain sensitive lands including keeping lots out of 

100 year FEMA flood line, wetlands, natural drainages and 30% slopes. A preliminary 
jurisdictional wetland delineation shall be provide prior to preliminary plat. 
 

N. Developer is to construct a continuous lakeside trail per City’s trail master plan through 
development. The lakeside trail is to be above the 100-yr flood plain. 
 

O. Sanitary sewer service for this development will be provided through the use of lift 
station #7. There is a reimbursement agreement for this lift station and each dwelling 
unit will be required to pay it’s prorate share in accordance with ordinance # 06-14 (8-15-
06). 
 

P. Redwood Road improvements will be required along the entire frontage of the property.  
This will include the construction and dedication of 60-feet of UDOT R.O.W and the 
construction and dedication of a 30-foot landscaping and trail easement to the City.  This 
landscaped area is to be improved by the developer and maintained by an HOA. 
 

Q. Access locations onto Redwood Road must be approved by UDOT Region 3 and the City 
of Saratoga Springs.  
 

R. All storm drainage discharges to the lake must be treated to the City Design Standards 
prior to discharge.  
 

S. The project will need to incorporate all master planned utility alignments and sizes 
including culinary water, secondary water, sewer and storm drain. 
 

T. Existing drainages shall be preserved, improved with native landscaping and trails, and 
piped with culverts capable of passing the 100-yr flow where they cross roadways. A 
culvert under Redwood Road or other acceptable improvements to protect future homes 
from flooding may be necessary to mitigate flows from all upland contributing drainage 
basins. .  The developer is responsible to install all improvements and to obtain any 
necessary easements. 
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  

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

 
 
 

      Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

 
Concept Plan 
Sunset Acres 
April 24, 2014 
Discussion and Feedback 
 

Report Date:    Thursday, April 17, 2014 
Applicant: Ivory Development, LLC 
Owner:   Floyd Chris and Carolyn Norman 
Location: Crossroad Blvd and 400 East 
Major Street Access: Crossroad Blvd 
Parcel Number(s) & Size: 58:032:0102, 4.0004 acres 
    58:032:0100, 0.928 acres 
    58:032:0101, 4.754 acres 
    TOTAL: 9.6824 acres 
General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential 
Parcel Zoning: R-10 
Adjacent Zoning:  R-6, R-14, A 
Current Use of Parcel: Vacant, Ag 
Adjacent Uses:  Residential, Vacant, Ag 
Previous Meetings:  None 
Previous Approvals:  Rezone approved 2007 

Concept plan approved 2007  
(preliminary plat submitted in 2008; inactive) 

Land Use Authority: City Council 
Future Routing: Informal review with City Council prior to Preliminary Plat 
Author:   Kimber Gabryszak, Planning Director 

 
 
A. Executive Summary:   

The applicant, Ivory Homes on behalf of the property owner, is requesting Concept Plan 
review of a 96-unit townhome development on approximately 9.68 acres north of Crossroad 
Blvd. and west of 400 East.  

 
Recommendation:  

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission discuss the application and give 
informal feedback to the applicant in preparation for the preliminary plat process.  
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B. Background & Request:   
 
The property is zoned R-10, which includes multi-family development as a permitted use. 
The applicant is proposing a density of approximately 10 units per acre, for a total of 96 
units. A rezone from A to R-10 was submitted in 2006, and was approved in 2007. The 
concept plan that accompanied the rezone was also approved in 2007, showing 91 units. A 
preliminary plan for 91 units was then submitted in January 2008, but no action was taken 
on the application. The applicants submitted a revised concept plan in February of 2014.  

 
C. Process:  

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

 
 The applicants are proposing townhomes; the individual units would be owned separately 

and the land outside of the unit footprints would be owned as common space. The process 
for this type of development begins with concept plan, followed by a preliminary plat, and 
then a condominium plat instead of a final subdivision plat. These will return to the 
Commission and Council for public hearings at a later date.  

 
D. Community Review:  

 
The Concept Plan process does not include a public hearing, therefore no public notice has 
been sent. Future public hearings will be scheduled at such time as the applicant moves 
forward with the Preliminary Plat.  

 
E. General Plan:   
 

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

 
 The Medium Density Residential designation is provided as a means of allowing for 

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

 
 The main application of this designation should be in areas where the City desires to 

create a functional transition from one land-use to another. While some multi-family 
structures may be permitted in a stacked form, the majority of any attached dwellings 
should be designed in a side-by-side configuration. Developments in these areas shall 
contain landscaping and recreational features as per the City’s Parks, Recreation, Trails, 
and Open Space Element of the General Plan. Open spaces may be comprised of both 
Natural and Developed Open Spaces. In this land use designation, it is estimated that a 
typical acre of land may contain 6 dwelling units. 
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Staff analysis: complies. The proposal contains 10 units per acre, which is within the range 
identified in the General Plan, and consists of a side-by-side configuration.  
 
Unit Type (Proposition 6): the proposal consists of multi-family attached units of 2 
stories. Per the recent Proposition 6 which was approved in November 2013, the General 
Plan has been amended to limit the percentage of dwelling units in this category to no more 
than 7% of all units in the City. Based upon an analysis of the existing approved units in the 
City, this 7% limit has been exceeded.   
 
However, the property was zoned to R-10 in conformance to the General Plan Land Use Map 
prior to the Proposition. Therefore, it is possible that the zoning and related allowed uses 
may still be found consistent with the General Plan.  
 
Staff analysis: up for discussion.   

 
F. Code Criteria:  
 

Section 19.04.17 of the Code outlines the standards for the R-10 zone:  
 

• Minimum lot size, frontage, width, coverage – it appears that these requirements will 
be met, however this will be monitored and verified with revised plans through the 
preliminary plat process.  

o Lot size: 5,000 sq.ft., based on each building rather than each unit 
o Lot frontage: 35’ along a public or private road 
o Lot width: 50’, based on each building rather than each unit 
o Lot coverage:  50% - a calculation to verify compliance has been requested 

from the applicant 
 

• Density – the proposal originally included 97 units, which was 0.01 units per acre over 
the maximum. The applicant removed a unit to comply with the maximum density.  
 

• Setbacks / height – several proposed buildings do not meet the setbacks. 
o Non-corner lots:  

§ Front: 25’  (some buildings are only 20’) 
§ Side: 10’ for multi-family residences (complies) 
§ Rear: 20’ (the rear-loaded townhomes do not meet the 20’ setback) 

o Corner lots:  
§ Front 20’ & Side 15’  
§ Many buildings are on corner lots and comply with these setbacks. 
§ Rear: 20’ (the rear-loaded townhomes do not meet the 20’ setback) 

o Height: maximum 40’: complies 
 

• Minimum Dwelling Size – 1000 sq.ft., compliance to be verified at building permit. 
 

• Open Space / Sensitive Lands – 20%, appears to comply. Staff has requested 
information on which land will be OS and whether setbacks are included. Further 
review will be done at Preliminary Plat when detailed landscaping plans are provided.  
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• Permitted uses – multi-family units are a permitted use in this zone.  
 
Other items:  
 

• Lighting plans were provided, however they did not include the lighting fixture heights 
or type. Further review will be done to verify that the lighting types comply with the 
City standard or similar alternative if approved through the process. 
 

• The required amount of parking has been provided.  
 

• The proposal includes many driveways that are not 20’ in length, however the 20’ 
requirement only applies to single-family dwellings.  
 

• Landscaping plans will be provided at a later date and reviewed for compliance. 
 

• Conceptual elevations are not required for the Concept plan, however the applicant 
has provided conceptual elevations for reference.  
 

• Second access requirements will be met through improvements to 400 East. 
 

The Urban Design Committee conducted an initial review, providing the following comments: 
 

• Expressed concerns over the driveway lengths (too short) 
 

• Expressed concerns over the lack of street character 
 

• Stated that pedestrian connections appear to be sufficient 
 
The City Engineer also conducted a review, and the comments and requirements from the 
Engineering department are attached as Exhibit 1.  

 
G. Recommendation and Alternatives: 

 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission discuss the proposal and give the applicant 
informal feedback in preparation for a public hearing on the preliminary plat.  

 
H. Exhibits:   
 

1. City Engineer’s Report (pages 5-6) 
2. Location & Zone Map (page 7) 
3. Aerial   (page 8) 
4. Concept Plan  (page 9) 
5. Concept Elevations (page 10) 



 
City Council 
Staff Report 

 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  

Subject:  Sunset Acres – Concept Plan                 

Date: April 24, 2014 

Type of Item:   Concept Plan Review 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The applicant has submitted a concept plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Ivory Development, LLC 
Request:  Concept Plan 
Location:  Approximately 1550 N and 400 E 
Acreage:  9.68 acres - 96 Units 

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the applicant address and incorporates the following 

items for consideration into the development of their project and construction drawings. 
 
D. Proposed Items for Consideration:   

 
A. Prepare construction drawings as outlined in the City’s standards and specifications and 

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

  
B. Consider and accommodate existing utilities, drainage systems, detention systems, and 

water storage systems into the project design.  Access to existing facilities shall be 
maintained throughout the project. 

 
C. Comply with the Land Development Codes regarding the disturbance of 30%+ slopes. 
 
D. Incorporate a grading and drainage design that protects homes from upland flows. 
 
E. Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 

developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction requirements. Storm 
water must be treated to remove all floatables and 80% of TSS. 

 
F. The Storm Drain outfall line should be extended to Jordan River and an outlet structure 

provided to prevent erosion 
 
G. Developer shall meet all applicable city ordinances and engineering conditions and 

requirements in the preparation of the Construction Drawings. 
 
H. Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to 

recordation of plats. 

saratogasprings
Text Box
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I. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be complied with 

and implemented into the construction drawings. 
 
J. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical Specifications, 

most recent edition. 
 
K. Developer shall prepare and record easements to the City for all public utilities not 

located in a public right-of-way. 
 

L. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent property 
owners and future homeowners due to the grading and construction practices employed 
during completion of this project.   

 
M. Sewer, storm drain, culinary water and secondary water will need to be connected to the 

respective utilities in Crossroads Blvd.  Culinary and secondary water need to connect at 
Crossroads Blvd. and at Alhambra Drive to loop the systems and prevent excessive dead 
end water lines.  

 
N. Developer shall provide a complete road design for 400 East to ensure future vertical and 

horizontal curves can be met.  This design shall be from Crossroads Boulevard to the 
northern most end of the proposed development.  400 East may need to be 
reconstructed from Crossroads Blvd. to the northern end of the proposed development 
as it does not currently meet City standards. The existing slopes/berms adjacent to 
Crossroads Blvd may need to be modified/removed so as to be compliant with all City, 
UDOT, and AASHTO standards for sight distance requirements. 

 
O. Developer shall provide a geotechnical and soils report that provides a proposed design 

for the large fill required on the property, design must be reviewed and approved by the 
City Engineer. 

 
P. Alhambra shall be constructed as a City standard local road (56’ ROW) and be extended 

to 400 East. 
 
Q. ROW cross sections for private roads shall meet public road standards.  This includes a 

ROW distance of 56’ and centerline curves that have a minimum radius of 200 feet. 
 

 



Zoning & Planning

Copyright:© 2014 Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom
Source: Esri, DigitalG lobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User
Community

City Parcels
City Boundary
A - Agricultural
RA-5
RR - Rural Residential
R-2 - Low Density Residential

R-3 - Low Density Residential
R-6 - Medium Density Residential
R-10 - Medium Density Residentia
R-14 - High Density Residential
R-18 - High Density Residential
NC - Neighborhood Commercial

MU - Mixed USe
PC - Planned Community
RC - Regional Commercial
OW - Office Warehouse

April 16, 2014
0 0.2 0.40.1 mi

0 0.35 0.70.175 km

1:9,028

 
SaratogaSprings

saratogasprings
Text Box
Exhibit B - Location / Zone

saratogasprings
Callout
Norman Property

saratogasprings
Callout
City Hall



Zoning & Planning

Copyright:© 2014 Esri, DeLorme, HERE, TomTom
Source: Esri, DigitalG lobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User
Community

City Parcels
April 16, 2014

0 0.055 0.110.0275 mi

0 0.085 0.170.0425 km

1:2,257

 
SaratogaSprings

saratogasprings
Text Box
Exhibit C - Aerial



S
4
°
4
2
'
1
6
"
E

3
0
4
.
4
0

S
1
°
3
9
'
1
6
"
E

1
7
5
.
8
0

N

7

7

°

0

2

'
1

6

"

W

4

4

2

.
1

0

N
0
°
3
6
'
1
6
"
W

1
2
6
.
5
0

N
8
3
°
1
9
'1
6
"
W

1
9
9
.0

0

N
0
°
0
2
'
1
6
"
W

5
6
8
.
7
0

N89°51'44"E

546.72

S

8
°
5
6
'
1
6
"
E

3
4
3
.
8
9

BACH INVESTMENTS, LLC
31770:2013

BACH INVESTMENTS, LLC
31770:2013

SOA INVESTMENTS, LTD
3860/86

K
A

R
L 

W
. J

ES
SO

P
41

76
/2

08
LE

LA
N

D
 T

H
O

M
PS

O
N

55
49

9:
20

05

BRITTANY JOY HANSEN
77031:2009

10420 
W

EST

153

131132133
109

110

111

112

113

114

115

104103102101

105 106 107 108

177

154155156157158159

161162163164165166167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176

178

179

134 135 136 137 138 139

140141142143144145

146 147 148 149 150 151 152

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196 180

181

182

183

184

185

122

121

120

119

118

117

116

123 124 125 126 127

128129130

1657 sqft

1511 sqft1511 sqft1658 sqft

1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1658 sqft1511 sqft1511 sqft1658 sqft

1658 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1466 sqft
1466 sqft

1466 sqft
1466 sqft

1466 sqft
1676 sqft

1473 sqft
1466 sqft

1466 sqft
1466 sqft

1466 sqft
1466 sqft

1676 sqft

1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1658 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1658 sqft

1658 sqft1511 sqft1511 sqft1511 sqft1511 sqft1658 sqft

1658 sqft
1511 sqft

1511 sqft
1511 sqft

1511 sqft
1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1657 sqft

1466 sqft

1466 sqft

1657 sqft

1657 sqft

1466 sqft

1466 sqft

1466 sqft

1466 sqft

1657 sqft 1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1658 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1511 sqft

1658 sqft

1658 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1511 sqft 1658 sqft

1658 sqft1511 sqft1511 sqft

36431 sqft
0.84 acres

PARCEL D

19137 sqft
0.44 acres

PARCEL C

40856 sqft
0.94 acres

PARCEL A

1658 sqft
186

N90°00'00"W
116.48

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

10
0.

47
N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

13
3.

66

N90°00'00"E
126.70

N90°00'00"E
75.19

N90°00'00"E
65.11

N90°00'00"E
239.40

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

13
4.

26

N90°00'00"W
160.33

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

92
.3

3

S1
°3
0'
45
"E

34
.4

6
S1
°3
0'
45
"E

14
0.

50

S1
0°
04
'4
4"
E

25
0.

94

S88°26'48"W
46.17

N77°14'31"W

174.73

N77°14'31"W

112.39

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

24
2.

73

N90°00'00"E
174.31

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

14
6.

53

N
0°
00
'0
0"
E

17
5.

59

N32°23'59"W

22.14

C1 C2

C3

C4

C5

C6

C7

C
8

S1
0°
04
'4
4"
E

24
.0

1

PR
IV

A
TE

 R
O

A
D

(2
4'

 W
ID

E 
R

.O
.W

.)

ALHAMBRA DRIVE
PUBLIC ROAD

(56' WIDE R.O.W.)

PRIVATE ROAD
(24' WIDE R.O.W.)

PR
IV

A
TE

 R
O

A
D

(2
4'

 W
ID

E 
R

.O
.W

.)

PRIVATE ROAD
(24' WIDE R.O.W.)

PR
IV

A
TE

 R
O

A
D

(3
8'

 W
ID

E 
R

.O
.W

.)

PRIVATE ROAD
(24' WIDE R.O.W.)

PR
IV

A
TE

 R
O

A
D

(3
8'

 W
ID

E 
R

.O
.W

.)

PRIVATE ROAD(38' WIDE R.O.W.)

400 EA
ST

PU
B

LIC
 R

O
A

D

LEGEND                                                           
BOUNDARY

CENTERLINE

8" SANITARY SEWER

EXIST. SANITARY SEWER
EXIST. CULINARY WATER

EXIST. CONTOUR MAJOR
EXIST. CONTOUR MINOR

SD MH, INLET, AND COMBO

SEWER MANHOLE

VALVE, TEE & BEND

EXIST. FENCE

FIRE HYDRANT

EXIST. SD INLET & MH

EXIST. SEWER MH

EXIST. VALVE, TEE, & BEND

EXIST. FIRE HYDRANT

ROW

LOT LINE
EASEMENT

EXIST. STORM DRAIN

WATER BLOW-OFF

CONTOUR MAJOR
CONTOUR MINOR

STREET MONUMENT

15" STORM DRAIN

STREET LIGHT

8" CULINARY WATER
8" SECONDARY WATER

SIGN

SPOT ELEVATION

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT
LOCATION

SARATOGA
SPRINGS

LEHI

Curve Table
CURVE

C1

C2

C3

C4

C5

C6

C7

C8

RADIUS

312.00

328.00

169.00

131.00

169.00

69.00

269.00

1730.74

DELTA

8°48'03"

8°48'03"

32°23'59"

23°44'37"

9°06'28"

30°12'23"

14°18'41"

12°32'58"

LENGTH

47.92

50.38

95.57

54.29

26.86

36.38

67.19

379.08

CHORD DIRECTION

N85°35'58"E

S85°35'58"W

S16°12'00"E

S44°16'18"E

N51°35'22"W

S62°08'19"E

S84°23'51"E

N05°52'56"W

CHORD LENGTH

47.88

50.33

94.30

53.90

26.84

35.96

67.02

378.33

Sheet:

Job #:

Drawn:Scale:

Date: 

#
D

A
TE

D
ES

C
R

IP
TI

O
N

R
EV

IS
IO

N
 B

LO
C

K

65431 2

14-002

TMR

03/27/2014

1"=40'

C11 inch =         ft.
( IN FEET )

GRAPHIC SCALE

40

Concept Plan

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

--
--

Sa
ra

to
ga

 S
pr

in
gs

F.
 C

H
R

IS
 A

N
D

 C
A

R
O

LY
N

C
on

ce
pt

 P
la

n

CONCEPT BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

A portion of that Real Property described in Deed Book 810 Page 387 of the Official Records of Utah
County located in the SE1/4 of Section 11 & the NE1/4 of Section 14, Township 5 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake

Base & Meridian, located in Saratoga Springs, Utah, more particularly described as follows:
Beginning at the southeast corner of  that Real Property described in Deed Book 2008 Page 80 of  the

Official Records of  Utah County located S89°51'44”W along the Section line 216.35 feet and N0°08'16”W 121.48
feet from the Northeast Corner of  Section 14, T5S, R1W, S.L.B.& M.; thence along the boundary of  said Deed
Book 810 Page 387 the following 7 (seven) courses and distances: S8°56'16”E 343.89 feet; thence S4°42'16”E
304.40 feet; thence S1°39'16”E 175.80 feet; thence N77°02'16”W 442.10 feet; thence N0°36'16”W 126.50 feet;
thence N83°19'16”W 199.00 feet; thence N0°02'16”W 568.70 feet to the southwest corner of  said Deed Book 2008
Page 80; thence N89°51'44”E along said deed 546.72 feet to the point of beginning.

Contains: 9.69+/- acres
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NOTES:

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

2. SEWER, STORM DRAIN, CULINARY WATER, AND SECONDARY WATER WILL NEED
TO CONNECT TO THE RESPECTIVE UTILITIES IN CROSSROADS BLVD. CULINARY
AND SECONDARY WATER NEED TO CONNECT AT CROSSROADS BLVD AND AT
ALHAMBRA DRIVE TO LOOP THE SYSTEMS AND PREVENT EXCESSIVE DEAD END
WATER LINES.

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

4. THE NORTH PORTION OF 400 EAST IS LOCATED WITHIN LEHI CITY BOUNDARIES.
WE WILL NEED TO COLLABORATE WITH BOTH LEHI AND SARATOGA SPRINGS ON
AN APPROPRIATE ROAD CROSS-SECTION.

5. ALL TRASH STORAGE WILL BE HANDLED WITH INDIVIDUAL TRASH RECEPTACLES
IN THE GARAGE OF EACH UNIT.  THE OCCUPANTS WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO
BRING THEIR TRASH RECEPTACLE CURB SIDE ON THE DAY OF TRASH PICKUP.

DEVELOPMENT TABLE
 NUMBER OF LOTS = 96 LOTS
 NUMBER OF PROPOSED GARAGE SPACES = 192
 NUMBER OF PROPOSED SURFACE PARKING SPACES =154
 NUMBER OF GUEST PARKING STALLS = 21
 PERCENTAGE OF BUILDABLE LAND = 70%
 PERCENTAGE OF OPEN SPACE = 30%
 NET DENSITY = 9.91 UNITS/ACRE
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 

kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 

801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 
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Planning	  Commission	  
Staff	  Report	  

Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  
Legacy	  Farms	  
April	  24,	  2014	  
Work	  Session	  
	  

Report	  Date:	  	   	   	   April	  17,	  2014	  
Applicant:	   D.R.	  Horton	  
Owner:	   Corporation	  of	  Presiding	  Bishopric	  Church	  of	  Jesus	  Christ	  of	  LDS	  
Location:	   SE	  corner	  intersection	  of	  Redwood	  and	  400	  south,	  extending	  to	  Saratoga	  Dr.	  
Major	  Street	  Access:	   Redwood	  Road	  and	  400	  South	  
Parcel	  Number(s)	  &	  Size:	   66:058:0007,	  176.44	  acres;	  58:041:0185,	  5.497	  acres	  
	   Total:	  181.937	  acres	  
Parcel	  Zoning:	   Planned	  Community	  (PC)	  
Adjacent	  Zoning:	   	   PC	  and	  Low	  Density	  Residential	  (R-‐3)	  
Current	  Use	  of	  Parcel:	   	   Agriculture	  
Adjacent	  Uses:	   	   	   Agriculture,	  Residential	  
Previous	  Meetings:	   	   PC	  Work	  Sessions	  December	  12,	  2013	  and	  January	  9,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   CC	  Work	  Session	  January	  14,	  2014	  
	   	   	   	   PC	  Public	  Hearings	  February	  13,	  2014	  
Previous	  Approvals:	  	   Annexation	  Agreement	  (2010)	  
	   Rezone	  to	  PC	  zone	  (2010)	  
	   City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (2010)	  
Land	  Use	  Authority:	   City	  Council	  	  
Future	  Routing:	   City	  Council	  	  
Author:	  	   	   	   Kimber	  Gabryszak,	  Planning	  Director	   	   	   	   	   	  

	  
A. EXECUTIVE	  SUMMARY	  

The	  applicants	  are	  requesting	  approval	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  19.26	  of	  
the	  Land	  Development	  Code	  (Code)	  and	  the	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP).	  The	  proposal	  allocates	  a	  
maximum	  of	  1000	  units	  of	  density	  to	  ~182	  acres	  within	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  lays	  out	  the	  broader	  guidelines	  for	  the	  development	  while	  the	  Village	  Plan	  provides	  
the	  specifics	  for	  the	  first	  phase	  of	  development.	  The	  application	  proposes	  the	  use	  of	  Form	  Based	  Code	  to	  
implement	  specific	  standards	  for	  blocks,	  subzones,	  unit	  layout	  and	  type,	  transition	  of	  density,	  building	  
setbacks,	  architecture,	  roadways,	  open	  space,	  landscaping,	  lighting,	  and	  other	  applicable	  standards.	  	  
	  
The	  Planning	  Commission	  held	  public	  hearings	  on	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  on	  February	  13,	  
2014,	  and	  voted	  on	  the	  proposals.	  Due	  to	  significant	  changes	  in	  the	  layout	  stemming	  from	  the	  relocation	  
of	  the	  school	  site,	  the	  applicants	  have	  requested	  additional	  hearings	  on	  the	  revised	  plans.	  For	  the	  
convenience	  of	  the	  Commission,	  significant	  changes	  to	  this	  report	  since	  the	  previous	  hearing	  are	  
highlighted	  in	  yellow.	  	  
	  
Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  hold	  a	  work	  session	  to	  review	  the	  changes	  and	  give	  
the	  applicant	  feedback	  in	  preparation	  for	  a	  public	  hearing	  in	  May.	  	  
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B. BACKGROUND	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

The	  City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (DAP)	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  following	  annexation	  of	  just	  under	  3000	  
acres	  into	  the	  City.	  As	  part	  of	  the	  annexation	  agreement	  and	  DAP,	  the	  2883	  acres	  is	  approved	  for	  16,000	  
residential	  units	  and	  10,000,000	  square	  feet	  of	  non-‐residential	  density:	  	  

	  
The	  DAP	  has	  also	  approved	  Place	  Types	  ranging	  in	  density	  from	  5-‐75	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre:	  

	  
(Note:	  the	  DAP	  can	  be	  found	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning	  then	  clicking	  on	  “Master	  
Plans”	  and	  then	  “City	  Center	  District	  Area	  Plan.”)	  	  
	  
While	  the	  DAP	  includes	  several	  conceptual	  scenarios	  for	  the	  distribution	  of	  various	  place	  types,	  both	  the	  
DAP	  and	  Code	  allow	  the	  place	  type	  for	  individual	  developments	  to	  be	  identified	  and	  finalized	  at	  the	  time	  
of	  Community	  Plan	  approval.	  	  
	  
The	  DAP	  does	  not	  specify	  how	  to	  allocate	  the	  16,000	  Residential	  and	  10,000,000	  s.f.	  of	  non-‐residential	  
development	  (total	  of	  20,620	  ERUs)	  to	  each	  phase,	  however	  there	  are	  several	  ranges	  to	  act	  as	  guidelines:	  

• The	  Traditional	  Neighborhood	  Place	  Type	  under	  the	  DAP	  would	  permit	  a	  range	  of	  900-‐5760	  units.	  
• Utilizing	  a	  “fair	  share”	  approach,	  imagining	  that	  the	  20,620	  residential	  and	  commercial	  ERUs	  were	  

allocated	  evenly	  across	  the	  entire	  DAP,	  the	  ~182	  acre	  Community	  Plan	  would	  be	  eligible	  for	  up	  to	  
1324	  units,	  a	  density	  of	  7.27	  units	  per	  acre.	  (Note:	  the	  DAP	  does	  not	  require	  density	  to	  be	  evenly	  
allocated	  across	  the	  property.	  Some	  phases	  will	  be	  denser	  while	  others	  are	  less	  dense.)	  	  
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• The	  Community	  Plan	  proposes	  block	  specific	  limits	  for	  densities,	  further	  decreasing	  the	  potential	  
density	  to	  842-‐1782.	  

	  
C. SPECIFIC	  REQUEST	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

The	  Community	  Plan	  covers	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  project,	  and	  the	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  the	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood	  place	  type	  for	  the	  entire	  Community	  Plan.	  	  	  

	  
The	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  maximum	  limit	  of	  1000	  units	  on	  the	  entire	  property,	  governed	  by	  the	  
Community	  Plan.	  The	  1000	  unit	  limit	  is	  well	  below	  the	  maximums	  achievable	  in	  the	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood	  place	  type	  and	  with	  the	  proposed	  Block	  Types.	  The	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  layout	  and	  
distribution	  of	  units	  would	  result	  in	  approximately	  856	  units.	  	  
	  
Village	  Plan	  1	  covers	  the	  western	  blocks	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  contains	  47.95	  acres.	  Within	  this	  first	  
Village	  Plan,	  the	  applicants	  are	  proposing	  a	  range	  of	  278	  and	  558	  units.	  Village	  Plan	  1	  contains	  several	  
higher	  density	  blocks	  closer	  to	  Redwood	  and	  400	  South,	  and	  therefore	  contains	  a	  higher	  proportion	  of	  the	  
density	  than	  the	  remaining	  Village	  Plans	  to	  come.	  As	  the	  project	  moves	  away	  from	  Redwood	  Road,	  future	  
Village	  Plans	  will	  transition	  to	  a	  lower	  density.	  In	  no	  case	  will	  more	  than	  1000	  units	  be	  permitted	  in	  the	  
entire	  Community	  Plan	  area.	  	  
	  
The	  layout	  presented	  to	  the	  Commission	  on	  February	  13,	  2014	  showed	  a	  school	  in	  the	  northeastern	  
portion	  of	  the	  development.	  Due	  to	  concerns	  of	  the	  school	  district	  based	  upon	  recent	  experiences	  
developing	  in	  Lehi,	  the	  district	  has	  requested	  that	  the	  school	  site	  be	  relocated	  internally	  to	  the	  
development.	  As	  a	  result,	  the	  unit	  layout	  has	  changed	  significantly.	  The	  applicant	  is	  proposing	  that	  an	  age-‐
restricted	  senior	  community	  replace	  the	  area	  formerly	  occupied	  by	  the	  school.	  	  

	  
D. PROCESS	  /	  HOW	  IT	  WORKS	  	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   	   	   	  
	   Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code	  describes	  development	  in	  the	  PC	  zone,	  and	  the	  

graphic	  to	  the	  right	  shows	  the	  hierarchy	  of	  the	  different	  plans:	  	  
	  

1. For	  a	  large-‐scale	  planned	  community	  district,	  an	  overall	  governing	  
document	  is	  first	  approved,	  known	  as	  the	  District	  Area	  Plan	  (Section	  
19.26.13).	  	  

• The	  City	  Center	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010.	  	  
	  

2. A	  Community	  Plan	  is	  then	  proposed	  and	  approved	  (Sections	  19.26.03-‐
19.26.08).	  The	  Community	  Plan	  lays	  out	  the	  more	  specific	  guidelines	  
for	  a	  sub-‐district	  within	  the	  DAP.	  	  

• The	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  will	  govern	  only	  the	  ~182	  
acres	  of	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  development.	  
	  

3. Following	  and	  /	  or	  concurrently	  with	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  a	  Village	  
Plan	  is	  proposed	  and	  approved	  (Sections	  19.26.09	  –	  19.26.10).	  The	  
Village	  Plan	  is	  the	  final	  stage	  in	  the	  Planned	  Community	  process	  
before	  final	  plats,	  addressing	  such	  details	  specific	  to	  the	  sub-‐phase	  as	  
open	  space,	  road	  networks,	  and	  lots	  for	  a	  sub-‐phase	  of	  the	  
Community	  Plan.	  	  
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• The	  applicants	  are	  currently	  proposing	  Village	  Plan	  1	  for	  the	  westernmost	  blocks	  (47.95	  
acres)	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  	  

	  
	   The	  approval	  process	  for	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1	  includes:	  

1. A	  public	  hearing	  and	  recommendation	  by	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  
2. A	  public	  hearing	  and	  final	  decision	  by	  the	  City	  Council	  (19.26	  states	  that	  the	  process	  is	  per	  Section	  

19.17,	  which	  is	  Code	  amendments	  /	  rezones,	  and	  requires	  hearings	  with	  the	  Council.)	  
	  

E. COMMUNITY	  REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
This	  item	  is	  a	  work	  session;	  a	  public	  hearing	  will	  be	  held	  at	  a	  later	  date,	  and	  notice	  provided	  to	  all	  property	  
owners	  within	  300’	  of	  the	  proposed	  development.	  	  

	  
F. REVIEW	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  

Place	  Type	  	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  designates	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  Legacy	  Farms	  development	  as	  Traditional	  
Neighborhood,	  which	  is	  described	  in	  the	  DAP	  as	  follows:	  	  
	  

	  
	  
Density	  
The	  Community	  Plan	  proposes	  a	  maximum	  of	  1000	  residential	  units,	  and	  55	  non-‐residential	  unit	  
equivalents,	  which	  results	  in	  an	  average	  of	  ~5.8	  units	  per	  acre.	  The	  distribution	  of	  units	  is	  not	  even,	  
however,	  with	  some	  blocks	  containing	  larger	  lots	  and	  other	  blocks	  containing	  small	  lots,	  twin	  homes,	  and	  
townhomes.	  Such	  a	  varied	  distribution	  is	  allowed	  and	  contemplated	  by	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  
The	  densities	  of	  adjacent	  existing	  residential	  properties	  (to	  the	  south)	  contain	  approximately	  3.5	  –	  5	  units	  
per	  acre.	  To	  transition	  density	  appropriately	  within	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  development,	  the	  Community	  Plan	  
and	  Village	  Plan	  propose	  10,000	  s.f.	  and	  8,000	  s.f.	  lots	  in	  the	  blocks	  closest	  to	  these	  existing	  
neighborhoods,	  with	  lot	  size	  decreasing	  and	  densities	  increasing	  as	  the	  blocks	  move	  north	  and	  farther	  
away	  from	  these	  existing	  neighborhoods.	  	  
	  
Unit	  Type	  
Legacy	  Farms	  proposed	  a	  mixture	  of	  large-‐lot	  single	  family	  homes,	  small-‐lot	  and	  cottage	  single	  family	  
homes,	  twin	  homes,	  and	  several	  types	  of	  townhomes.	  The	  DAP	  anticipated	  and	  permitted	  this	  type	  of	  
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development.	  While	  also	  permitted	  by	  the	  DAP,	  “small	  scale	  apartments”	  were	  removed	  from	  the	  
proposal	  in	  earlier	  versions;	  the	  current	  proposal	  does	  not	  contain	  apartment	  units	  in	  the	  planned	  layout,	  
however	  apartments	  are	  proposed	  to	  return	  as	  an	  allowed	  use	  in	  the	  BT-‐3	  and	  BT-‐4	  categories.	  	  
	  
Traffic	  and	  Infrastructure	  
The	  applicants	  have	  provided	  a	  traffic	  study	  and	  infrastructure	  plans,	  which	  were	  previously	  reviewed	  by	  
the	  City	  Engineer.	  Due	  to	  the	  changes,	  a	  revised	  traffic	  study	  is	  required.	  (See	  Engineer’s	  report.)	  	  

	  
	   Form	  Based	  Code	  /	  Development	  Standards	  
	   City	  Staff	  has	  been	  working	  with	  the	  applicants	  on	  the	  governing	  standards	  and	  principles	  of	  the	  project,	  

which	  are	  contained	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  and	  Village	  Plan	  1.	  
	  

The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  the	  general	  standards	  for	  the	  entire	  ~182	  acre	  project:	  
• Community	  Plan	  Process	  
• Place	  Type	  Designation	  
• Block	  Types	  
• Transition	  in	  density	  from	  existing	  residential	  development	  
• Equivalent	  Residential	  Unit	  (ERU)	  allocation	  	  
• Thoroughfare	  Plans	  (street	  /	  road	  standards)	  

o Frontage	  Types	  
o Utility	  Easements	  
o Turning	  Radii	  
o Pedestrian	  Crossings	  
o Planting	  Information	  

• Parking	  
• Lighting	  Standards	  
• Architectural	  Styles	  
• Open	  Space	  types	  and	  conceptual	  layout	  
• Landscape	  Guidelines	  
• Signage	  Standards	  
• Fencing	  Standards	  
• Phasing	  
• Infrastructure	  
• Constraints	  
• Traffic	  Study	  
• Definitions	  

	  
Village	  Plan	  1	  contains	  additional	  standards	  to	  implement	  the	  Community	  Plan	  on	  a	  particular	  sub-‐phase.	  
While	  these	  topics	  were	  addressed	  at	  a	  higher	  level	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  the	  information	  in	  the	  Village	  
Plan	  is	  more	  specific	  and	  applies	  only	  to	  the	  47.95	  acres	  contained	  in	  the	  Village	  Plan:	  	  

• Village	  Plan	  Process	  
• Sub-‐districts	  
• Private	  Frontages	  
• Conceptual	  Lotting	  Plan	  (lot	  layout)	  
• Product	  types	  (10,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  8,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  6,000	  s.f.	  lots,	  cottages	  and	  rear	  lane	  cottages,	  

twin	  homes,	  and	  several	  townhome	  types)	  
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• Thoroughfares	  	  
• Street	  Names	  
• Pedestrian	  Plan	  
• Architectural	  details	  /	  materials	  
• Color	  Palette	  
• Open	  space	  	  
• Phasing	  
• Infrastructure	  and	  Utilities	  

	  
More	  detail	  on	  the	  standards	  above	  are	  found	  in	  the	  proposed	  Legacy	  Farms	  Community	  Plan	  
and	  Village	  Plan	  1,	  obtained	  by	  visiting	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  and	  clicking	  on	  

“pending	  applications”.	  Both	  the	  last	  versions	  and	  the	  new	  proposals	  are	  available.	  	  
	  

G. GENERAL	  PLAN	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  
	   The	  General	  Plan	  Land	  Use	  map	  identifies	  this	  area	  as	  Planned	  Community,	  which	  states:	  	  
	  

	  
	  
	   The	  2883	  acre	  DAP	  was	  approved	  in	  2010	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  General	  Plan	  and	  the	  intent	  of	  the	  

Planned	  Community	  designation.	  The	  proposed	  Community	  Plan	  includes	  trail	  connections	  and	  parks	  in	  
compliance	  with	  the	  related	  master	  plans.	  	  

	  
H. CODE	  CRITERIA	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   The	  property	  is	  zoned	  PC,	  and	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  standards	  and	  requirements	  in	  Section	  19.26	  of	  the	  Code,	  
and	  its	  several	  sub-‐sections.	  	  
	  
19.26.04	  –	  Uses	  Permitted	  within	  a	  Planned	  Community	  District	  

• The	  application	  includes	  multi-‐family	  and	  single	  family	  homes,	  school	  and	  church	  sites,	  parks,	  and	  
trails.	  All	  of	  these	  uses	  are	  permitted	  in	  the	  PC	  zone.	  	  

	  
COMMUNITY	  PLAN	  CODE	  REQUIREMENTS	  	  

	  
Section	  19.26.06	  –	  Guiding	  Standards	  of	  Community	  Plans	  

	   The	  standards	  for	  a	  Community	  Plan	  are	  below:	  	  
	  

6



 
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 

7 

1. Development	  Type	  and	  Intensity.	  The	  allowed	  uses	  and	  the	  conceptual	  intensity	  of	  development	  
in	  a	  Planned	  Community	  District	  shall	  be	  as	  established	  by	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Subdivision	  plats	  and	  building	  permits	  will	  be	  reviewed	  for	  
compliance	  with	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  

	  
2. Equivalent	  Residential	  Unit	  Transfers.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  Community	  Plan	  contains	  a	  maximum	  of	  1000	  units,	  and	  a	  
provision	  for	  density	  to	  be	  transferred	  between	  Village	  Plans	  within	  the	  development	  area.	  	  
	  

3. Development	  Standards.	  Guiding	  development	  standards	  shall	  be	  established	  in	  the	  Community	  
Plan.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  Form	  Based	  Code	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  has	  established	  
common	  standards	  and	  architectural	  guidelines,	  and	  will	  be	  the	  governing	  standards	  for	  
the	  development.	  Any	  conflicts	  between	  the	  Code	  and	  the	  Community	  Plan	  will	  be	  
governed	  by	  the	  Community	  Plan,	  while	  any	  topics	  not	  addressed	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  
will	  be	  governed	  by	  applicable	  regulations	  and	  standards	  of	  the	  City.	  	  

	  
4. Open	  Space	  Requirements.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  While	  the	  Code	  currently	  requires	  30%	  open	  space,	  the	  DAP	  is	  the	  
governing	  document	  for	  the	  proposed	  Community	  Plan,	  and	  the	  proposed	  open	  space	  
meets	  the	  standards	  and	  range	  of	  18-‐24%	  as	  identified	  in	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  

5. No	  structure	  (excluding	  signs	  and	  entry	  features)	  may	  be	  closer	  than	  twenty	  feet	  to	  the	  peripheral	  
property	  line	  of	  the	  Planned	  Community	  District	  boundaries.	  	  

a. The	  area	  within	  this	  twenty	  foot	  area	  is	  to	  be	  used	  as	  a	  buffer	  strip	  and	  may	  be	  counted	  
toward	  open	  space	  requirements,	  but	  shall	  not	  include	  required	  back	  yards	  or	  building	  set	  
back	  areas.	  	  

b. The	  City	  Council	  may	  grant	  a	  waiver	  to	  the	  requirement	  set	  forth	  in	  this	  Subsection	  upon	  a	  
finding	  that	  the	  buffer	  requirement	  will	  result	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  non-‐functional	  or	  non-‐
useable	  open	  space	  area	  and	  will	  be	  detrimental	  to	  the	  provision	  of	  useful	  and	  functional	  
open	  space	  within	  the	  Project.	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  up	  for	  discussion.	  The	  applicants	  have	  requested	  a	  waiver	  to	  this	  
requirement	  to	  allow	  them	  to	  provide	  a	  trail	  corridor	  along	  Sherwood	  Drive	  
instead	  of	  a	  buffer	  at	  the	  back	  of	  homes.	  The	  Commission	  was	  split	  in	  their	  
discussion	  of	  this	  request	  during	  the	  February	  13,	  2014	  hearing.	  	  

	  
19.26.07	  –	  Contents	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
The	  items	  summarized	  below	  are	  required	  to	  be	  part	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan:	  	  

1. Legal	  Description.	  Provided	  
2. Use	  Map.	  Provided	  
3. Buildout	  Allocation.	  Provided	  
4. Open	  Space	  Plan.	  Provided	  
5. Guiding	  Principles.	  Provided	  
5. Utility	  Capacities.	  Provided	  
6. Conceptual	  Plans.	  Other	  elements	  as	  appropriate	  -‐	  conceptual	  grading,	  wildlife	  mitigation,	  

open	  space	  management,	  hazardous	  materials	  remediation,	  fire	  protection.	  Pending	  
8. Additional	  Elements.	  	  
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a. responses	  to	  existing	  physical	  characteristics	  of	  the	  site	  Provided	  
b. findings	  statement	  Provided	  
c. environmental	  issues	  Provided	  
d. means	  to	  ensure	  compliance	  with	  standards	  in	  Community	  Plan	  Provided	  

9. Application	  and	  Fees.	  Provided	  
	  

19.26.05	  –	  Adoption	  and	  Amendment	  of	  Community	  Plans	  
The	  criteria	  for	  adoption	  of	  a	  Community	  Plan	  are	  below:	  	  
	  

a. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  goals,	  objectives,	  and	  policies	  of	  the	  General	  Plan,	  with	  particular	  emphasis	  
placed	  upon	  those	  policies	  related	  to	  community	  identity,	  distinctive	  qualities	  in	  communities	  and	  
neighborhoods,	  diversity	  of	  housing,	  integration	  of	  uses,	  pedestrian	  and	  transit	  design,	  and	  
environmental	  protection;	  
	   Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  See	  Section	  G	  of	  this	  report.	  	  
	  

b. does	  not	  exceed	  the	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  and	  square	  footage	  of	  nonresidential	  
uses	  of	  the	  General	  Plan;	  	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  General	  Plan	  does	  not	  identify	  ERUs	  or	  square	  footage,	  
however	  the	  DAP	  does.	  The	  project	  is	  well	  below	  the	  maximum	  allowed	  per	  the	  DAP.	  	  
	  

c. contains	  sufficient	  standards	  to	  guide	  the	  creation	  of	  innovative	  design	  that	  responds	  to	  unique	  
conditions;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  standards	  are	  innovative	  and	  will	  permit	  the	  
proposed	  densities	  and	  maintain	  quality	  of	  design.	  
	  	  

d. is	  compatible	  with	  surrounding	  development	  and	  properly	  integrates	  land	  uses	  and	  infrastructure	  
with	  adjacent	  properties;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  Adjacent	  developed	  residential	  properties	  contain	  similar	  densities	  
to	  those	  densities	  proposed	  along	  the	  southern	  edge	  of	  the	  development,	  and	  the	  proposal	  
transitions	  into	  higher	  density	  only	  once	  no	  longer	  adjacent	  to	  existing	  residential	  
development.	  	  
	  

e. includes	  adequate	  provisions	  for	  utilities,	  services,	  roadway	  networks,	  and	  emergency	  vehicle	  
access;	  and	  public	  safety	  service	  demands	  will	  not	  exceed	  the	  capacity	  of	  existing	  and	  planned	  
systems	  without	  adequate	  mitigation;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  applicants	  have	  provided	  information	  to	  staff	  for	  review,	  
however	  finalization	  of	  the	  utility	  plan	  is	  awaiting	  finalization	  of	  the	  Tickville	  Wash	  
floodplain	  remediation	  and	  determination	  with	  FEMA.	  The	  applicants	  request	  that	  the	  
Commission	  consider	  forwarding	  a	  motion	  with	  conditions	  concerning	  the	  utilities	  and	  
floodplain.	  Staff	  is	  confident	  that	  details	  will	  be	  finalized	  prior	  to	  preliminary	  plat	  
approvals.	  	  
	  

f. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  guiding	  standards	  listed	  in	  Section	  19.26.06;	  and	  
Staff	  finding:	  up	  for	  discussion.	  The	  application	  complies	  with	  standards	  1-‐4,	  however	  the	  
project	  is	  requesting	  an	  exemption	  from	  standard	  5.	  	  
	  

g. contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.07.	  
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Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  application	  contains	  the	  minimum	  required	  items.	  	  
	  

VILLAGE	  PLAN	  CODE	  REQUIREMENTS	  
	  
19.26.03.2	  –	  Additional	  Village	  Plan	  Requirements	  
Additional	  requirements	  for	  a	  Village	  Plan	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  

a. A	  detailed	  traffic	  study	  -‐	  Provided.	  
b. A	  map	  and	  analysis	  of	  backbone	  infrastructure	  systems	  -‐	  Provided.	  	  
c. Detailed	  architectural	  requirements	  and	  restrictions	  -‐	  Provided	  	  
d. If	  applicable,	  details	  regarding	  the	  creation	  of	  an	  owners’	  association,	  master	  association,	  design	  

review	  committee,	  or	  other	  governing	  body.	  -‐	  Provided.	  	  
	  

19.26.09	  –	  Village	  Plan	  Approval	  
The	  criteria	  for	  a	  Village	  Plan	  approval	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  
	  
a. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  Village	  Plan	  has	  been	  reviewed	  for	  compliance	  with	  the	  
densities,	  uses,	  block	  types,	  conceptual	  layout,	  and	  standards	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  
	  

b. does	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  dictated	  in	  the	  adopted	  
Community	  Plan;	  

Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  proposed	  density	  for	  Village	  Plan	  1	  is	  278	  to	  558	  units.	  This	  
falls	  within	  the	  density	  ranges	  contemplated	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan	  for	  the	  Block	  Types	  in	  
the	  Village	  plan.	  Regardless,	  in	  no	  case	  may	  the	  density	  in	  the	  entire	  Community	  Plan	  
exceed	  1000	  unit	  equivalents.	  	  

	   	  
c. for	  an	  individual	  phase,	  does	  not	  exceed	  the	  total	  number	  of	  equivalent	  residential	  units	  dictated	  

in	  the	  adopted	  Community	  Plan	  unless	  transferred	  per	  the	  provisions	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan;	  
Staff	  finding:	  complies.	  The	  densities	  within	  the	  phases	  also	  comply	  with	  the	  density	  
ranges	  for	  the	  Block	  Types	  of	  each	  phase.	  	  

	   	  
d. is	  consistent	  with	  the	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  and	  circulation	  plans	  of	  the	  Community	  Plan;	  includes	  

adequately	  sized	  utilities,	  services,	  and	  roadway	  networks	  to	  meet	  demands;	  and	  mitigates	  the	  
fair-‐share	  of	  off-‐site	  impacts;	  

Staff	  finding:	  still	  under	  discussion.	  The	  street	  layout	  and	  utility	  plans	  are	  consistent	  with	  
the	  plans	  provided	  in	  the	  Community	  Plan.	  The	  drainage	  and	  storm	  water	  plans	  are	  still	  
being	  finalized.	  	  

	  
e. properly	  integrates	  utility,	  infrastructure,	  open	  spaces,	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  systems,	  and	  

amenities	  with	  adjacent	  properties;	  and	  
Staff	  finding:	  up	  for	  discussion.	  The	  project	  does	  properly	  integrate	  utility	  and	  
infrastructure;	  however	  there	  may	  be	  some	  discussion	  of	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  systems	  
and	  the	  integration	  of	  such	  systems	  with	  adjacent	  properties.	  The	  requested	  exception	  
from	  the	  perimeter	  buffer,	  through	  lack	  of	  expansion	  to	  a	  shared	  trail	  corridor,	  may	  
minimize	  such	  integration.	  Staff	  requests	  Commission	  input	  and	  direction.	  Additionally,	  
most	  parks	  and	  open	  spaces	  are	  intended	  for	  the	  Legacy	  Farms	  community	  and	  are	  not	  

9



 
Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 

kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com  
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200  •  Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045 

801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 

10 

public	  in	  nature.	  The	  Commission	  was	  divided	  on	  this	  topic	  in	  previous	  discussions.	  	  
	  

f. contains	  the	  required	  elements	  as	  dictated	  in	  Section	  19.26.10.	  
Staff	  finding:	  in	  process.	  See	  below.	  Nearly	  all	  required	  topics	  have	  been	  included,	  and	  
remaining	  topics	  are	  being	  prepared	  by	  the	  applicant.	  	  

	  
19.26.10	  –	  Contents	  of	  a	  Village	  Plan	  
The	  required	  contents	  of	  a	  Village	  Plan	  are	  summarized	  below:	  	  
	  

1. Legal	  Description	  -‐	  Provided	  
2. Detailed	  Use	  Map	  -‐	  Provided	  
3. Detailed	  Buildout	  Allocation	  -‐	  Provided	  
4. Detailed	  Development	  Standards	  -‐	  Provided	  
5. Design	  Guidelines	  -‐	  Provided	  
6. Owners’	  /	  Governing	  Associations	  -‐	  Provided	  
7. Phasing	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
8. Lotting	  Map	  -‐	  Provided	  
9. Landscaping	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
10. Utility	  Plan	  -‐	  Pending	  
11. Vehicular	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  
12. Pedestrian	  and	  Bicycle	  Plan	  -‐	  Provided	  	  
13. Additional	  Detailed	  Plans.	  Other	  elements	  as	  necessary	  (grading	  plans,	  storm	  water	  drainage	  

plans,	  wildlife	  mitigation	  plans,	  open	  space	  management	  plans,	  sensitive	  lands	  protection	  plans,	  
hazardous	  materials	  remediation	  plans,	  and	  fire	  protection	  plans)	  	  	  -‐	  	  Pending	  

14. Site	  Characteristics	  -‐	  Provided	  
15. Findings	  Statement	  -‐	  Provided	  
16. Mitigation	  Plans.	  (Protection	  and	  mitigation	  of	  significant	  environmental	  issues)	  -‐	  Pending	  
17. Offsite	  Utilities	  -‐	  Pending	  
18. Development	  Agreement	  –	  Pending	  (draft	  provided	  to	  applicants	  for	  revision)	  

	  
I. Recommendation	  and	  Alternatives:	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Staff	  recommends	  that	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  hold	  a	  work	  session	  to	  discuss	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  plans,	  
and	  give	  the	  applicant	  feedback	  in	  preparation	  for	  public	  hearings	  to	  be	  tentatively	  held	  in	  May.	  	  

	  
J. Attachments:	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

A. Location	  &	  Zone	  Map	   	   	   	   (page	  11)	  
B. Aerial	  Photo	   	   	   	   	   (page	  12)	  
C. City	  Engineer’s	  Report	  dated	  April	  17,	  2014	   	   (pages	  13-‐16)	  
D. February	  13,	  2014	  Layout	   	   	   	   (page	  17)	  
E. April	  7,	  2014	  Revised	  Layout	   	   	   (page	  18)	  
F. Community	  Plan:	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  then	  “Pending	  Applications”	  
G. Village	  Plan:	  www.saratogaspringscity.com/planning,	  then	  “Pending	  Applications”	  
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 

Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Legacy Farms Community Plan                 
Date: April 24, 2014 
Type of Item:   Community Plan Approval 
 
 

Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a community plan application. Staff has reviewed 

the submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  D.R. Horton 
Request:  Community and Village Plan Approval 
Location:  Area east of Redwood Road and South 400 South 
Acreage:  181.937 acres  

 
C. Recommendation:  Staff recommends the approval of community plan subject to the 

following findings and conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   
 

1) The developer shall comply with all UDOT access permitting requirements. A permit 
for all points of access along Redwood Road shall be obtained from UDOT. 
Redwood Road is a Category 4 roadway and as such all access points, signalized or 
other, must meet UDOT’s standards for that roadway classification.  Developer shall 
complete the half-width improvements along Redwood Road (Principal Arterial) 
and 400 South (Collector) as per the City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP) and 
Engineering standards and specifications.  
 

2) The submitted Traffic Impact study prepared by Hales Engineering dated August 
2013 needs to be updated to reflect changes to the plan that have occurred since it 
was completed including, but not limited to, the new school location and the senior 
living community. Furthermore it identifies that the intersection of 400 South and 
Redwood road will require a signal in the future to mitigate the traffic impacts from 
this project. This intersection is not currently identified on the cooperative 
agreement between UDOT and Saratoga Springs dated October 28, 2008 (Federal 
ID # 870575087). This agreement needs to be modified to include a signal at the 
400 south and Redwood road intersection. 
 

3) The proposed location of the elementary school may require improvements to the 
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adjacent roads beyond their standard cross sections to accommodate ingress, 
egress, and queuing. These modifications shall be based on the amended traffic 
study and the final site layout of the school. 

 
4) In Figure 3 (page 13) of the Traffic Impact study prepared by Hales Engineering 

dated August 2013, the numbers do not match the numbers in the Trip Generation 
section or the Trip Distribution and Assignment section of the report. These errors 
appear to be due to rounding but represent, in some cases, a difference of more 
than 5% from the intended distribution. This report shall be updated to ensure that 
the study intersections do not exceed thresholds with the revised distribution. 

 
5) While the existing utility systems (culinary water, pressurized irrigation, storm drain 

and sewer) currently have adequate capacity for the City’s current rate of growth, 
the adoption of the community plan does not represent a reservation of capacity in 
any of the systems. Capacity is available on a first come, first serve basis and final 
verification of system capacity will need to be determined prior to the recordation 
of plats. At the time of plat recordation, Developer shall be responsible for the 
installation and dedication to City of all onsite and offsite improvements sufficient 
for the development of Developers’ Property in accordance with the current City 
regulations.  While the anticipated improvements required for the entire Property 
are set out in the community plan, that is only the City’s best estimate at this time 
as to the required improvements and is not intended to be an exhaustive list.  The 
required improvements for each plat shall be determined by the City Engineer at 
the time of plat submittal and shall primarily be based on the exhibits in the 
Community plan but may be adjusted in accordance with current City regulations.  
The infrastructure anticipated to be needed for the build out of  this project shall be 
provided for in the community plan and includes, but is not limited to, the 
following: 
 

 Connections to CUWCD turnout vaults at Redwood Road/Pioneer 
Crossing and at 800 West/Pony Express Parkway.  

 A staging pond, filter station, and booster pump station on the Welby 
Jacob Canal and a 16” waterline connecting this new source to the 
existing secondary water system. 

 A 14” secondary waterline in 400 South from Saratoga Road to Redwood 
Road. 

 A 6” secondary waterline in Saratoga Road from 400 south extending 
south to the existing secondary water system in SSD. 

 A 12” secondary waterline in Redwood Road from 400 south and 
connecting to the existing 8” secondary waterline in Parkway Blvd.  

 A 16” waterline in Redwood Road from Parkway Blvd extending to and 
connecting to the existing 16” secondary waterline in Grandview Blvd. 

 An 8” sewer main in 400 South from approximately the existing power 
substation extending east to the Inlet Park lift station. 

 A 24” sewer main along the south eastern boundary of the property 
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sufficient to bypass the last segment of the existing sewer main in SSD. 

 Upgrades to the existing Inlet Park lift station. 

 On site storm drainage and detention sufficient to meet city standards. 

 Comprehensive Tickville Wash improvements sufficient to convey the 
100-yr storm event to the lake compliant with all City, County, State, and 
FEMA requirements.  

 Frontage improvements along Redwood Road compliant with the City’s 
transportation master plan and its Engineering standards and 
specifications. 

 Frontage improvements along 400 South compliant with the City’s 
transportation master plan and its Engineering standards and 
specifications. 
 

6) A map revision will be required through FEMA before any lots can be recorded in 
any area currently shown within the FEMA 100-yr flood plain including  Zone “A” 
which is identified as those areas having a 1% annual chance flood event with no 
defined base flood elevation. 

 
7) The developer shall obtain an Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) 404 permit for any 

portion of the project that may disturb wetlands and must comply with all local, 
state, and federal laws. 

 
8) Developer shall bury and/or relocate all overhead distribution power lines that are 

within this project.    
 
9) Developer shall provide a geotechnical report and hydrologic/hydraulic storm 

drainage calculations for the overall project. Detention areas and volumes shall be 
identified as well as all proposed outfall locations. The project shall comply with all 
City, UPDES and NPDES storm water pollution prevention requirements. Storm 
water release shall not exceed 0.2 cfs/acre  and must be cleaned to remove 80% of 
Total Suspended Solids and all hydrocarbons and floatables. 

   
10) All roads shall comply with the City’s TMP be designed and constructed to City and 

AASHTO standards, and shall incorporate all geotechnical recommendations as per 
the applicable soils report. Road cross sections shall match either the ones in the 
City’s adopted Engineering Standards and Specifications or the Community Plan and 
must also comply with international fire code requirements. Intersection spacing 
along 400 south and on all internal roads shall comply with the spacing standards 
identified in the City’s adopted TMP. The Community Plan shall include the required 
improvements to Redwood Road and 400 South in the Thoroughfare network plan 
as per the TMP and the City’s engineering standards and specifications.  

 
11) Road names and coordinates shall  comply with current city ordinances and 

standards. 
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12) Project shall comply with the City’s adopted Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open 
Space Master Plan. Trail and open space designs shall comply with all City standards 
and specifications. 

 
13) Park strips less than 9’ in width shall only be planted with trees appropriate for 

narrow areas and that will not damage the sidewalk as they grow. 
 

14) Open Space areas that will maintained by the City must be designed in accordance 
with City Standards and the City’s Engineering Standards and Specifications. 

 
15) Developer shall prepare and submit signed easements for all public facilities not 

located in the public right-of-way. Sewer and storm drains shall be provided with a 
minimum of 20’ wide easements and water and irrigation lines a minimum of 10’ 
wide easements centered on the facility. Utility lines may not be closer than 10’ 
apart from each other or from any structure. Developer shall provide 12’ paved 
access roads and 20’ wide access easements to any location where access is 
required outside the ROW such as sewer or storm drain manholes. 

 
16) All street lighting and any other lighting proposed to be dedicated to and 

maintained by the City shall comply with the current City standards and 
specifications. All lighting shall be full-cutoff style and meet all other City and IESNA 
standards. 

 
17) Project shall comply with all ADA standards and requirements. 

 
18) Utilities including water, irrigation, sewer and storm drain and shall not be located 

within any lot residential lot boundary (except for laterals).  
 
19) Lots shall not contain any sensitive lands; all sensitive lands must be placed in 

protected open space.  
 
20) Phasing plan within the Community Plan shall illustrate the phasing of the frontage 

improvements along 400 south and Redwood Road. 
 
21) Secondary and Culinary Water Rights must be secured from or dedicated to the City 

with each plat proposed for recordation compliant with current City Code. Prior to 
acceptance of water rights proposed for dedication, the City shall evaluate the 
rights proposed for conveyance and may refuse to accept any right that it 
determines to be insufficient in annual quantity or rate of flow or has not been 
approved for change to municipal purposes within the City or has not been 
approved for diversion from City-owned waterworks by the State Engineer. 
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Planning Commission Meeting 

Thursday, February 13, 2014 
Meeting held at the Saratoga Springs City Offices 

1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs 

MINUTES 
 

Work Session 6:38 P.M. 

 
Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Kara North, Hayden Williamson and Kirk Wilkins 
Absent Members: Jarred Henline  

Staff: Lori Yates, Kimber Gabryszak, Scott Langford, Sarah Carroll, Jeremy Lapin 
Others: Gary Lunt, Lorie Lunt, Christine Redding, Billie Hawkins, John Woodward, Bill Raines, Barbara Raines, Candy 

Johnson, Jefferson Johnson, Fred Weindorf, Judy Weindorf, Bret Walker, Ainee Walker, Steve Maddox, Cari Krejci, 
Leah Hansen, Ryan Poduska, Shawn Walker, Nancy Brown, Viven Prins, Krisel Travis, Loma McKinnon, Paul Watson, 

Chad LaBaron, Tina LaBaron, Jared Thorn, Pat Vehrs, David Canon, Josh Romney, Dan Reeve, Bryan Framm, Gerald 
Kammerman, Ken Berg, Kevin Oviatt 

 
No discussion for Work Session. 

 
Pledge of Allegiance led by Kara North 

 
Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 

 

Bert Walker resident of Lake Mountain Estate asked that the City provide information which pertains to the particular 
item on the agenda.   

 
Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 

 
4. Public Hearing: Community Plan and Village Plan for Legacy Farms located at approximately 400 

South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak briefly touched on both the Village Plan and Community Plan for Legacy Farms. She then turned 
the time over to Greg Haws, applicant for a review of both plans. 

 
Greg Haws, applicant explained that the Village Plan and Community Plan consist of 1055 ERU which is the request 

due to the context and market. It is compatible with density to the adjacent neighbors. There were changes made to 
the land plan after hearing from the adjacent neighbors. The Tickville wash is an ongoing issue that we hope to have 

a solution too soon. The intent of the 20 foot trail buffer is to mitigate the zoning of the existing 7 units along the 
property line.  The setbacks for the neighborhood will be current with the City’s standards. There will also be an 

altered trail of 8 feet, which would be maintained by the HOA. There will be a pedestrian connectivity with the 
existing trail to the south development.  

 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input.   
 

Gerald Kammerman asked if Tickville wash would be and opened or covered drainage canal. What is the status on 
installing a larger sewer line in the area?  
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John Woodward would like to be shown where the Village Plan will be within the parcel along with the housing 
density.  

 
Loma McKinnon concerned with the density which includes 1,000 homes, a few churches and schools to this area. 

This is incredibly dense. There is a large amount of wild life in the area and concerned with running them away. She 
stated that her property is one of the 7 units along the area that is to be buffered.   

 
Bret Walker wants to know what the largest and smallest lot size is. What is the structure to the proposed multifamily 

along with the height of the structures?  This proposal will bring a traffic impact to Redwood Road.   
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

Jeremy Lapin stated that Tickville wash will be placed in an open channel which would be restored into a natural 
channel and will be piped in certain areas. The master sewer design will be directed to the existing sewer system in 

Saratoga Springs Development.  The developer will be required to provide frontage improvements to Redwood Road 
and 400 South with each phase. In the future there will be a need for a traffic signal light at 400 South and Redwood 

Road. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak pointed out the location of the proposed Community Plan along with the Village Plan. The density 

is similar to the existing units adjacent to the property. The higher density will be to the northwest corner of the 
property. The height of the proposed single family homes will be limited to two-story. 

 
Boyd Martin touched on the lots sizes which range from 6,000 square feet to 10,000 square feet. The height of the 

buildings will be 35 feet which is standard for a typical home.  
 

Kimber Gabryszak the proposed parcel will include the buffer and will contain the existing 20 foot buffer as well.  
   

Krisel Travis stated that Division of Wildlife has been contact regarding this matter and we have received a letter 
from them stating that they are not concerned. 

 
Sandra Steele asked if the 14 inch waterline would be installed at 400 North or 400 South. Jeremy Lapin stated that 

is an error and it should have stated 400 South. Sandra asked if the products would be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 

Kimber Gabryszak materials pallet would be approved as part of the Village Plan. 
Sandra asked if there would be a detached zero lot line product. Boyd Martin possibly but hasn’t been decided at this 

time.  

Sandra would like to see a condition added to include a detached zero lot line product be brought back to the 
Planning Commission. She also asked that the utility standards be included in the Community Plan.  

Sandra asked if the duplex driveways in the Village Plan language take over the illustration.  
Krisel Travis stated that the language takes over the illustration. 

Sandra asked that the language for the driveway lengths be consistent, the plan currently shown two different 
languages. 

Sandra doesn’t support the woonerfs, as the trees start to grow this will create a problem and safety becomes an 
issue. Allowing for 4 feet on each side which would provide the safety needed. 

 
Hayden Williamson just clarified the buffer along the existing 7 lots. The applicants have done a great job with the 

buffering and reserving the quality of life.   
 

Eric Reese the applicant has done an excellent job with both plans. The density is a fraction of what could have 
potential been requested. Eric asked for clarification regarding the footage with the trail. Krisel Travis stated that the 

trail is proposed as 8 feet.  Eric supports the proposed plans. 
 

Kirk Wilkins supports the voice of the residents with not allowing 3 story buildings in this development. He doesn’t 
have any concerns with the proposed buffer along the 7 lots. He would suggest that the woonerfs be wider which 

may provide more safety.  

 
Kara North asked what type development would be placed north of 400 South. Kimber Gabryszak stated that they 

haven’t seen anything application yet for that area. 
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Kara appreciates the residents present tonight. The applicant has complied with the City’s Code. With growth brings 

many new changes. 
 

Jeff Cochran supports the recommendation to require the street be City standard. He asked Jeremy to touch on the 
Tickville wash flood plain and is currently under FEMA review. Jeremy Lapin there is conditions of approval that the 

developer must comply with FEMA regarding the flood plain. As staff we have been working with the developer to 
make sure those improvements will meet the standards with FEMA.  

Jeff Cochran asked for clarification regarding the requested landscaping exception in the Village Plan. 
Krisel Travis indicated that it pertained to the 20 foot buffer. 

Jeff Cochran asked what needs to be done to approve the storm drain plans. 
Jeremy Lapin indicated that there was miscommunication with the requirement of those plans. He provided the 

Commission with the phasing plan for those improvements which included the storm drain, sewer plan and Tickville 
wash plan.  

 
Sandra Steele asked staff if the regarding the buffer issue would remain in the section of Code. 

Kimber Gabryszak stated that it does not. If the applicant received a waiver for the 20 foot buffer then it wouldn’t 
remain in the Code. 

Sandra Steele asked if there would be privacy fencing along the trail near Redwood Road. 
Boyd Martin there will be no fencing installed along the west side of the trail. We are proposing a semi-private fence 

for only certain areas.  

Sandra can’t support the applicants reasoning for the fencing needs. 
Sandra feels that the woonerfs are being counted as open space. 

Greg Haws indicated that the woonerfs are not being used as open space.  
Sandra Steele would suggest that the recommended changes be brought back to the Planning Commission before 

the Community Plan is approved.  
 

Motion was made by Sandra Steele and seconded by Hayden Williamson giving direction to staff to 
work with applicant to continue making the recommended changes and to bring this item back to the 

Planning Commission in two weeks. Aye: Sandra Steele and Hayden Williamson.  Nay: Kara North, Eric 
Reese, Kirk Wilkins and Jeff Cochran. Motion failed. 

 
Kara North doesn’t understand why this item couldn’t be approved at this time with recommended 

conditions. 
 

Motion was made by Kara North and seconded by Eric Reese to forward a positive recommendation to 
the City Council for the Community Plan and Village Plan for Legacy Farms located at approximately 

400 South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant based on the findings and conditions listed in the staff 

report dated February 13, 2014. Aye: Kara North, Eric Reese, and Jeff Cochran. Nay: Hayden 
Williamson, Sandra Steele and Kirk Wilkins.   

 
Motion was made by Kara North and seconded by Hayden Williamson to forward a positive 

recommendation to the City Council for the Village Plan for Legacy Farms located at approximately 400 
South Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant based on the findings and conditions listed in the staff 

report dated February 13, 2014. Aye: Kara North, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Kirk Wilkins and Jeff 
Cochran. Nay: Sandra Steele. 

 
Subject to:  

1. That the units be no higher than 3 stories.  
2. That the applicant returns to the Planning Commission with the Zero Lot Line. 

3. That the Architectural Style Design is identified. 
4. That the applicant provides a letter from Department of Wildlife Resources to staff. 

5. That the driveway length be consist throughout the plan. 
6. That the City Engineers standards “d, e, and f” in the staff report are met.  

 
Sandra Steele feels that the woonerfs, buffer and the fencing are the reasoning as to why she voted against the 

Community Plan and Village Plan, she feels that there are safety issues concerns those items.  

 
5. Public Hearing: Continuation of the Preliminary Plat for Saratoga Springs Plat 16A located at 

approximately 1700 South 240 East, Peter Staks, applicant. 
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Scott Langford presented this proposed Preliminary Plat 16A. Staff recommends approval subject to staff’s findings 
and conditions.  

 
Peter Staks asked to have the fencing requirements (condition #3 in the staff report) waived. The lots are located 

near the trail and find it unnecessary to fence at this time.   
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

No public input at this time. 
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

Kirk Wilkins read a section of the City Code which refers to fencing and asked why this isn’t be complied with. 
Scott Langford stated that the City Code doesn’t have exception for fencing along the sensitive lands at this time.    

 
Eric Reese had no comments regarding this item at this time. 

 
Hayden Williamson makes no sense to install fencing along those lots near the trail but understand how the current 

Code is written which requires that at this time. 

 
Sandra Steele asked if the lots contain sensitive lands.   

Jeremy stated that the proposed lots don’t contain sensitive lands. 
Sandra asked if the trail would follow the sensitive lands lot line or the canal.  

Jeremy indicated that the trail would follow the lines of the sensitive lands. 
 

Hayden Williamson asked if the State would allow the current canal be filled in. 
Peter Staks the trail will be built near the canal but will not be filled in.  

 
Jeff Cochran asked if the trail is located on private property. Peter Staks stated that the trail is on State Lands.  

 
Motion was made by  Sandra Steele and seconded by Kirk Wilkins  to forward positive recommendation 

to the City Council for the Preliminary Plat for Saratoga Springs Plat 16A located at approximately 
1700 South 240 East, Peter Staks, applicant based on the findings and conditions listed in the staff 

report dated February 13, 2014. Aye: Sandra Steele, Kirk Wilkins, Kara North, Eric Reese, Hayden 
Williamson, and Jeff Cochran. Motion was unanimous.  

 

 
6. Public Hearing: Rezone and Concept Plan for Sail House located at approximately 4500 South 

Redwood Road, Paul Watson, applicant. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak presented the Rezone and Concept Plan for Sail House. She discussed allowing septic tanks, rural 
road standard and water system.  

 
Josh Romney, applicant area accommodates 1 acre lots, and asked that the septic system be considered. Nice rural 

areas, private roads bring a nice natural look 
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

No public input at this time. 
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

Sandra Steele supports the proposed rezoning. She asked if the septic tanks would be tracked by location.  
Jeremy Lapin stated that the records are kept for all installed tanks. Sandra asked how the storm drainage would be 

dealt with if there is no curb and gutter. 

Jeremy Lapin indicated that the run off would absorb into the ground.  
Sandra Steele asked there is a way to tie this rezone to a development agreement. 
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Kimber stated that we as staff would rather not require an agreement for all future rezones; this may create 

confusion for some developments. She would recommend agreements if the rezone is appropriate and is a 
conditional rezone.   

 
Hayden Williamson asked if staff could provide an explanation of a sewer lateral. Jeremy Lapin a sewer lateral is 4 

inch lines that run from the main street connection to each lot.  
 

Eric Reese supports the drainage corridor plan. 
 

Kirk Wilkins asked what the life span is of a septic tank. Paul Watson, applicant stated that times vary but each tank 
is required to meet the standards from the Health Department. Kirk asked if a plan for secondary water has been 

created. Paul Watson we will be working with staff to come up with a solution for secondary water use.  
 

Kara North is pleased with the proposed plan and has no further comments at this time.   
 

Jeff Cochran supports the rezone. He asked if the State Lands and the boundary issues will be taken care of.  
Paul Watson stated that they would. 

Jeff Cochran asked if septic tanks are allowed so close to the lake and meets the criteria. 
Paul Watson stated that they are and that tests have been completed and meets the certain standards from the 

Health Department and Utah Lake Commission. 

Jeff Cochran asked if the current Code allows a development to have no curb and gutter. 
Jeremy Lapin stated that currently it does not. The City would need to adopt those standards and will be a condition 

before final plat approval.  
Jeff Cochran asked what the City’s position is with the sewer system. 

Jeremy Lapin stated that the existing Code is unclear and isn’t comfortable with allowing septic tanks on R-3 lots. 
Staff is working on clarification to the City’s Code for future projects that may be requesting septic tanks. 

Jeff Cochran asked what the City’s position is with supplying secondary water to the development. 
Jeremy Lapin stated that a new well would need to be drilled that could accommodate the secondary water needs. 

Jeff Cochran asked what the water source would be until the well is drilled and completed. 
Jeremy Lapin stated that the residents would use the culinary system for both indoor and outdoor water use. 

 
Motion was made by Sandra Steele and seconded by Eric Reese to forward a positive recommendation 

to the City Council the Rezone for Sail House located at approximately 4500 South Redwood Road, Paul 
Watson, applicant based on the findings and condition listed in the staff report dated February 13, 

2014. Aye: Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Kara North, Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson and Jeff Cochran. 
 

7. Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat for Heron Hills located at approximately 3250 South Redwood 

Road, Steve Larson, applicant.  
  

Sarah Carroll presented the preliminary plat for Heron Hills.  
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

Bret Walker there is a concern with the two existing roads (McGregor Lane and Hawks Landing) conveying onto a 
single lane highway with no shoulder which creates many safety issues. The lots to the south of the proposed project 

are larger lots and what is the reaction going to be from those property owners.  
 

Ryan Poduska would recommend that the road near Swainson Ave be completed in the first phase of the 
development.  

 
Tina LaBaron feels that it’s unnecessary to have access to the lake in this development. The marina is located just 

south of this project and that is feasible for the area, an additional marina is not necessary.  She would like to see a 
park included in the development as well. Not pleased with the smaller lots next to 5 acre properties. 

 
Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 

  

Kara North appreciates comments made by the public.  With the continued growth would only one access to the lake 
be the answer, concerned that it may be needed. She would support a park if the City Council would favor such 
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request. The proposed roads accessing onto Redwood Road is of a traffic concern. There is a lot to balance given the 

concerns expressed by the residents. 
 

Kirk Wilkins concerned with the proposed rezone. He would favor option 3 for a Master Plan, but is against the 
adjustment of sensitive lands.  

 
Eric Reese has no issue with the proposed plan at this time. 

 
Hayden Williamson favors the proposed rezone. He would like to see the park be developed in a way that it’s useful.   

 
Sandra Steele would recommend that the proposed street names be changed back to the original names. She would 

recommend that the development be named Heron Hills instead of Playa Escalante. She is concerned with approving 
a plat that doesn’t meet City’s rezoning standards and would recommend that this item be continued until the 

Planning Commission reviews the rezone application. 
 

Jeff Cochran agrees that the rezone needs to be reviewed prior to the review of the preliminary plat. He would like to 
recommend that the secondary access be paved.  

 
Motion was made by Sandra Steele and seconded by Kara North to continue the Preliminary Plat for 

Heron Hills  until the February 27, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. Aye: Sandra Steele, Kara North, 

Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson, Kirk Wilkins and Jeff Cochran.  
 

8. Public Hearing: Rezone and Concept Plan for Talus Ridge located at approximately 550 North 800 
West Edge Homes, applicant. 

 
Sarah Carroll indicated that the address on the notice was incorrect; this item will be re-noticed and public hearing 

will be held on February 27, 2014. The Planning Commission asked Sarah to present the rezone and concept plan at 
this time.   

 
Steve Maddox, applicant briefly discussed the project matrix. As a developer our target is to make the area a livable 

community. 
 

Sandra Steele had no comments regarding the rezone at this time but did state that she is pleased with the concept 
plan.  

 
Hayden Williamson asked if the Sunrise Meadows development was zoned R-3, Single Family Residential. Sarah 

Carroll said that is correct.   

 
Eric Reese asked what the current status is with the property located west of this proposed plan. Sarah Carroll 

indicated that currently there have been no planned developments at this time but Edge Homes has purchased that 
land.  

 
Kirk Wilkins is fine with the proposed concept plan. 

 
Kara North indicated that an additional access road would need to stub to the west of the proposed property.  She 

asked that no homes are double frontage.  
 

Jeff Cochran has a tough time changing a zone, this project is an example. Is the developer providing anything extra 
to the City for this rezone?  

Jeremy Lapin stated that they are providing location for a zone1 tank and pond. We feel that the City will benefit 
from this unique property.  

 
Motion was made by Kara North and seconded Hayden Williamson to continue this item to the 

February 27, 2014 Planning Commission meeting. Aye: Kara North, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele, 
Eric Reese, Kirk Wilkins and Jeff Cochran. 

 

 
9. Approval of Minutes:  

 a. December 12, 2013. 
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 b. January 9, 2014. 

 
Motion was made by Sandra Steele and seconded by Kara North to continue this item to the February 

27, 2014 meeting, Commission Steele has changes that need to be made to the minutes. Aye: Sandra 
Steele, Kara North, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Kirk Wilkins and Jeff Cochran. 

 
10. Commission Comment.  

 
The Planning Commission members had no comments at this time. 

 
11. Director’s report.  

 
Staff had no reports at this time. 

 
Motion to adjourn at 10:42 p.m. was unanimous. 

 
 

 
 

______________________             ____________________________ 

   Date                 Lori Yates, City Recorder 
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that area, we add more homes and traffic to the road this will be creating a safety hazard. Redwood Road has a blind 

spot near this development that will be a safety concern as well for those residents exiting the development.  
 

Tina LaBaron would suggest doing without the proposed park and that the zoning is kept as R-3. Rather than 
another marina the city should to bring in additional sand to the existing beach.   

 
Mary Ann Krull the lot sizes are too small for this area. She is afraid that the homes will become rentals. The 

surrounding homes will decrease in value. This is a beautiful community but decreasing the lot sizes will not be a 
benefit. Remember there is a limited water supply. She is against this development and feels that this development 

will harm the community. The traffic will only increase to the already high volume traffic. There is no walking trail to 
the area; the residents don’t want high density, where would they park if there was a beach front. The city already 

has a beach area. 
 

Amy Loveless would like to see R-3 zoning and no extra beach. She indicated that the existing beach still needs to 
have modifications. 

 
Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 

 
Jeremy Lapin the secondary water for this development has been thoroughly reviewed and the applicant is 

responsible for building infrastructure if needed. The Redwood Road vertical curve is a concern and will address this 

issue with UDOT since this is a UDOT road and is their responsibility. He is unaware of any distance restrictions for 
driveways located near a major roadway but will review the Code regarding this matter. The proposed park layout 

will include parking and will accommodate those using the facility. 
 

Sarah Carroll indicated that no driveways will back onto Redwood Road. There would be a trail along Redwood Road 
and the back of those homes. The R-4 zone density allows up to 4 units per acre but this proposal is for 2.84 units 

per acres. The proposed plan meets the R-3 zoning and this plan contains the same number of lots that was 
previously submitted.  

 
Hayden Williamson asked if there would be a difference in the number of lots with and without the park.  

 
Ken Berg, applicant stated that there is more open space that is required and if the park was installed then there 

would be 124 lots if the open space was not proposed then there would be 129 lots. The property includes a portion 
of the lake which would be unique to the development.   

 
Steve Larson is complying with a more positive development and we have been trying to work with the City and 

would be willing to meet with the residents.   

 
Sandra Steele stated that she is one who wanted to see changes to this plan; the applicant took it to heart and made 

those changes. The decisions have to be made that will be best for the community. The park will service all those 
within the community. The driveways located near Redwood Road are a valid concern. She asked if the developer 

would be willing to place the driveways on the east side of Redwood Road be placed on the easterly side and those 
driveways on the western side of Redwood Road be placed on the westerly side. This would be a better layout for 

the development.  She would suggest that the three street names be changed, feels that the names are too long and 
confusing names. She also suggested the name of the subdivision be Heron Hills. She would recommend option#3 

for the parks and option #2 for the detention basin.  
 

Hayden Williamson thanked the residents for attending the meeting and providing their input. He feels that there are 
safety concerns that have been expressed by the citizens which is the access near Swainson Avenue.  Hayden asked 

staff if another second access could be reviewed rather than what is being proposed.  
Jeremy Lapin felt that the proposed access fit the area but staff could explore all possible options. 

Sarah Carroll indicated that an cul-de-sac could be a possibility. 
Hayden Williamson would like to see a better solution for the secondary access road. Will the detention basin be 

grassed? 
Sarah Carroll indicated that hasn’t been determined yet at this time.  

Hayden Williamson asked if the detention basin be a playable space? 

Sarah Carroll stated that it could be. 
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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, March 27, 2014 

Meeting held at the Saratoga Springs City Offices 
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

Work Session 6:31 P.M. 

 
Present: 

Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Kara North, Jarred Henline, Kirk Wilkins, and Hayden Williamson 
Absent Commission Member: Sandra Steele, Eric Reese 

Staff: Lori Yates, Chantelle Rosson, Kimber Gabryszak 
Others: Brett Lovell 

 
 

Pledge of Allegiance led by Jarred Henline 
 

Jeff Cochran opened the public input. 
 

No public input at this time. 
 

Jeff Cochran closed the public input. 
 

 

4. Concept Plan for Harbor Point located at 4000 South Redwood Road, Land Solutions Partners LLC, 
applicant. 

 
Kimber Gabryszak presented the Harbor Point concept plan to the Commission. Staff recommends Planning 

Commission feedback. 
 

Hayden Williamson said it’s great to see concept plan with no request for adjustments and had no additional 
comments. 

 
Kirk Wilkins has concerns with lots 14, 19 and 10 would like to be consistent with other plans and would like to see 

the driveways located near the road. 
 

Kara North said she had nothing to add other than she supports the comments that were addressed by the 
Engineering department. 

 
Jarred Henline asked where the documents were with designs standards. Kimber Gabryszak mentioned that they 

would be submitted with the Preliminary plat application.  
 

Jeff Cochran had no comments. 

 
5. Commission Comments. 

 
The Commissioners had no comments at this time. 
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6. Director’s report. 

 
Kimber Gabryszak briefly discussed the upcoming items that will be reviewed by the Planning Commission. Some of 

those items will be Time Square and several Code amendments.  
There will be a training session for the Planning Commission held on April 3, 2014 at 6:30 p.m. we will be providing 

training and activities.  
 

Motion to adjourn at 6:55 p.m. was unanimous. 
 

 
 

 
______________________             ____________________________ 

   Date                 Lori Yates, City Recorder 
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