CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Tuesday, October 21, 2014
Meeting held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

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

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

Call to Order.

Roll Call.

Invocation / Reverence.

Pledge of Allegiance.

Awards, Recognitions and Introduction.

Public Input - Time has been set aside for the public to express ideas, concerns, and comments. Please limit repetitive comments.

POLICY ITEMS

1. Consent Calendar:
a. Change Order for Well #2 Chlorination system.
b. Conditional Use and Site Plan for Vista Heights located at 612 West Pony Express Parkway, Evans & Associates Architects, applicant.
c. Approval of Minutes:
i. October 7, 2014.
2. Departmental Update from the Finance Department.
3. Public Hearing: Budget Amendments to the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-2015.
a. Resolution R14-45 (10-21-14): A resolution amending the City of Saratoga Springs Budget for Fiscal Year 2014-2015.

4. Resolution R14-46 (10-21-14): A resolution authorizing the City of Saratoga Springs to join the Utah County Storm Water Coalition and
approving the adoption of an Interlocal Agreement with Utah County, Provo, Orem, Pleasant Grove, American Fork, Springville, Spanish Fork,
Lehi, Payson, Lindon, Highland, Alpine, Mapleton, Salem, Cedar Hills and Eagle Mountain.

5. Revisions to the Site Plan Amendments to Westgate Shops B (Café Rio) located at 1513 North Redwood Road, Amsource Development,
applicant.

6. Continued Public Hearing: Revisions to Title 19 of the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code.

a. Ordinance 14-23 (10-21-14): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land
Development Code and establishing an effective date.

7. Continued Decision on the Rezone for Sail House located at 4500 South Redwood Road, Josh Romney and Paul Linford, applicant.

a. Ordinance 14-24 (10-21-14): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting amendments to the City of Saratoga
Springs’ Official Zoning Map for certain real property (Sail House); instructing the City staff to amend the City Zoning Map and other
official zoning records of the City; and establishing an effective date.

8. Preliminary Plat for Sail House located at 4500 South Redwood Road, Josh Romney and Paul Linford, applicant.

9. Continued from Work Session- Engineering Updates:

a. Discussion of Fiber Optic and Conduit trade with Avative.

b. Discussion of an Easement Agreement with Richard Chiu for Market Street Storm Drain Outfall.
c. Discussion of water master plans.

d. Discussion of the Storm Water Permit Code.

10. Motion to enter into closed session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the
character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual and deployment of security personnel, devices, and systems.

11. Adjournment.

Notice to those in attendance:

Please be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting.

Please refrain from conversing with others as the microphones are sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.
Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.

Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (e.g., applauding or booing).

Please silence all cell phones, tablets, beepers, pagers, or other noise making devices.

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

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary communicative aids and
services) during this meeting should notify the City Recorder at 766-9793 at least one day prior to the meeting.
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Staff Report /g‘
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer ﬁf"
Subject: Chlorination room Addition for Well #2 v

Date: October 21, 2014 Z

Type of Item: Change Order SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

A. Topic:

This item is for the approval of a change order to the existing contract with Pro Industrial
Services in the amount of $55,250 to install a gas chlorination system on Culinary Well #2.

B. Background:

On September 4, 2014, the City Council awarded the installation of a gas chlorination system at
well #3 to Pro Industrial Services in the amount of $49,318. There is a budgeted project this
fiscal year to add a gas chlorination system to Well #2 under GL # 51-5100-652.

C. Analysis:

Staff discussed the option of adding the Well #2 chlorination project to the existing Pro
Industrial Services contract with the City Council at their work session in September. It was
discussed that combining the projects would save both construction costs and time as new
contract documents would not be required and the project would not need to be put out to bid
again. Given that the previous bid for well #3 was so recent, and that the contractor is already
mobilized in the area, staff felt confident Pro Industrial services’ bid was still representative of
the lowest qualified price. Pro Industrial Services has submitted a proposed Change Order for
$55,250 which includes the same items as was included in the previous bid along with the
addition of a new roof and skylight on the existing well #2 building.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council approve an amendment to the contract with Pro
Industrial Services for the Well #2 Chlorination in the amount of $55,250
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Proposal Submitted to: City of Saratoga Springs
Date: 10/13/2014
Job Name: Change order addition to Chlorination Well #2

Scope of Work:
Item #1 Mobilization Unit cost: $1900.00

[tem#2 8°x8” addition Unit cost: $43,018.00
Item#3 Install city supplied equipment Unit Cost: $3500.00
Item #4 change orders Unit Cost : $6832.00

e Removal of 6 inch thick, 60 square foot concrete pad

e |Installation of anew 18 square foot removable skylight

e Reroofing the existing pump house with steel sheeting to match the

addition
Proposal Total: $55,250.00
Pro Industrial Services respectfully submits this proposal for approval.
Prepared By:
M.J.Maloney

Project Superintendent
Pro Industrial Services
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City Council
Staff Report

Site Plan and Conditional Use

Vista Heights (LDS Church Building)
October 21, 2014

Public Meeting

Report Date: October 14, 2014

Applicant/Owner: Evans and Associates Architecture
Location: 612 West Pony Express Parkway

Major Street Access: Pony Express Parkway

Parcel Number(s) & Size: 66:300:0009 (—~4.59 acres)

Parcel Zoning: R-3, Low Density Residential

Adjacent Zoning: A, PC

Current Use of Parcel: Vacant

Adjacent Uses: Middle School, Agricultural

Previous Meetings: Minor Subdivision review by PC, 6-12-11

Concept Plan review by PC, 6-12-14
Concept Plan review by CC, 7-1-14
Site Plan and Conditional Use Review by PC, 9-25-14

Previous Approvals: Minor Subdivision approved by CC, 7-5-11
Land Use Authority: City Council
Future Routing: None
Author: Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner
A. Executive Summary:

This is a request for review of a Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the Vista Heights Stake
Center, located at 612 West Pony Express Parkway. The site includes a church building, a
pavilion, a storage building, and associated parking and landscaping.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public
comment and discuss the proposed Site Plan and Conditional Use, and choose from
the options in Section “H” of this report. Options include approval with conditions,
continuing the application, or denial.

B. Background:
The Concept plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on June 12, 2014 and by the City
Council on July 1, 2014. Recommendations made at those meetings included:
0 Use the City standard light poles and fixtures in the parking lots
0 Move the main access points further apart
0 Stub a connection within the parking lot to the east, to provide cross access
between sites.

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



0 The Planning Commissioners were generally supportive of the requested
reduction in sod. One Commissioner did not support it to the extent requested.

o The City Council was generally supportive of the reduction of sod because of the
increase in plant materials.

o Trees were recommended in some of the grass areas to create shade when
Sunday school classes come outside.

Minutes from those meetings are attached. Some of the recommendations were incorporated
into the site plan; the City standard lighting is shown, and one of the access points was shifted to
the west. The applicant was not able to provide a stub to the east because there will be a six foot
tall retaining wall along the east property line. Trees were not added to the grass areas.

Specific Request:
This is a request for site plan and conditional use permit approval of a proposed LDS church to
be located at 612 West Pony Express Parkway.

Process:

Section 19.13.04 of the City Code states that Site Plans and Conditional Uses require City Council
approval after the Planning Commission holds a public hearing and forwards a recommendation.
The City Code also requires that an applicant hold a neighborhood meeting for any non-
residential development proposal adjacent to developed property in a residential zone. This
project is not adjacent to developed property in a residential zone.

Community Review:

Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in 7he Daily Herald, and each property
owner within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at least ten calendar days prior to
this meeting. As of the completion of this report, no public comment has been received.

Planning Commission Review:
The Planning Commission reviewed the site plan and conditional use applications on September
25, 2014 and recommended approval with conditions. Minutes from that meeting are attached.

General Plan:

The General Plan designates this area for Institutional/Civic development and states “Activities in
the institutional areas will vary greatly and shall include schools, libraries, hospitals, public
buildings or facilities and other land-uses that provide essential services to the general

public.”

Finding: consistent. The proposed use is a church building which will offer religious services to
the general public.

Code Criteria:

The requirements for the R-3 zone are outlined in Section 19.04.13. The parking requirements
are in Chapter 19.09. The Site Plan requirements are in Chapter 19.14, and the Conditional Use
standards are in Chapter 19.15. Pertinent sections of these Chapters and sections are reviewed
below.

Permitted or Conditional Uses: complies. Section 19.04.13(2 & 3) lists all of the permitted
and conditional uses allowed in the R-3 zone. Churches are a conditional use in the R-3 zone.
The conditional use standards are reviewed later in this report.

Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. 19.04.13(4) states that the minimum lot size for non-
residential uses is one acre. The subject property is 4.59 acres. Some of the property will be
dedicated towards the Pony Express Parkway right of way, but this will not result in a lot that is
less than one acre in size.



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

Front: 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

The setbacks indicated on the plans exceed these requirements.

Parking: complies. Section 19.09.11 outlines the parking requirements for churches and
requires one stall per three seats, but allows this requirement to be exceeded by more than 25%.
The chapel includes 286 seats, requiring 96 parking stalls. 261 parking stalls are provided,
exceeding the requirement.

Fencing: complies. Section 19.06.09 requires fencing along property lines abutting open
space, parks, trails, and easement corridors. In addition, fencing may also be required adjacent
to undeveloped properties. On Sheet C4.11, notes 12 and 13 are related to fencing and indicate
that the chain link fence on the east property line will remain, and the chain link fence on the
north and west property lines will be replaced with a six foot tall vinyl privacy fence; thus,
meeting the requirement for fencing adjacent to undeveloped properties.

Trash storage: complies. Section 19.14.04 requires trash storage areas to be comparable with
the proposed building and surrounding structures. Sheet C5.21 includes details for the dumpster
enclosure and it meets these requirements.

Open Space: complies. The City Code requires a minimum 15% open space. This church will
be serving nearby residents and park space has already been provided within the nearby
developments. The proposed plans indicate 37% of the site will be landscaped.

Sensitive Lands: complies. No sensitive lands exist on the site.

Landscaping: up for discussion. The landscape plans indicate 69,024 square feet of
landscaping which requires 28 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 23 evergreen trees at 6 feet in
height, 89 shrubs, and 50% turf. The code states “The City Council shall have the authority to
adjust these standards as circumstances dictate.”

The applicant is requesting the sod requirement be reduced to 33% sod for this site. In exchange
for this reduction they are willing to exceed all of the plant count requirements and are
proposing: 99 deciduous trees at 2.5” caliper, 25 evergreen trees at 7'-8" height, 630 five-gallon
shrubs, 70 perennial plants and 78 grasses.

Landscaping in Parking Areas: can comply. Section 19.09.08 requires a 10 foot berm
between parking areas and the public street, a landscape island every 10 stalls, and landscape
boundary strips of eight feet.

The grading plans do not indicate a berm in the landscaping between the public right of way and
the parking stalls. This has been added as a condition of approval in Section “I” of this report.
There are landscape islands every 10 stalls. The landscape boundary strips exceed eight feet on
all sides.

Lighting: complies. Section 19.14.04(7)(iii) states “All streetlights and interior parking lot lights
shall meet the City’s adopted design standards for lighting.” The plans indicate City standard
lighting.



Access: up for discussion. This type of development requires two points of access to meet Fire
Code Requirements. However, the access locations do not meet access spacing requirements for
full-movement accesses on Arterial roadways (see Engineering report). The City reserves the
right to construct an island in the Center of Pony Express Parkway in the future, which could
reduce one of the access points to right in/right out movements only. In order address concerns
over spacing that were expressed during the concept plan review, the applicant increased the
distance between the access points.

Conditional Use Review:

19.15.04. Determination.

1. The Planning Commission may only permit a Conditional Use to be located within a zone
where the particular Conditional Use is listed as a Conditional Use by the use regulations of
this Title.

2. A conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be
imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in
accordance with the standards contained in this Chapter.

3. If the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use cannot be
substantially mitigated by the proposal or the imposition of reasonable conditions to achieve
compliance with the standards contained in this Chapter, the conditional use may be denied.

Finding: complies. The proposed church is located in the R-3 zone which lists “church” as a
conditional use. Mitigation measures are reviewed under “General standards and Considerations
Governing Conditional uses” below. The reasonably detrimental effects of the proposed
conditional use are minimal and can be mitigated by meeting the site requirements for
developments in the R-3 zone.

19.15.05. General Standards and Considerations Governing Conditional Uses.
In reviewing an application for a Conditional Use permit, the Planning Department shall apply the
following considerations and standards:
1. The siting of the structure or use, and in particular:
a. the adequacy of the site to accommodate the proposed use or building and all
related activities;
. the location and possible screening of all outdoor activities;
c. the relation of the proposed building or use to any adjoining building with particular
attention to protection of views, light, air, and peace and quiet;
d. the location and character of any display of goods and services; and
e. the size, nature, and lighting of any signs.

Staff finding: complies. The site is located in an R-3 zone where churches are anticipated
as conditional uses. The site is designed to accommodate the proposed use. The site will
have a 6’ tall privacy fence on the north and west property lines and has a 6’ tall existing
chain link fence on the east property line that was installed by Alpine School District. There
are no adjoining building; thus, the protection of vies, light, air, and peace and quiet are not
required. There will not be any displays. The signs include a small sign on the front of the
building that is built into the face, with the name of the religion; the sign is not lit.

2. Traffic circulation and parking, and in particular:
a. the type of street serving the proposed use in relation to the amount of traffic
expected to be generated;
b. the adequacy, convenience, and safety of provisions for vehicular access and
parking, including the location of driveway entrance and exits; and
c. the amount, timing, and nature of traffic generated by the proposed conditional use.

Staff finding: complies. The City Engineer has reviewed the site and the circulation. The
existing street that will serve the proposed use is Pony Express Parkway which is an arterial
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road on the Streets Master Plan. During the Concept Plan review it was recommended that
the accesses be further apart. The plans indicate that the western access has been moved
further to the west. The site exceeds the parking required by Code as reviewed earlier in this
report. The access locations have been reviewed by the City Engineer, and in the future
there is a possibility that one of the access may be reduced from a full-movement access to a
right in/right out access; however, the location of the accesses as proposed contributes to
the adequacy, convenience, and safety of vehicular movement through the site. The amount
of traffic generated by the site varies throughout the week and is at its peak on Sundays,
when the neighboring uses have minimal traffic. The proposed site is laid out in a
configuration that will accommodate the anticipated traffic.

The compatibility of the proposed conditional use with its environment, and in particular:

a. the number of customers or users and the suitability of the resulting activity level to
the surrounding uses;

b. hours of operation;

c. adequacy of provisions for the control of any off-site effects such as noise, dust,
odors, light, or glare, etc.;

d. adequacy of provisions for protection of the public against any special hazards arising
from the intended use;

e. the expected duration of the proposed building, whether temporary or permanent,
and the setting of time limits when appropriate; and the degree to which the location
of the particular use in the particular location can be considered a matter of public
convenience and necessity.

Staff finding: complies. The proposed church is a compatible use in the R-3 zone and will
serve the nearby residents. The proposed church will have a membership of approximately
300-600 people per ward, but attendance at Sunday meetings will vary and will not include
all members. During the Concept review the question was raised about parking during stake
conference and the applicant indicated that stake conference is now broadcast to multiple
buildings so that all the participants do not need to attend at this building. The hours of
operation will vary depending on the activities being held. Seminary will also be conducted at
this location for the Middle School students. The operations will not create off-site noise,
dust, odors, light, or glare. No special hazards are proposed. The proposed location offers an
additional church building for nearby residents. The building is expected to be permanent.

The Conditional Use shall meet the following standards:

a. the use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the
health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity;

b. the use will be consistent with the intent of the land use ordinance and comply with
the regulations and conditions specified in the land use ordinance for such use;

c. the use will be consistent with the character and purposes stated for the land use
zone involved and with the adopted Land Use Element of the General Plan;

d. the use will not result in a situation which is cost ineffective, administratively
infeasible, or unduly difficult to provide essential services by the City, including roads
and access for emergency vehicles and residents, fire protection, police protection,
schools and busing, water, sewer, storm drainage, and garbage removal; and

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

Staff finding: complies. The proposed church will not be detrimental to the health, safety,
or general welfare of persons in the area but will offer a new church building for religious
services. The proposed site can comply with the land use ordinance requirements and
regulations as reviewed earlier in this report. The proposed use will not result in a situation
that is cost ineffective to the City. The proposed use conforms to the intent of the General
plan as outlined in Section G of this report.



5. When necessary, the City Council may attach conditions to ensure compatibility with the
surrounding area and to mitigate harmful effects. Such conditions may include the following:

additional parking;

water, sewer, and garbage facilities;

landscape screening to protect neighboring properties;

requirements for the management and maintenance of the facilities;

changes in layout or location of uses on the lot; and

any other condition the City Council finds necessary to reasonably ensure that the

proposed Conditional Use will comply with the standards noted above.
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Staff finding: additional mitigation is not necessary. The site plan indicates adequate
parking for the proposed use, a dumpster location, and landscaping as required by code
which will buffer the activities. Changes to the layout were recommended during the concept
review and have been incorporated into the site plan.

6. The City Council shall make its decision based upon the facts presented for the record;
expressions of support or protest alone shall not constitute the basis of approval or denial.

Recommendation and Alternatives:

After evaluating the required standards for developments in the R-3 zone and the conditional use
criteria, staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting and make the following
motion:

Recommended Motion:

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, | move that the City Council
approved the Vista Heights Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit on property located at 612 West
Pony Express Parkway, with the findings and conditions below:

Findings:

1. The proposed site plan and conditional use are consistent with the General Plan as explained
in the findings in Section “F” of this report, which findings are incorporated herein by this
reference.

2. The proposed site plan and conditional use meets or can conditionally meet all the
requirements in the Land Development Code as explained in the findings in Section “G” of
this report, which findings are incorporated herein by this reference.

Conditions:

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

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

3. The grading plans shall include a berm in the landscaping between the public right of way
and the parking stalls.
4. Any other conditions as articulated by the City Council:

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 evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, I move
that the City Council deny the Vista Heights site plan and conditional use on property located at
612 West Pony Express Parkway. Specifically | find that the following standards and/or code
requirements have not been met:”

List Specific Code Standards and Requirements:

Exhibits:

Engineering Report
Zoning / Location map
PC minutes, 6/12/14
CC minutes, 7/1/14
PC minutes, 9/25/14
Proposed Elevations
Site Plan

Landscape Plans
Lighting Plans

©CoNoOALNE
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Staff Report /g‘
Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer K/—-—
Subject: Vista Heights L

Date: September 25, 2014 Z

Type of Item: Site Plan and Conditional Use SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description:

A. Topic: The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan and Conditional Use application. Staff
has reviewed the submittal and provides the following recommendations.

B. Background:

Applicant: Evans and Associates Architecture
Request: Site Plan and Conditional Use Approval
Location: 612 West Pony Express Parkway
Acreage: Approx. 4.59 Acres
C. Recommendation: Staff recommends the approval of Site Plan and Conditional Use

subject to the following conditions:
D. Conditions:

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

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

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

D. Submit easements for all public utilities not located in the public right-of-way.
E. Developer is required to ensure that there are no adverse effects to adjacent
properties due to the grading practices employed during construction of these

plats.

F.  Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all
developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction requirements.



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

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

Developer shall provide fire flow calculations to verify each proposed hydrant can
meet minimum state and city standards. Fire Flow tests may be required by the
Saratoga Springs Fire Chief prior to acceptance of the water system and prior to
the commencement of the warranty period.

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

Developer shall provide a road dedication plat to create a 90-ft ROW for Pony
Express Parkway.

Developer shall provide to the City easements as per City standards for all onsite
utility lines not in the public ROW and record easements for all offsite utility lines.
Plat shall reference all offsite easements (outside the boundaries of the plat) by
entry number.

Developer shall provide the full frontage improvements of Pony Express Parkway
including, but not limited to, road widening, sidewalk, drive approaches, curb and
gutter, storm drainage, Collector street lights, hydrants and waterlines, and
landscaping. Items that are anticipated to be built by the City as part of the
widening project scheduled for 2015 may be bonded for in lieu of completion. If
completed by the City these bonded items will be released with no warranty bond
required, if the widening project for some reason does not occur in 2015, these
improvements will need to be completed by the applicant or their assignee.

Developer shall provide and record a cross access easement with the property to
the east to facilitate a possible connection in the future for a shared access from
Pony Express Parkway.

Developer shall facilitate and install adequate pedestrian facilities for on-site
circulation and for access to sidewalks along adjacent ROW’s and adjacent
properties.

Developer shall provide casing for waterlines and any other applicable utilities that
are proposed to run under retaining walls. No other structures may be placed on
top of such utilities or within their easements.



Access spacing onto pony express parkway shall comply with the standards
outlined in the City’s adopted Transportation Master Plan. Right-in/out access shall
be designed in a manner acceptable to the City Engineer and the City shall have
the right to make any future modifications necessary to the site or the adjacent
ROW to control such access.

On-site lighting shall be City Standard commercial style street lights and lighting
shall be provided along Pony Express parkway as per the City Standard Collector
Street Light at all access locations and at spacing not to exceed 300’ along the
frontage.

Developer shall provide a record an easement from the Alpine School District for
the offsite sewer lateral prior to beginning such work and before the City will
inspect or accept the improvement. Lateral must meet State requirements
including the installation of cleanouts at spacing not to exceed 100’.

The developer shall provide a berm along the property frontage with Pony Express
Parkway a minimum of 2’ in height and side slopes that do not exceed 3:1.

Developer shall submit and receive approval on a traffic control plan prior to
commencing any work within the Public ROW.
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City of Saratoga Springs
Planning Commission Meeting
June 12,2014
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Planning Commission Minutes

Present:

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

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

Others: Teri Smith, Davidi Call, Jolayne Call, Susan Palmer, Ronald Jobnston, Gaila Meyers, T. Meyers,
LomeLee McKinnen, Barbara Raines, Ty Shepherd, Naney Hart, J.C. Hart, Nancy Kramar, Krisel
Iravis, Tim Cullins, Gary Hadfield, Susan Hadfield, Charlic Heaton, Fred J epson, Judy Jepson, Leah
Hansen, Henry Barlow, Neil Infanger, Pam Infan ger, Susan Petersen, Doug Graber, Viren Prins, Daniel
Prins, Thane Smith, Scott Dunn

9. Concept Plan for Vista Heights located at 612 West Pony Express Parkway, Evans and Associate
Architects, applicant.
Sarah Carroll - presented concept plan for a church located at this site, and staff findings.
Paul Evans for applicant — was present to answer any questions

Sandra Steele — thought the lighting should conform to city standards. She recommended pushing the North
access read out further to the west as they were too close and that there could be a stub for a future
access. She is not in favor of decreasing turf as much as proposed.

Hayden Williamson — wondered what the plan for overflow parking would be.

Kirk Wilkins — feels the xeriscaping would be nice and likes the more trees and shrubs. He would like to see
west openings be pushed out to the next drive isle also.

Jarred Henline -- feels the lights should match. He has no problem with reduction to landscape but wanted a
higher percentage of 2-1/2° caliper trees, as staff requested.

Jetf Cochran - is in faver of the xeriscaping. He agrees that lighting needs to be standardized and that drive
he moved further west.

Paul Evans - addressed some commission questions. They would prefer not to provide access to the cast as
they are unsure as to when the area to the sast would be used. Church standard landscaping has been a
maximum of 35% sod and they don’: like 1o do more, most current churches in the area were to that
standard. In lighting standard, he will pass that on. As for overflow, their parking met standards for the
church and didn’t feel a need for any more parking for overflow as now each building is used for Stake
confetences. He felt they had discussed moving the west access before with staff and thinks it would be
fine. Disability stalls on north side are a little further away to meet grade standards.

Kara North returned via Facetime.



City of Saratoga Springs
City Council Meeting - Work Session
July 01, 2014
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Present:

Mayor: Jim Miller

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

Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin,
Sarah Carroll, Chelese Rawlings, Jess Campbell, Andrew Burton

Others: Jennifer Klingonsmith, Sue Alexander, Doug Graham, Bill Gaskill, Ryan Poduska, Bob Krejci, Cari
Krejei, K. Becraft, Terry Loock, Nancy Hart, Colleen Reep, Billic Hawkins, Christine Redding, Steve
Maddox, Ray Dawson, Scott Dunn, Will Scott, Krisel Travis, Wally Smith, Teri Smith, Gaila Myers,
Stan Steele, Sandy Steele, Mike Hathorne, Thane Smith, Barbara Raineo

5. Concept Plan for Vista Heights Church located at approximately 600 West Pony Express Parkway,

Evans and Associates Architecture, applicant.

Sarah Carroll presented the Concept Plan. She noted the recommendations from Planning Commission. The
applicant requested that they exchange 50% sod for 35.7% and extra trees.

Councilwoman Call noted the reason for the required turf is for keeping the heat down and with the huge
increase in shrubs and trees; she feels this still meets the needs of the city. She agrees that the applicant
ought to comply with code on lighting and agreed that the west access ought to be moved further west,

Councilman Poduska asked if there were chain link fences currently around the site.

Sarah Carroll responded that there is a chain link around the School and around and agricultural property to
the west. But anything they put in could not be chain link

Councilman Willden was fine with the landscape reduction and proposed parking. He does encourage them
to meet city standards on lighting.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if some of the trees could be in grass areas. She also noted to increase some
of the trees to a 2 4 in. caliper per code

Councilman McOmber liked the better variety of church designs. He likes the increased amount of trees and
expressed desire that the drive entrances be widened.

Mayor Miller would like current city standards be met with lighting,



City of Saratoga Springs
Planning Commission Meeting
September 25, 2014
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Planning Commission Minutes

Present:
Commission Members: Jeff Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Sandra Steele, Eric Reese, Hayden Williamson,
Staff: Sarah Carroll, Nicolette Fike
Others: Tyler White, Brian Morrow, Mike Kelly, Curtis Leavitt

Excused: Kara North, Jarred Henline

4. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Site Plan and Conditional Use for Vista Heights located
at 612 West Pony Express Parkway, Evans and Association Architects, applicant.

Sarah Carrol presented the plan to the commission. The site includes a church building, a pavilion, a storage
building, and associated parking and landscaping. The applicant is requesting the sod requirement be
reduced to 33% sod for this site. In exchange for this reduction they are willing to exceed all of the plant
count requirements and are proposing: 99 deciduous trees at 2.5 caliper, 25 evergreen trees at 7’-8’ eight,
630 five-gallon shrubs, 70 perennial plants and 78 grasses.

Chad Spencer, for applicant, was present to answer guestions.

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran
No comments at this time.
Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran

Kirk Wilkins thanked the applicant for changes made in lighting and the entrance move. He was ok with the
sod reduction and increased plants to give shade and look nice.

Eric Reese asked about the entrances and if a median was put in on Pony Express which entrance would it
impact.

Sarah Carrol said if it went in it would only impact one entrance and they weren’t totally sure which entrance
that would be at this time.

Eric Reese appreciated the changes made to the plans as well and thought it was good.

Hayden Williamson appreciated the changes to lighting and parking, he was ok with the reduction in sod.

Sandra Steele was ok with the reduction in sod with the increased shrubs and trees. She had a problem with
the accessible parking spaces, she noted they should be located on the shortest accessible route of travel
and she didn’t believe this fit that requirement.

Jeff Cochran asked the applicant if there was a reason the handicapped stalls weren’t closer to the main
entrance.

Chad Spencer said there were a number of reasons some were technical and that they met the intent of the code
as it was but they would look at it. He knew there were some conflicts with unloading and issues with
ramps and how the landscaping had to drain. They didn’t want ice to form and be a danger.

Jeff Cochran thanked him for his answers and appreciated the xeriscape and conservation of water.

Chad Spencer wanted to point out that they had to add 8 light poles to meet the minimum light standards.

Motion by Kirk Wilkins Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, | move that the
Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for approval of the
Vista Heights Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit on property located at 612 West Pony Express
Parkway, with the findings and conditions found in the Staff Report. Seconded by Hayden
Williamson

Planning Commission September 25, 2014 1of1



Sandra Steele asked if the motion could include trying to get the parking spaces on the shortest
accessible route.

Kirk Wilkins asked applicant if he could work with staff to try and meet that request with staff without
making it a condition.

Chad replied that he could.

Sarah Carroll thinks there could be a small change to meet that recommendation.

Kirk Wilkins thinks it meets the intent as stated and is not adding that condition as a requirement.

Ave: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Eric Reese, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins. Motion passed
unanimously

Planning Commission September 25, 2014 20f2
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KEYED NOTES

1. CATCH BASIN — SEE SITE GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN AND C/C5.13

2. CONCRETE WALK — SEE D/C5.12

3. COMBINATION CONCRETE SIDEWALK-CURB AND GUTTER — SEE B/C5.11

AND C/C5.11

4. CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER — SEE E/C5.11 AND F/C5.11

5. EXISTING ASPHALT ROAD TO REMAIN — PROTECT DURING CONSTRUCTION

6. CLEAN OUT TO GRADE — SEE E/C5.12 AND GRADING AND DRAINAGE
PLAN — PROVIDE A 1'—0" WIDE CONCRETE COLLAR AROUND CLEAN OUTS
LOCATED IN ASPHALT PARKING LOT

7. ASPHALT PAVEMENT - SEE C/C5.12

8. 4" WIDE PAINTED PARKING STRIPES — TYPICAL

9. PROPERTY LINE

10. TAPER CONCRETE CURB TO ASPHALT LEVEL AT DRIVE ENTRANCES -

SEE F/C5.13

11, LIGHT POLE - SEE ELECTRICAL

12. YARD DRAIN — SEE D/C5.13 AND GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN

13. MECHANICAL PAD AND ENCLOSURE - SEE B/C5.21

14.  STORAGE BUILDING

15, PAINTED ACCESSIBLE PARKING SYMBOL

16.  PAINTED ACCESSIBLE AISLE

17. ADA PARKING SIGNAGE WITH CONCRETE APRON — SEE A/C5.12

18.  CONCRETE PAVEMENT - SEE L/C5.12

19. DUMPSTER ENCLOSURE — SEE A/C5.21 AND C/C5.21

20. BOLLARD - SEE G/C5.12

21. DOWNSPOUT CATCH BASIN — SEE K/C5.13 AND GRADING AND

DRAINAGE PLAN

22. CURB RAMP - SEE B/C5.13

23.  DRINKING FOUNTAIN
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1.

2.

SEE SITE PLAN FOR WALK LOCATIONS AND WIDTH
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2x6 LOOKOUTS AT 2470.C.
WITH A35 ANCHOR

TRUSSED RAFTER

ROOFING MATERIAL TO
MATCH MAIN BUILDING

2x SOLID FULL HEIGHT BLOCKING. ATTACH
TO TOP PLATE WITH A35 FRAMING
ANCHORS AT 24" O.C.

ANCHORS OR EQUAL

/7 SIMPSON H1 FRAMING

—‘V METAL DRIP

2x8 W/ METAL
FASCIA

& 2%6
METAL SOFFIT
AND TRIM
757 1'-0"
17 ——BRICK

CAULK ALL
CORNERS /
7/16” WOOD

SHEATHING, PAINTED

7/16” woob ———— |
SHEATHING, PAINTED

” /
7/16" WOOD

SHEATHING .

o~

AIR INFILTRATION

7/16" WOOD
SHEATHING

— AIR INFILTRATION
BARRIER

——(2) 2x8 LINTEL (DOUGLAS

FIR OR EQUAL) W/ WOOD
SPACER

HOLLOW METAL
FRAME, PAINT

METAL
DOOR, PAINT \

SEALANT

7/16 WOOD SHEATHING,
PAINTED

——2x4 STUDS AT 16" 0.C.

—AIR INFILTRATION

-

(TYPICAL)

% | ——BRICK SOLDIER ABOVE DOORS

[ LINTEL 5”x3 1/2"x1/4"(LLV)
ANGLE. GALVANIZED AND PAINTED

\
: SEALANT

BARRIER

~—7/16” WOOD
SHEATHING

- BRICK

3)JAMB

11/2" = 1

)_0”

WALL LINE

3/4” WOOD
SHELF PAINTED

2-0"

/

\

—

2X4 SUPPORT MEMBERS K

:1/2”

N

AT ALL EDGES, ANCHOR
TO WALL STUDS, PAINTED

BARRIER - HOLLOW METAL
'\, \FRAME, PAINTED
53/% METAL DOOR,
HEAD A SHELF
C 11/2" = 1’=-0" D 11/2" =
C8.1 I 'ﬁ
METAL
THRESHOLD
2!_0" 4’_0" 2!_6" 3’—0’ 2’_6"
@) Gy 7
Jl ELECTRICAL
DISCONNECT C8.1
7-0" . 7-0"
STORAGE 'l | wARD sTORAGE %
E [302] i
e " BUILDING YARD
G 7/16” SHEATHING,
§ PAINTED (TYP.) EQUIPMENT STORAGE -
5l 5
~| © — o —
o | |[_ SEAL
. 2'—0" DEEP ] CONCRETE
3 FIXED SHELVING N SLAB TYP.
. (4 SHELVES
® EQUAL SPACING) -
N , A
s WARD STORAGE, , <rp WARD STORAGE %o
WALLS AT
16" 0.C.
(TYP.)
(B — ) &)
N — N /
5" FACE OF BRICK—/ \C8.1 / \5” FACE OF BRICK
TO FACE OF STUD TO FACE OF STUD
2-6" 3-0" 3-0" 3-0" 2-6"
140"

T

(14'—9” OUT TO OUT CONCRETE)

FLOOR

PLAN

3/8” = 1’_0”

1'-0

SECTION

ROOFING MATERIAL TO
MATCH MAIN BUILDING

7/16” WOOD SHEATHING W/
APA SPAN RATING OF 24/0
MINIMUM. NAIL W/ 8d NAILS
AT 6” O0.C. AT PANEL EDGES

AND 8d NAILS AT 12" O.C.
AT INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS
TYPICAL.

(2) 2x4 TOP PLATE

2x6 CONTINUOUS

| -0

12

TRUSSED RAFTERS AT 24" O.C.
2x6 RIDGE BLOCKING
2x6 MIN.TOP CHORD

\ WEB

19/32" ROOF SHEATHING W/ APA
SPAN RATING OF 40/20 MINIMUM.
NAIL W/ 10d NAILS AT 6” O.C. AT
PANEL EDGES, AND 10d NAILS AT 127
0.C. AT INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS. NAIL
SHEATHING TO BLOCKING OR TOP
PLATES W/ 10d NAILS AT 6" O.C.

2x SOLID FULL HEIGHT BLOCKING.
SHAPE TOP TO MATCH ROOF SLOPE.
ATTACH TO TOP PLATE WITH A35
FRAMING ANCHORS
SIMPSON H1 FRAMING
ANCHORS OR EQUAL AT
EACH TRUSS END TYPICAL

METAL DRIP

7/16” WOOD SHEATHING W/
APA SPAN RATING OF 24/0
MINIMUM. NAIL W/ 8d NAILS
AT 6” 0.C. AT PANEL EDGES
AND 8d NAILS AT 12" O.C.

AT INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS

TYPICAL. SOLID BLOCK ALL
EDGES

2x4 STUDS AT 16" O.C.

BRICK W/ METAL TIES AT ——
16" 0.C. EA. WAY

2x4 STUDS AT 186” O.C.

AIR INFILTRATION ————— |

BARRIER

MORTAR GUARD IN
WALL CAVITY

2x4 SILL PLATE W/ 1/2"——
DIA. x 6” EMBEDMENT

ANCHOR BOLTS AT 32" O.C.
MAX.

METAL FLASHING —
PROVIDE WEEP VENTS
AT BASE OF
MASONRY

44 AT 16" 0.C. EACH — |

WAY HORZ. AND

2x4 MIN. BOTTOM

2

12" HIGH PREFINISHED/4VT'J—;&JJ

VERTICAL. CONCRETE
SHALL BE 4500 PSI
STRENGTH AT 28
DAYS

(2) #4 CONTINUOUS. ——
CONCRETE SHALL BE

3000 PSI STRENGTH

AT 28 DAYS

2'-0" DEEP CHORD
FIXED SHELVING
(4 SHELVES WARD STORAGE Rl 2x8 W/ METAL FASCIA
Il EQUAL SPACING) 303 METAL SOFFIT AND TRIM
\ LINTEL 5"x3 1/2"x1/4"(LLV)
i ANGLE. GALVANIZED AND
STORAGE P A|cl;\l TED
304
—— (2) 2x8 HEADER
(DOUGLAS FIR OR
: EQUAL) W/ WOOD
/D s SPACER
\(8.1/ w®
PAINTED WALL AND \ BRICK BEYOND
| CEILING SHEATHING
i TYP.
| METAL DOOR AND FRAME
12-10" f PAINTED
) METAL THRESHOLD SET
ON GROUT BED AND
1 ANCHORED INTO
CONCRETE
CONCRETE FLOOR
SLAB SEALED SLOPE CONCRETE SLAB
(TYP.) / AT DOOR AS SHOWN
5
— — — —7 '» : T . r v T T
_‘ I s T e L /4 [] 7. ® —Te —s : . \.
e o s d / PP 1T |
R 3 ‘
N POWDER DRIVEN X N ;
o FASTENERS AT g g L'« . #3 e a1 18" 0
o 167 0.C. s AT ALL OPENINGS
=l 4" CONCRETE SLAB WITH 7 1/2 LBS OF HIGH i
4 - VOLUME SYNTHETIC FIBER PER CUBIC YARD OF -k
RN o CONCRETE OR #3 BARS AT 18” 0.C. EACH —
WAY WITH 1" CLEAR TO TOP OF SLAB. . NN SR
B CONCRETE SHALL BE 3000 PSI AT 28 DAYS S O
e - N
o 4" THICK GRAVEL BASE . b
COMPACTED TO 95% OF
STANDARD PROCTOR r-6"
E 3/4” = 1’_0”
METAL WALL LOUVER L5 W/ INSECT SCREEN
(BOTH ENDS OF BUILDING)
ROOFING MATERIAL TO
MATCH MAIN BUILDING
T8 \
METAL DRIP
AND FASCIA =

BRICK TO MATCH MAIN
BUILDING

DEAD BOLT LOCK
(TYP.)

METAL DOOR, PAINTED

~\ELEVATION

3/8" =1

(OPPOSITE END SIMILAR)

B
C8.1

G)ELEVATION

3/8" = 1’
(OPPOSITE SIDE SIMILAR)
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108" 1 1/2"

BEAM BEARING

100'-0" @_\ @‘\ /—@
FINISH FLOOR [, |

ELEVATION

A SCALE: 1/4" = 1'=0"

108’ 1 1/2"

BEAM BEARING

100'=0"

OaN

FINISH FLOOR __Ii

L

ELEVATION

C SCALE: 1/4" = 1"-0"

OaN

B

ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

D

ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

KEYED NOTES

1. PREFINISHED METAL FASCIA OVER WOOD FASCIA -
SEE B/C9.3

2. GLU-LAM BEAM — SEE RCP SHEET 1 OF 2

3. CONCRETE SLAB — SEE A/C9.3 AND RCP SHEET 1
OF 2

4. STEEL COLUMN - SEE RCP SHEET 1 OF 2 -
TOUCH UP PAINT AS NECESSARY AFTER CONSTRUCTION

5. PREFINISHED METAL FASCIA OVER WOOD FASCIA -
SEE /C9.3

6. FIBERGLASS SHINGLE ROOFING — SEE RCP SHEET
1 0F 2

7. FINISH GRADE

8. THICKENED EDGE OF CONCRETE SLAB — SEE RCP
SHEET 1 OF 2

9. CONCRETE WALK — SEE C4.21 FOR CONTINUATION
10. CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER - SEE C5.11
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PLANTING SCHEDULE \V4 £ 2 i
D) = — o c
Broadleaf Deciduous DESIGN CRITERIA PLANT CO ERAGE TABLE % (D) I:_) Gjé
Symbol | Code Name |Scientific Name Common Name Planting Size Quantity Climate U.S. Hardiness Zone 5 Shrub—Mature Coverage | Tree—Coverage Intent = L N é,%
% AcgiF Acer ginnala 'Flame’ (multi—stem) Flame Amur Maple (clump) 6'—-8" Ht. 15 Zoning Ordinance Saratoga Springs City Street Frontage ~% (25-50%) Frame Building § % @) %5
@ AcKe Acer x truncatum 'Warrenred’ Pacific Sunset Maple 2.5"—Cal 26 Water Availability NA Primary Entries —% (30—55%) Frame Entry < S % 3
Ceoc Celtis occidentalis Common Hackberry 2.5"—Cadl 7 Soil Type See Soils Report Building Perimeter —~% (25-45%) Accent Building Q.
@ Crph Crataegus phaenopyrum Washington Hawthorn 2.5"—Cal 9 Solar Orientation See North Arrow Perimeter Sides —% (10—25%) Screen Lot 2
€3 |FrPa Fraxinus pennsylvanica 'Patmore’ Patmore Ash 2.5"_Cal 5 Utilities See Utility Plan Perimeter Rear —% (10-25%) Screen Lot g
% Gllm Gleditsia triancanthos ‘Imperial’ Imperial Honeylocust 2.5"—Cadl 8 Slopes See Grading Plan 8
@ Prma Prunus mackii Amur Chokecherry 2.5"—Cal 10 Site Layout Road bordered CIT Y REQ' |IREME|\|TS E
) PycaC Pyrus calleryana 'Chanticleer’ Chanticleer Pear 2.5"—Cal 19 Wind South Prevailing , @
Landscape Element Required Per Plan 0p)
Setbacks/Easements | NA
Conifer Evergreen . . Deciduous Trees —— 99
— . . . Microclimates NA E"
Symbol | Code Name | Scientific Name Common Name Planting Size Quantity Soil ph See Soils Report Evergreen Trees - 25 C/JE
%ﬁ% PiFA Picea glauca densata Black Hills Spruce 7'—8" Ht. 13 Lawn Areq 33% of Total Landscape (22,833 sq. ft.)* Shrubs (incl. Grasses & Perennials) | —— 630 i E 3
%f Pihe Pinus heldrichii leucodermis Bosnian Redcone Pine /7 =8 Ht. 6 * Park Strip landscape of 4,257 sq. ft. NOT included in this total Drought Tolerant Recommended 587 (78%) § 8 m :
O |Pini Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 7'—8 Ht. 6 -1 <
: s EYa
CNA INFORMATION )
>
Symbol | Code Name | Scientific Name Common Name Planting Size Quantity I F RM TI E‘ DE
g%\ HePM Hemerocallis 'Pardon Me’ Pardon Me Daylily 1—Gal 22 Total Site Area 4.3 acres* &= g -
% HeSt Hemerocallis 'Stella d'0Oro’ Stella d’Oro Daylily 1—Gal 48 Shrubs/Groundcover 46,191 sq. ft. p—\o
*
Grass Total Landscape Area | 69,024 sq. ft. (37%) =
Symbol | Code Name | Scientific Name Common Name Planting Size Quantity Trees On site 124 g
N . . . . 2
{:‘} Hese Helictrotrichon sempervirens Blue Oat Grass 1—Gal 78 Park Strip landscape of 4,257 sq. ft. NOT included in this total |2
Shrub o3
Symbol |Code Name | Scientific Name Common Name Planting Size Quantity g ° é
% BuPE Buddleia davidii 'Purple Emperor’ Purple Emperor Butterfly Bush 5—Cadl 23 PlOTES 3 8
O PhopN Physocarpus opulifolius 'Nanus’ Dwarf Ninebark 5—Gal 40 . =
%"gg PimuP Pinus mugo 'Pumilio’ Dwarf Mugo Pine 5—CGal 14 Screened Top Soil to be implemented in all new planting areas at the following depths: 12" in all g %
(> |PocD Potentilla fruticosa 'Gold Drop’ Gold Drop Potentil 5—Gal 56 shrub beds, 5" in all lawn areas. ©
© otentita fruticosd Lo op © rop rotentiia 9 2) Lawn to be a Kentucky Bluegrass Blend (min. 3 varieties) and be implemented as sod. X
{Z} Prbe Prunus besseyi Western Sand Cherry 5—Gal 24 3) 6"x6” flat concrete curbing to be implemented between all shrub bed and lawn areas as shown =
PrPB P b i P Buttes’ P Buttes Sand Ch 5—Gal 20 on plan. , , , Project Number
& i TS oommeyl ToeE TS dwnee SUrtes -and Lherry d 4) Cobble Rock Mulch to be 1—1/2" size "South town” from Nephi Sandstone, Nephi, Utah. Implement Cobble 1406
O RaGL Rhus aromatica 'Grow Low Grow Low Sumac S5—Gal 24 Rock in planter beds at a 3” depth over weed barrier fabric. 5??22?39-05(Sty|ﬁ)
é@ Riql Ribes alpinum Alpine Currant 5—QGd| 65 5) Cobble Rock Mulches to be clean and free of debris, placed at uniform depth, and raked smooth. Property Number
. : : ; , 6) DeWitt #5 Landscape Fabric to be implemented in all shrub beds prior to cobble rock implementation. Follow 500-4730
B
ff% RiGM Ribes alpinum Green Mound Green Mound Currant 5—Gal 26 manufactureres installation instructions. Date
Q RoMR Rosa 'Meidiland Red’ Meidiland Red Rose 5—Gal 23 7) Trees in lawn areas to have a 36" diameter grass free ring around the trunk and have a 2” February 1, 2013
1 e 1e ) . 1. } _ depth of shredded bark mulch implemented. Sheet Title
@ RoMW Rosa Meidiland White Meidiland White Rose >~ Cal 29 8) Landscape Boulders to be 3'—4" size and match color of cobble rock mulch. Bury boulders minimum
O SychH Symphoricarpos x chenaultii 'Hancock’ Hancock Coralberry o5—CGal 68 6” in ground. (48 Total)
Viobn Viburnum obulus nanum Dwf. Furopean Cranberr 5—Cal 65 9) No landscaping or other obstruction in excess of 3 feet above finished grade shall be
% i - i - : - , i - Y implemented in clear view triangles. LANDSCAPE
@ VrAl Viburnum x rhytidophlloides ’Alleghany Leatherleaf Viburnum 5—CGal 5 PLAN

Sheet
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ELECTRICAL SITE ILLUMINATION PLA

SARATOGA CITY LIGHTING NOTES

POST-APPROVAL ALTERATIONS TO LIGHTING PLANS OR
INTENDED SUBSTITUTIONS FOR APPROVED LIGHTING
EQUIPMENT SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY FOR
REVIEW AND APPROVAL.

THE CITY RESERVES THE RIGHT TO CONDUCT
POST-INSTALLTION INSPECTIONS TO VERIFY
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY'S REQUIREMENTS AND

SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

N‘}

NORTH

STATISTICS

Description Symbol Avg Max Min Max/Min Avg/Min
Calc Zone #1 + 1.0 fc 6.7 fc 0.0 fc N/A N/A
Parking Lot X 1.6 fc 6.7 fc 0.5 fc 13.4:1 3.2:1
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APPROVED LIGHTING PLAN COMMITMENTS, AND IF
DEEMED APPROPRIATE BY THE CITY, TO REQUIRE
REMEDIAL ACTION AT NO EXPENSE TO THE CITY.

ALL EXTERIOR LIGHTING SHALL MEET IESNA
FULL-CUTOFF CRITERIA UNLESS OTHERWISE APPROVED
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NOTE!

IF DEFTH CANNOT BE MET
MASS MUST BE EQUIVALENT
TO MASS SHOWN

)

POLE

HAMDHOLE WITH GROUND STUD

UMDISTURBED EARTH
OR 95% COMPACTION
& £ AROUND CONCRETE
tlI_IJ L1 BASE
4% MIN. — 5" MaX oL
e — o L N o e —r —T
— | = e R ==
| 1A [ e
— ven e =] | =] 5} #4 BeBAR
:1 :: r: 'R :: WITH #ZHES
a l Ve ik _'J__—r = o ol - h S S
esrrchchiceeTana ] | |=—
| |I|_ i s S I_
Iy [+ \.‘\ TR
)t} i it = ANCHOR BOLTS
II h ‘\I\II 3/4" % 18"
POLE TO BE Iy rh e e
GROUNDED TO = el
BOTTOM HOOP OF EAdsse e s iy
POLE CAGE WITH #6 === === i
SOLD Cu WIRE. USE " o SCHEDULE 40 PVC
CHAIR LUG ON i =
GROUND STUD e i
LOCATED IN Vy i
HANDHOLE. OF POLE. ¥ i SCHEDULE 40 PVC OR
USE UFER RATED el ol etk & ek GRC RIGID ELBOW
GROUND CLAMP ON " i
BEOTTOM HOOP OF 5 -0" 5 =
CAGE. i i
H ¥ [ —————— _ CONCRETE
| L
HOOPS #4 REBAR OME
2'—g"
- _J
~ DATE ' REVISIOING R\
. r APRIL 2014 ]l:-_'\- DATE [W% CEMAMENTS STAMDARD DETAILS
CONCRETE BASE DETAI DRV IIG MAME
20' STREET LIGHT ] |
COLLECTQR I'II" I| .\i'-H_"'\'II [ SE\RATDGF‘\ }
scommerciaL || | cienes ey LP-2B
MSL ORDERING GUIDE:
C12750: LUMINAIRE
CA12750a: ARM ADAPTOR
COLOR: BLACK N
HOUSIMG:
M:Siﬁgfﬂ;ﬁgﬁ LOW COPFER, CAST ALUMINUM W/
INTEGRATED MECK
10.63"
FLUTED SPINNING:
% . SPUN ALUMINUM
SHADE:
905" [ P L SPUN  ALUMINUM
| 22.19" [ |
|
1
I ﬁ
e
20,717
Phillos [EDdine Specifications: _
LENS: TEMPERED GLASS
— B4, 4000K (NEUTRAL) PHILPS LUMILEDs LUXEON R
LEDs, TYPICAL 75 COLOR RENDERING INDEX (CRI), .
»E65,000 HOURS OF OPERATIONAL LIFE (AT 25°C ngcigﬁﬂﬁwﬁﬁppm
AMBIENT TEMPERATURE & 70% LUMEN MAINTEMANMCE),
INJECTION MOLDED TYFE IIl OFTICAL PLATES.
= INTEGRAL PHILIPS ADVANCE XITANMIUM LED DRINER, LENS FRAME: LOW
CLASS 1, IP66 RATED, 350md, INTELLWOLT COPPER, DIE-CAST
120 VAC, 50-60 Hz, RoHS COMPLIANT, MINUM
ALLIMINL
STANDARD BUILD IN >3ky SURGE SUPPRESSION,
— ULB750 & UL1598 COMPUANT, ETL/cETL LISTED
TO U5 & CAMADINM SAFETY STANDARDS FOR WET
LOCATIONS, MANUFACTURED TO IS0 9001:2008 DECORATIVE AR VENT:
STANDARDS, VIBRATION TESTED TO AMSI C136.31 PERFORATED, 14 GAUGE,
FOR BRIDGE APPLICATIONS #304 STANLESS STEEL
SHEET
PHILIPS LEDGINE BOARD,
SEE SPECIFICATIONS
- _J
T DATE ] ' REVISIOING R\
APRIL 2014 REV] DATE [BY CUOMMENTS STANDARD DETAILS
LUMINARE
COLLECTOR/ y I
I A I ClG e - -
COMMERC I'II" I| .\i'-H_"'\'II [ bf\RATDLIr\
STREET LIGHT i | springs ciTy LP-2C

#4 REBAR 12"
\ BACK

evans + associates architecture
fax 801-553-8273

| 1576 south state street, suite 103b, draper, utah 84020

phone 801-553-8272

4 BOLTS AT 90 DEGREES L3y L3y .
3/4 DIA x 18" LONG x 3" I | I | —_ N -
HOOK BOLTS TO HAVE A 3.57 -
PROJECTION OUT OF THE WVINDOW ( —: :_ [ | | T | [ &t
CONCRETE. BOLTS T0 GE | ! I =
GALVANIZED I I |___|__|__J___I__I__ __I
! KEEP | I I I -
v an CABINET | THISAREA | |10 I | | I I I eink
IPLOE ! CLEAR I I'_J__I__T__l__l__l_‘l
SPAC A e — (I?I'(I)(%ITCAAIIII)D CAP ! ! wl | I I | | | I I | ow
ANCHOR BASE DETAIL 12° b Ll b - > | | =
BOLT CIRCLE 7/8" x 1 [ i E F— e ——-L- _—I_—_—_I—_—_l — ;
e T;’, el ot - UNISTRUT SUPPORT w| | I oW I i o
SHOWN WITH ' METER | | (TYPICAL) | 3" | x
DOUBLE FINTURE ] B 10 10 T VOLTAGE | | I o
ANCHOR BASE :EII:::::::::E{ i | Door | i I J| AREA | },
T B B ! ! N BN b oy dipdioyiie pliupdipdpdi pUEDLAN IS
| : I v I :
| | FINISHED GRADE | |
-l | | /_ | | 120 c 12"
: ‘ HHE I — | NO PAD | VX A
| | ! IN THIS {20
FIXTURE BY MOUNTAIN STATES | | ! AREA ! FRONT
LIGHTING HADCO WESTBROCKE | |
C12750 FIXTURE. &4 LED 120 VOLT | |
SEE DETAILS OM SEPARATE DRAWING, J U U D ~N | |
J \J | |
TO ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER  TO PANEL 'M' I I
TRANSFORMER ! ! HIGH
- I .
Saraloga VC:\;T::;E LOW
VOLTAGE
AREA
Primary conductors
may be in conduit
POLE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING PART # 2 CT CABINET/METER MOUNTING DETAIL #4 REBAR ON CI:' _\ or direct buried. 7 +
20TF5—4.5/7-5A—USR18"-20"VIRG(NAME)—BK SCALE: none \ A
PRt i o L S R To 2 R -
COATED WITH INDUSTRIAL ZINC COATING MIN EPA XD b L
OF 12 IN 100 MPH ZONE (1.3 GUST FACTOR) \\~//\\\//\\//\\§//\\§\/<\$\//\\\\\//\\% » 3" N
EMLARGED DECORATIVE BASE DETAIL
3'_0" 3'_0“
R g i —
L
BaSE, DENSITY OF 71 LBS PER CuBIiC 100" 190"
FOOT. PAINTED BLACK HANDHOLE
BEHIND TWO-FIECE BASE
- TRANSFORMER PAD DIMENSION CHART
o  Kees TRANSFORMER DIMENSIONS
7/ e
THIS AREA RATING A B c D £
CLEAR
FINISH: BLACK 75-500 KVA 84" 78" 48" 15" 20"
/ 750-2500 KVA 96" 82" 60" 16" 30"
r DIATT W s REWVISITE 3
. P SRS STANDARD DETAILS COORDINATE ALL REQUIREMENTS WITH ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER
r e 3 AL ’
20 STREET‘,EIGHT IRATANE N REFER TO THE CURRENT ESR MANUAL FOR ALL PAD AND CLEARANCE
COLLECTOR = b = I HTREEY RAGHLS REQUIREMENTS.
/ COMMERCIAL | e | SARATOGA : LP-2
CHECKEDY APFFROVELY SPRtML‘-IS CI]Y =
| \ TRENCHING KEYED NOTES:
e, 1 ' LAWN OR GROUND
- 1 ' . COVER MARKER TAPE WITH TRACER WIRE LABELED, "CAUTION BURIED
Lo o R ELECTRIC CONDUITS BELOW" DIRECTLY OVER POWER CONDUITS 6" ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER TRANSFORMER PAD DETAIL
) . ' ' N MINIMUM BELOW GRADE. SCALE:  NONE
S 1 | POLEBASE
Bl ' o - CLEAN BACKFILL CONTAINING NO ROCKS LARGER THAN 4" DIA.
= BACKFILL MATERIAL WITHIN 4" TO 6" OF CONDUIT SHALL PASS
b THROUGH A 3/4" SIEVE FRAME OR SAND WITHOUT ANY SHARP OR _
FOREIGN OBJECTS, TRENCHING GENERAL NOTES:
- ALL CONDUITS SHOWN SHALL BE SCHEDULE 40 PVC. 1. PROVIDE PULL 1/4" NYLON ROPES IN ALL CONDUITS.
%
UNDISTURBED EARTH. 2. HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL SEPARATION BETWEEN CONDUIT
\ SHALL BE MAINTAINED BY INSTALLING HIGH IMPACT SPACERS WITH
MARKER TAPE WITH TRACER WIRE LABELED, "CAUTION BURIED HORIZONTAL INTERVALS OF EIGHT FEET.
E DATA/COMMUNICATION CONDUIT BELOW" DIRECTLY OVER
CONCRETE 50" DATA/COMM CONDUITS. 3. ALL MARKER TAPE SHALL CONTAIN #10 TRACER WIRE.
SIDEWALK
NOTE: BLAN VIEW TRENCHES SHALL BE A UNIFORM DEPTH FOR ENTIRE LENGTH OF 4. REFER TO THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER SIX STATE ESR FOR
REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL TRENCH SO CONDUITS CAN SIT FLAT (HORIZONTAL) WITH THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.
FOR ADDITIONAL POLE BASE SITE PLAN FOR EXACT LOCATIONS GROUND.
INFORMATION. 5. VERIFY ALL REQUIREMENTS WITH CENTURYLINK AND COMCAST
3 TYPICAL POLE BASE DETAIL FINISHED GRADE. PRIOR TO TRENCHING.
SCALE: NONE
@ AS REQUIRED 12" 19" 12"
@ (® MIN. (18 MIN, (18) MIN,
\ ® © ©
MIN, | = 2
,\;‘:X 1 = MIN. é —) é — —)
: i = CENTURYLINK
(SECONDARY)——— COMCAST =1l ® HTITV |V ®
30"  ROCKY — / 12 — / @ | / 12
MIN.  MOUNTAIN 12" 24" — 4" - 30" -
48" POWER MIN. = MIN — MIN. — MIN. —
MAX. | " 48"
48
e - & el Know what's helow, 3}'-
ROCKY S \ | — | =
MOUNTAIN — - - - h call 811 i
POWER | O Q e - II P— - h Pa— = II 9f5) before youdig.
o : | - i i BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
) b [ UTILITY NOTIFICATION CEMNTER, INC.
[ E % www.bluestakes.org
1-800-662-4111
I — | = / ~ = / \ H /
o D | I : O @ : - ® : @®
T3 - H O ' '
s ™ | | ®) @,
Ji [HEEN [HEEN [HEEN H ! ¥ u
=l|[=l=1 - - - " | ENVISION
@ —— T T T T Ll —— T T
@ A\ Y 4 ENGINEERING
240 East Morris Ave. Suite 200
7 TRENCH DETAIL - JOINT USE 6 TRENCH DETAIL 5 TRENCH DETAIL 4 TRENCH DETAIL South Salt Lake City, UT 84115
SCALE: NONE ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER / CENTURYLINK / COMCAST SCALE: NONE CENTURYLINK / COMCAST SCALE: NONE  ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER SCALE: NONE  ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER 801 5341130
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Streetlight Point-of-Disconnect Diagram

Transformer or

secondary box
3' min. Customer provided junction box
10" max. 17 (or pedestal) with disposable lock
L |
Pad box Supply cable
r|.l depth

}l\ﬁ:+0_/'
I" min. conduit by customer

o

~

—

L Recommended fuse by manufacturer
or other means of disconnect

& Rocky Mountain Power Customer
& . -+ —> .
ownership | ownership
|
|
I
|
) |
|
3' min Customer provided junction box
- 10 ik 17 (or pedestal) with disposable lock

Customer is responsible for:

Supply cable depth

I" min. conduit by customer

L Recommended fuse by manufacturer

or other means of disconnect

* Providing and installing a junction box or pedestal, conduit, fusing and customer-owned
wire. The junction box or pedestal must be strong enough for incidental traffic areas

» Coordinating with Rocky Mountain Power on junction box or pedestal location and all
digging within the vicinity of Rocky Mountain Power facilities

* Ensuring that construction of new or remodeled installations conform to applicable
provisions of the NEC State Rules, as well as city and county codes

Rocky Mountain Power is responsible for:

* Installing and connecting wire from Rocky Mountain Power facilities to the point of

disconnect.

POWER

vé ROCKY MOUNTAIN

2/12

“STREET LIGHT"

WET LOCATION FUSE HOLDER
/ ASSEMBLY (204)
i

STAMPED LID

"STREET LIGHT" STAMPED LID
WET LDCATION FUSE HOLDER
ASSEMBLY (54)

il

FINISH GRADE FINISH GRADE - SQUID
15 i
=—HoT SEE WOTE 9.
T
== NEUTRAL {2) CARSON BROOKS (2) CARSON BROOKS 1419 BOX
GROUND, 1419 BOX TOGETHER ATTACHED WITH GRABBER SCREWS
(8 MIM. SCREWS EVENLY SPACED)
24" BURY
BELL END BELL END
(TYP.) (TP
BOTH SIDES BOTH SIDES
SAND BEDDING
& OVER - _ 4 1" CONDUIT
2" UNDER (TYR) f™ I GROUND - T (3) #6xHHW
47 THICK

1" conpum

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

NOTES:

1. FUSE BOX / SLICE BOX ASSEMBLY SHALL BE (2) CARSON BROOKS 1419 BOLTED TOGETHER 'CLAMSHELL™ STYLE.
CELL OF LID ON BOTTOM BOX TO ALLOW DRAIMAGE.

A LIGHT POLE FUSE BOX DETAIL

\— 47 THICK 3/47 GRAVEL

:L\,-

FROM R.M.P. SOURCE (<107)

U\fUMPACTED SUBGRADE
5/8" ¥ 8' COPPER CLAD

GROUND RGD

-—

3/4" GRAVEL

INSTALL BOX ASSEMBLY OM 47 OF 3/4" GRAVEL.

2. FUSE ASSEMBLY SHALL BE (1) BUSSMAN HEB=JJ PN. 44229 WITH (Z) BUSSMAN ZAOSED.

3. WIRE CONNECTOR SHALL BE BLACKBURM USB33S SQUID PN. 2136122

NG SUBSTITUTES.

4. TERMINATE CONDUIT IN BOXES WITH BELL ENDS ATTACHED TO EMD OF COMDUITS

5. ALL WIRE SHALL BE #8 CU XHHW UMLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

B. 5/8" ¥ 8 GROUND ROD REQUIRED AT SERVICE CONNECTION FUSE BOX,

7. LIGHT POLE FUSE BOX SHALL BE WITHIN 4 DOWNSTREAM OF POLE.

8. SERVICE COMNECTION FUSE BOX SHALL BE WITHIN 10° OF ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER {RMP) SOURCE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN FPOWER REPRESENTATIVE AND PACIFICORP'S LATEST SIX STATES ELECTRICAL SERVICE REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENT.

9, IF FIXTURE IS MNOT INDICATED FOR INSTALLATION WITH CURRENT CONTRACT ONLY CONDUIT IS REQUIRED.

INSTALLED WITH FIXTURE UPGRADES.

10, SERVICE FUSE TO BE BUSSMAN KTK AND SIZED 5 AMPS PER FIXTURE. POLE FUSE TO BE BUSSMAM KTK 5 AMP PER FIXTURE

B SERVICE CONNECTION FUSE BOX DETAIL

NO SUBSTITUTES.

NO SUBSTITUTES.

COMFIRM INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS WITH

SOME CONDUCTORS INDICATED MAY BE

DRILL 1/4" HOLES IN EVERY

[ A TE j REN 1SR ~
APRIL 2004 REVFDATE TBY CMAETS
LIGHT POLE BELOW
GRADE BOXES J
INSTALLATION DETAILS

CHECKED: [APPRONVED

SARATOGA
SPRINGS CITY

STANDARD DETAILS

II LANDSCAPING I

[LP-6]

SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY STREET LIGHT NOTES:

28"-0"

120 VOLT
RECEPTACLE
MOUNTED 17"

STATIONARY BANMNER
MOUNTED AT 18°

TO POLE

4 =0"

SHOWN WITH
DOUBLE FIXTURE

THREADED PLATE WELDED

SLOTTED BANMER PLATE'
[BOLTS WITH LOCK WASHERS

ADJUSTABLE BANNER ARM DETAIL

:ADJUSTHBLE BANMER ARM

MOUNTED AT 18
(SEE DETAIL ABOVE)

POLE BY MOUNTAIM STATES LIGHTING PARTH#
2BTFS—4.5/8—(1)54 TRUSS—22"MAD(NAME)—BK

24"BA(18")—TH{13'8") 28’ TAPERED FLUTED STEEL

STEEL PAINTED WITH FIRST 18" OF POLE AND
BASE PLATE TO BE COATED WITH INDUSTRIAL

ZINC COATING MIN EPA OF 12 (N 100 MPH ZONE

(1.3 GUST FACTOR)

FINISH: BLACK

BASE BY MOUNTAIN STATES LIGHTING
HIGH DENSITY ELASTOMER DECORATIVE
BASE, DENSITY OF 71 LBS PER CUBIC
FOOT, PAINTED BLACK HANDHOLE
BEHIND TWO—PIECE BASE

MSL PLUMBIZER WITH
PHOTOCELL: RIPLEY
F6390TF—1.0-BK

FIXTURE BY MOUNTAIN STATES
LIGHTING HADCO WESTEROOKE
FIXTURE. C12750A 80 LED 120
WOLT SEE DETAILS ON SEPARATE
DRAWING.

DECORATIVE BASE DETAIL

4 BOLTS AT 90 DEGREES
1" DIA x 36" LONG x 3"
HOOK BOLTS TO HAVE A 4"
PROJECTION OUT OF THE
CONCRETE. BOLTS TO GE
GALVAMIZED

ANCHOR BASE DETAIL 127
BOLT CIRCLE 1 1/8" x 2"

HOLES TO ACCOMODATE UP

T 1" DIA BOLT

v

28' ARTERIAL
STREET LIGHT
WITH BANNER ARM

[

DATE

LEV SIS

_J

f
APRIL 2004 RELICVTE (0%

COMMENTS

DRAWTNG NAME

LP-3A

CHECEED: [ AFPROVED:

SARATOGA
SPRINGS CITY

5307 K, COMMPACE OR
B Gl

uT
P
VT

STANDARD DETAILS

NOTE!

IF DEFTH CANMOT BE MET
MASS MUST BE EQUIVALENT
TO MASS SHOWH

¥

f”rm

HAWDHOLE WITH GROUND STUD

/BOND LIGHT POLE

UNDISTURBED EARTH
OR 95% COMPACTION
ARODUND CONCRETE
BASE

POLE TO BE
GROUNDED TO
BOTTOM HOOP .OF
FOLE CAGE WITH #6&
SOLD Cu WIRE. USE
CHAIR LUG ON
GROUND STUD
LOCATED IN
HANDOHOLE OF POLE.
USE UFER RATED
GROUND CLAMF ON

s e
Qi%'_ (6) #4 REBAR
— WITH #2 TIES

GRC RIGID ELBOW

| ANCHOR BOLTS

STREET LIGHTS

COMMERCIAL

FPOLES AND LIGHT

#Quuy
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gepy Seguad
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LE0F 30 8
L.—éus Lt e [
£ 4° 2
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= |
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ON SIDE OF BASE

ACCESS DOOR LOCATED

CONTINUE AS
SHOWN FOR

ADDITIONAL

LIGHTS =

|||u

CONCRETE BASE

GROUND FOLE TO BaASE CAGE
(NOT SHOWN) WITH #6 SOLID COPPER
AND UFER CLAMP. BOND TO ALL METAL

= SEE BASE DETAIL
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( AVRIT-Hh14 W“‘-" DATE [BY COMMENTS STANDARD DETAILS
COLLECTOR & ARTERIAL
(s nd nl al - R i
STREET LIGHT b STREET LIGHTS
e SARATOGA
| | SPRINGS CITY

Q‘\— SCHEDULE 40 PVC

"\_ SCHEDULE 40 PVC OR

BOTTOM HOOP OF ¥ 8"
CAGE.
-_.__‘_‘_‘__‘_‘—__‘_
CONCRETE
BASEONCRETE
BASE
2'~6" 4-1\ HOOPS #4 REBAR ONE
PER FQOT
- J
i~ DATE ' REVISI S “
. ( APRIL 2004 WL‘-_' ATE CUMANMENTS —-T ANMDARD DETAILS
CONCRETE BASE
DETAIL > STREET LIGHTS
FOR 28 TE L e SARATOGA Pt Lt
‘ ‘ SPRINGS CITY J
MSL ORDERING GUIDE:
C127508; LUMINAIRE
CA12750a: ARM ADAPTOR W/ PC
COLOR: BLACK
Horizontal Arm
Mounting Adapter
HOUSING:
o LOW COPPER, CAST ALUMINUM
W/ INTEGRATED MECK
FLUTED SPINNING:
“ . u SPUN. ALUMINUM
9.05"
I /"_ SH"!-DE'
h ﬂ TG rd SPUN ALUMINUM
52.02"
Philips LEDgine Specifications; LENS:  TEMPERED
GLASS
— B4, 40008 (NEUTRAL) PHILIPS LUMILEDs LUXEOM R *
LEDs, TYPICAL 75 COLOR RENDERING INDEX (CRI), A HEAT SINK: LOW COPPER,
>65,000 HOURS OF OPERATIONAL LIFE (AT 25°C DIE—-CAST ALUMINUM
AMBIENT TEMPERATURE & 70% LUMEN MAINTEMANCE),
— INTEGRAL PHILIPS ADVANCE XITAMIUM LED DRIVER
' COPPER, DIE-CAST
CLASS 1, IP66 RATED, 350ma, INTELLIVOLT . 8, 8,0 ﬁ = ALLIMINUM
120 VAC, 50-60 Hz, RoHS COMPLIANT, gy
STANDARD BUILD IN >3kV SURGE SUPPRESSIOM. %8%8
= ULB750 & UL1598 COMPLIANT, ETL/cETL LISTED e DECORATIVE AIR VEMT:
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City of Saratoga Springs
City Council Meeting - Work Session
October 07, 2014
Regular Session held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

Work Session Minutes

Present:

Mayor: Jim Miller

Council Members: Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska

Staff: Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin,
Nicolette Fike, Mark Edwards, Sarah Carroll

Others: Hugh Holt, Mark Vlasic, Chris Porter, Jennifer Klingonsmith

Excused: Michael McOmber
Call to Order — 6:00 p.m.

1. Discussion of Shay Park

Mark Vlasic presented the plan for the park. He noted the unique rail structure that ran through the park and
the historic nature that lent to the area and features. The park is planned in two phases. They are
proposing a rail theme bridge from the eastern parking to the rest of the area. There is a trail system
around the park that links to the community trails and to amenities.

Mark Edwards wanted to note that they needed to discuss what they could bid as additive alternates and
things that may need to be put off to another phase due to budget constraints.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked what the permits and fees and traffic control items were.

Mark Vlasic noted they were typical fees for a project like this.

Mark Edwards noted that we would waive our own city fees but if there were other utilities like power or
TSSD that we needed to hook up may have fees. He noted that there would be a pretty industry standard
figure for excavation fees.

Mark Vlasic had some concept pictures of rustic playground features, bridges and lighting and paving and
other architecture around the park.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked about lighting wise, could we save some money with our bell lights that are
already a little old fashioned looking.

Mark Vlasic indicated that there would be two signs designed for the park with some historic notes.

Mayor Miller would like to see the park name signs in phase 1.

Kevin Thurman asked about the bathrooms with screened doors and if it would be a problem with the police
department and being able to keep them in sight.

Staff noted they are trying to keep a good line of vision for safety and are working to find a good solution.

Mark Vlasic touched on the budget and that they have tried to make it a functional park to begin with and
then they could add the other phase and items if the budget comes in the spring.

Mark Edwards wanted to point out that they started with a nice list that made the budget very high and they
whittled it down to fit a budget of 2.5m.

Councilwoman Call is looking at the bottom line and wants to make sure we stay within budget.

Spencer Kyle replied that we need direction on priorities, what do we do now and what do we wait on and
what gets cut if needed. Or do we postpone until we get all the money in.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if we were to forego the bridge and the berm, than how much would we save.

Hugh Holt noted that the costs would be about even with the cut and fill work that would need to be done.

Councilwoman Call likes the park and design, but wonders if we are doing this first or if the other baseball
park goes first if it’s more of a priority, or gets put off.

Spencer Kyle said the council had previously prioritized the parks and this was higher on that list.
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Councilwoman Baertsch noted that we don’t really have the land yet for the baseball park.

Councilwoman Call said if our number one goal was baseball than she asked is there something we can do
there. Is there another solution to look at?

Councilman Poduska wondered if it may be a helpful idea to have phase one be one area of the park.

Spencer Kyle summarized that the options are we can pull things back, but many of the items don’t give us
the savings that we need. The next option would be waiting. Could the Council maybe give direction to
prioritize items in phase one.

Councilman Willden thinks if we take too much out of phase one than it’s not worth it. He thinks baseball is
important but likes the prioritization of this park.

Mayor Miller said it’s hard, because this benefits a neighborhood and has been promised, the baseball park
benefits more of the city.

Councilwoman Call asked if we were willing to wait 5 years to save for a baseball field or go ahead with this
and bond for the field

Councilman Willden would be more likely to bond for the baseball field. He would say go with this park and
wait or do the bonding for the baseball field. At least with the baseball field there is some revenue
associated with it.

Spencer Kyle noted that with the baseball field there is a higher chance of needing to purchase the property.

Councilman Poduska asked if we could take funds from another area to move to this project.

Spencer Kyle noted that it was not so likely, but they could run the numbers.

Councilman Poduska agreed with Councilman Willden that it would be better to do this park now, even if
items need to be put off for it and bond for the baseball park.

Spencer Kyle asked Councilman Willden if he was suggesting to pull back on phase one or wait until there
was sufficient funds.

Councilman Willden was not sure which would be the better path, they seemed parallel.

Spencer Kyle suggested that we maybe need to come back with two things; how much of phase one we could
start, and run some numbers with Chelese and see how far out the remaining funds may be.

Jeremy Lapin noted that we perhaps have enough and could put items on the menu to put it up for a bid at
this point.

Councilwoman Call said if we put it up to bid we don’t have to build it, we could walk away.

Spencer Kyle said we could put it up for bid and see what the numbers would be, or do we scale it back
before we go to bid.

Councilman Willden thought we could do the bid and then we could pull out certain things. He said it was a
great design.

Mark Edwards asked the consultants if they saw any red flags at this point.

Mark Vlasic noted when you do it in phases it can cost more for mobilization. Hugh asked what to show the
public tomorrow at an open house.

Councilwoman Call is uncomfortable taking things to the public when we don’t know what we are doing.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted that it was only a concept that we are showing them.

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

Councilman Willden asked that the code review was fairly large and if it was possible to take just some parts
at a time.

Discussion of proposed Administrative Code Enforcement Policies and Procedures.

Kevin Thurman had a rough draft to share. It is a summary of many of the items in Title 20 of the city
code and answers many questions he gets asked on a regular basis.

Councilman Willden noticed sometimes that there is a three strikes type of thing, could it be more clarified
on occurrence based or violations issued, e.g. if a dog gets out and has three problems.
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Kevin Thurman said it’s been that CEO writes it. They usually writes it as one citation, then the next time a
violation is issued it would escalate. He said we could add that into policies and procedures. He wanted
to bring this to their attention before it came up in council.

Councilwoman Call asked that when we use acronyms that are common elsewhere like CEO (Code

Enforcement Officer) that we spell it out more so it doesn’t get confused.

Kevin Thurman noted this would be more of an internal document and that probably wouldn’t be a problem.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted that normally we have definitions up front.

Councilwoman Call would like fees schedule out rather than inside a paragraph. She had other notes that she
will get to Kevin so he can incorporate ideas.

4. Reports:
a. Mayor.
b. City Council.
Councilwoman Call notified the council that there was an algae bloom that killed a dog across the lake in
Lindon.
Spencer Kyle asked if they wanted any statements from the city. The feeling was nothing was needed.
Councilwoman Baertsch had items from MAG meeting that was on Thursday night, they may need to
have a work session on that to make sure there are no last changes to be done. There are transit open
houses coming up on Oct. 8, 15, and 22"

¢. Administration communication with Council.
Mark Christensen had a note about 911 dispatch center that he sent an email about for Council to review.
They will probably schedule it for a future work session.
Councilwoman Call asked about the projected balance in park impacts for spring time.
Mark Christensen said we seemed to be on target for what we projected; at this point it’s hard to say we
may be beyond or not.

Adjourn to Policy Session 7:00 p.m.

Date of Approval Lori Yates, Rec
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Policy Session Minutes

Present:

Mayor: Jim Miller

Council Members: Shellie Baertsch, Rebecca Call, Stephen Willden, Bud Poduska

Staff: Scott Langford, Mark Christensen, Kimber Gabryszak, Kyle Spencer, Owen Jackson, Kevin Thurman,
Jeremy Lapin, Sarah Carroll, Chelese Rawlings, Jess Campbell, Andrew Burton, Nicolette Fike

Others: Heather White, Chris Porter, Jennifer Klingonsmith, Goreland Hitton, Peter Evans, Marianne
Richards, Ben Richards, Corrine Prestwich, K. Becraft, Curtis Leavitt, Brian Marrow, Mike Kelly

Excused: Michael McOmber

Call to Order - 7:06 p.m.

Roll Call - Quorum was present

Invocation / Reverence - Given by Councilwoman Baertsch
Pledge of Allegiance - led by Ben Richards

Public Input - Opened by Mayor Miller
Corrine Prestwich was concerned with the safety along 800 W. Her main concern was about striping that has
not been completed. People unfamiliar with the busy road are turning into the wrong lanes. As the
weather is getting worse they don’t want it to cause more problems. They were excited for Talus Ridge
to come in and see the new growth along the area, but the main concern has been safety along the main
corridor.
Jeremy Lapin had a quick update; striping was a different contractor than the sealers so there would be a
delay. He noted that Mark Edwards had been in contact with Edge homes to help with safe walking.
Spencer Kyle noted they had received a note of the safety plan from Edge homes and that there is a Facebook
page edge homes has set up to help residents.
Councilwoman Call asked Jeremy Lapin to touch on the new Cityworks program so public can submit
concerns.
Jeremy Lapin noted it was a system that they can submit something and receive email updates, its a few
months until roll out on that.
Councilwoman Baertsch asked if Pony Express was also on that striping.
Jeremy Lapin would get back to her on that.
Public Input - Closed by Mayor Miller

Policy Items

1. Consent Calendar:
a. Final Plat for Sierra Estates Plat D located at approximately 600 West 400 North, Scott Dunn/Patterson
Homes, applicant.
i. Resolution R14-43 (10-7-14): Addendum to resolution of the City of Saratoga Springs pertaining to
the City Street Lighting Special Improvement District to include additional subdivision lots. (Sierra
Estates Plat D)
b. Approval of Minutes:
i. September 16, 2014.

Motion by Councilwoman Baertsch that we approve the Consent Calendar: Including Final Plat for
Sierra Estates Plat D and Resolution R14-43 (10-7-14): Addendum to resolution of the City of
Saratoga Springs pertaining to the City Street Lighting Special Improvement District to include
additional subdivision lots. (Sierra Estates Plat D); and approve the minutes for September 16,
2014. Including previously emailed changes from Councilwoman Baertsch and Councilwoman
Call Seconded by Councilwoman Call Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch,
Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska Motion passed unanimously.
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2. Resolution R14-44 (10-7-14): A resolution of the Saratoga Springs City Council in support of the

Camp WG Williams Joint Land Use Study and the adoption of the MCA overlay zones.

Kimber Gabryszak presented the overlay zones and notes on the background. She noted the different
subzones and recommendations. There were potential impacts from Camp Williams to the communities
and from the Communities to the Camp. It is non-binding, it has the city add the MCA’s to the map as a
resource.

Councilman Willden is supportive of this, understanding its non-binding and a best practices type of thing. It
would serve us to be a good partner.

Councilwoman Baertsch has served with JLUS committee. They are working to make sure property rights
are upheld and still make sure the military can do their missions and take safety measures. She thinks this
has been great to give us the opportunity to look at our code to see if there is anything we can do to help
them and for them to help us.

Councilwoman Call echoed Councilman Willden’s comments and thinks it is great all around.

Councilman Poduska wondered if there was anything the city had done before the agreement with JLUS, to
avoid those things now.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted some of the biggest impacts have been that with Herriman City, they put in
windmills in the flight path that has to be rerouted. There were also some areas where night training had
been impacted by large areas of light.

Councilman Poduska noted that those at Camp Williams come to our city for shopping and thinks it’s a win-
win situation to have us cooperate as much as possible.

Mayor Miller thinks it’s good for the city so people moving in can see it on the map so they know what is
there.

Motion by Councilwoman Call that we approve Resolution R14-44 (10-7-14): A resolution of the
Saratoga Springs City Council in support of the Camp WG Williams Joint Land Use Study and
the adoption of the MCA overlay zones. Seconded by Councilman Poduska. Aye: Councilman
Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska Motion passed

unanimously.

Item 3 was moved to further in the meeting.

4. Preliminary Plat for Mallard Bay located between 2800 South-3000 South and Redwood Road, Holmes

Homes, applicant.

Sarah Carroll presented the Preliminary Plat. She noted areas where changes have been made. She noted the
Green spaces with native landscape and manicured areas. Some of the open space is sensitive lands.
They are proposing a private fence along Redwood Road that was not supported by Planning
Commission. She indicated the different phases proposed. She showed concepts for entrance signs and
touched on parks and amenities. The parks would eventually be used as trailheads.

Curtis Leavitt, for applicant, noted some of the amenities in the development and was looking forward to
coming into the city. He had a presentation to support the type of fencing they were proposing. Some
places with semi-private fencing tend to have people try and put in their own privacy fence behind the
semi-private which looks bad.

Brian Marrow with Rhino Rock spoke briefly on his product and the concerns with having semi-private
fencing. He noted other cities that have changed their code so the privacy fencing was allowed.

Mark Christensen asked what the cost was with rhino fencing vs. the wrought iron look they propose and if
their proposal was that the homeowners own the fence or the city.
Brian Marrow replied it was about double and they had proposed the city would take ownership.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked about an abandoned parcel and if ownership had been resolved.

Curtis Leavitt said it had.
Councilwoman Baertsch asked about drainage on an area near the lake.
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Curtis Leavitt said they needed to apply to Army Corps to work with that and it was in a later phase because
it would take some time to get through that.

Councilwoman Baertsch said it made her nervous to approve a plat where something like that hasn’t been
taken care of yet.

Mayor Miller thought worse case that they just have more native landscape.

Curtis Leavitt said they lose a lot.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked where the drainage would be moved to.

The developers Engineer answered that the owner to the south had talked about realigning the entire drainage
area to his property.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted a cul-de-sac that was awkward and she noted a lot that was under the 10,000
sq.ft. On the open space, she had a hard time when they had to mobilize crews to several areas that are
not contiguous. She also noted the city could not take care of the trails between lots. This was also less
than 5 acres and the standard was generally not to take spaces smaller than that. She is leaning more
towards the semi-privacy fencing to keep with Code and Planning Commission recommendation.

Councilwoman Call she loves the lakeside trail and how our city embraces it. She likes the idea of having
the trailhead area and being able to park there. She is not a fan of HOA’s but it would cost the city a lot
of money to take care of this type of smaller area. She understands they are trying to provide an amenity
to the city as a whole, but feels in order for the city to take that over she feels it needs to be more cost
efficient. She doesn’t think the privacy fence is the way to go and doesn’t want to maintain the product.
She likes the sign but doesn’t want to take that cost as a city. She is surprised that the lake lots were in
later phases.

Curtis Leavitt noted that a lot has to do with banking open space before they can move forward with the lake
lots.

Councilwoman Call thanked him for doing the larger lots and trying to do a development without an HOA.

Curtis Leavitt asked if they had an HOA in place to maintain the privacy fence would they be willing to
allow it.

Mark Christensen said from a staff perspective if the fence was private and privately maintained he would be
more inclined to approve it but it’s up to Council and the code discussion.

Councilwoman Call commented that they are looking at out of the box solutions and if he were to come to an
agreement with combining open space with the next parcel than perhaps they could take that over as a
city. She thinks the project is great and thanked him for trying to find a way to work with the city.

Councilman Poduska said several of his notes have been addressed. He thinks with this development, with
small parks and monuments that it leans more to an HOA. He believes most of the green areas will be
used solely by the residents in this development and not the city as a whole. He also questions the
lakeside lots being pushed to later phases. He thinks the private fencing would be a major policy change.
He asked if the lake trail was mandated by the state.

Coucilwoman Call said in most boundary line agreements, yes.

Councilman Poduska agrees generally with the changes made in the plan, there were just a few things that
were cause for concern.

Councilman Willden indicated many of his notes had been covered. He noted that the city doesn’t usually
take care of smaller parks like this.

Mark Christensen noted that it depended on the Development Agreements; there were some areas where they
did maintain them along Redwood road.

Councilman Willden doesn’t like the HOA’s so much but feels with the monument and solid fence and
smaller parks that it seemed to be more for an HOA. If it was an HOA he would be more willing to go
along with the solid fence.

Mayor Miller likes the theme of the area. He agrees with Councilman Willden that if it was an HOA he
would be more willing to go along with the solid fence.

Sarah Carroll noted that they could delete some of the conditions if it was going to be an HOA.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if it would be better to postpone the item for later or approve preliminary now
knowing the changes would be coming.
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Sarah Carroll replied that they could come back with changes at final plat time, there could be those
conditions added. She mentioned that Redwood Road and Lakeshore trails were part of whole
community trails; they would need a public easement.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if they could bring back the preliminary with the first final plat.

Sarah Carroll asked that they ask applicant what they would need to work with their deadlines.

Curtis Leavitt said they need some time to regroup with changes and would like them to make a motion with
conditions tonight and they could come back with changes.

Councilwoman Call asked with the lakeshore trail being a stipulation, she thinks having it accessible to the
community would be a benefit. Would they consider keeping the parking but eliminating other things.

Curtis Leavitt replied that they could consider it but can’t make the decision without looking at all of it.

Councilwoman Call felt that the cul-de-sac did look awkward but was ok with it. It was mentioned there was
to be a culvert behind it they needed to avoid and so had not stubbed it out at that point.

Sarah Carroll went over the conditions listed in the report.

Kevin Thurman suggested that they say that fencing meet Code and not note a specific type of fencing.

Councilwoman Call asked what had been done on some recent developments.

Sarah Carroll replied that on Wiltshire they had allowed a mix of fencing, solid if it didn’t block view
corridors. This development wouldn’t block the view in the same way. With D.R. Horton they allowed
private because they would maintain it and it was behind a berm.

Kevin Thurman said they wanted to avoid creating specific zoning and land use descriptions on development
by development basis. It’s best to fall back on the code. Address the maintenance here and default to the
code.

Sarah Carroll continued with the recommended conditions. She suggested that they should address the trails.

Kevin Thurman commented that it would be better to not have open ended conditions.

Councilwoman Call asked on the amenities, if they are meeting the minimum for public why would we
delete in required open space when it’s private.

Sarah Carroll said they have created the amenities to benefit the public but if they were HOA maintained
they would change the amenities to design it for an HOA.

Councilwoman Call told the applicant that with so many conditions changed they didn’t want to slow them
down but we want to do it right. She didn’t want misunderstandings.

Curtis Leavitt didn’t want to back himself into a corner. He didn’t know how to address so many open ended
items.

Sarah Carroll said they could give feedback to what the city was willing to accept as public open space

Councilwoman Baertsch suggested that they could work with the adjacent land owner with parks.

Curtis Leavitt said they have spent a lot of time with the adjacent owner and they have provided everything
he needed to take care of the items they needed for infrastructure but he does not want to move forward
any time soon.

Councilwoman Call said we need to note if we are accepting the trail. She would not be willing to take over
the maintenance of the trail; she would rather seek an easement.

Councilman Willden said his main hang up is the city taking over the open space or having and HOA.

Curtis Leavitt would like to move forward and if they turn it into an HOA it would be stepping back a little
and they would come at it differently with the open space.

Councilwoman Baertsch thinks as it stands it’s going to be an HOA. She thinks he would want to change it
enough that it may be better to come back with a preliminary plat again with those changes so council
can make more clear conditions.

Councilman Willden suggested that he reach out to the Council individually to work through some issues.

Curtis Leavitt indicated that they are trying to create something the public is calling for which is areas
without an HOA.

Councilman Willden asked Councilwoman Call, if they got up to 5 acres than would we be willing to accept
the areas?

Councilwoman Call clarified that they usually do 5 acres that are contiguous.

Kevin Thurman reminded that 5 acres is not a binding term, they can adjust to their discretion.
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Mike Kelly, Landscape Architect noted that there was 7 continuous acres that would need some sort of
maintenance and when the trails were complete they would be very much used and things would need
taken care of.

Councilwoman Baertsch does not feel that what needs to be maintained is truly contiguous with the native
areas around it. She is looking for more usable areas. There is a lot of space between the areas crews
would need to mobilize to.

Motion by Councilwoman Call, I Move that we table the Preliminary Plat for Mallard Bay located
between 2800 South-3000 South and Redwood Road, Holmes Homes, applicant with direction that
it comes back. Second by Councilman Poduska. Aye: Councilman Willden, Councilwoman
Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska Motion passed unanimously.

A 5 min. break was taken at this time.

3. Public Hearing: Revisions to Title 19 of the City of Saratoga Springs Land Development Code.

a. Ordinance 14-23 (10-7-14): An Ordinance of the City of Saratoga Springs, Utah, adopting
amendments to the Saratoga Springs Land Development Code and establishing an effective date.

Kimber Gabryszak presented the proposed changes to the Land Development Code. She summarized each
section separately.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked which things they would be grandfathering for Land Use Zones

Kimber Gabryszak replied that there were some un-permitted structures that might be in side or front yards
that would be grandfathered in. They have looked at the aerial photo of the city currently and identified
several accessory buildings that are currently in either front or street side yard. They physically visited
them and there were only a fraction that would be in violation still with the new changes. Planning
Commission recommended that for those existing that don’t comply, that they be grandfathered in to
compliance.

Kimber Gabryszak continued with 19.05 with the changes and recommendations from Planning
Commission. She showed a few examples from around the city to clarify.

Councilman Willden asked where a specific building fell.

Kimber Gabryszak noted it was a back yard to a back yard and would be conforming.

Kimber Gabryszak continued with 19.06 Landscaping and Fencing. The recommendation from Planning
Commission was to have privacy along trails by roads, excluding arterials. Staff recommends
considering major collectors as well.

Councilwoman Baertsch noted that where there was greenery and space the privacy on the collectors is not a
problem.

Councilwoman Call made the argument with Redwood Road that there is a berm and the privacy fencing
doesn’t get in the way of the view.

Spencer Kyle noted that one of the reasons they had for that was that where the semi-private was along the
trail it helped to keep the trails clean and maintained.

Councilwoman Call would suggest to increase the fees for those people that don’t clean up.

Councilman Willden noted that he doesn’t want to put of developers out for a few people that don’t take
care. He would agree with Councilwoman Call.

Spencer Kyle indicated that in other cities it had more to do with along canals and private fencing along
those.

Councilman Willden said he wouldn’t like to have a house along the major road that didn’t have a private
fence; he didn’t think it was marketable.

Mark Christensen noted that there are arguments for and against.

Councilwoman Call would go back to what Kevin Thurman suggested previously to put the policy in place,
that if privacy didn’t obstruct view corridors and there was enough greenery and things than they could
allow them. There were places like Harvest Hills where privacy fences were not an issue because of the
greenery and space.

Kevin Thurman said there could be a list of factors or criteria as to when they could have privacy. He noted it
was probably a case by case decision, not a one size fits all.
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Councilman Willden thought it was a good point, that there were instances were you wouldn’t want a privacy
fence.

Councilwoman Baertsch asked could they set up specific items, so a privacy fence may be allowed along
these roads where a.b.c...

Kimber Gabryszak noted that if they wanted to call along a view corridor maybe they should define what a
view corridor was. We could pull the Fencing for tonight. There were some thoughts about opaque
fencing along agricultural operations.

Councilwoman Baertsch clarified that an opaque fence along agricultural operations be required if that was
for the Ag owners or developers and what if the people didn’t want an opaque fence, wanted to see the
agricultural area.

Kimber Gabryszak noted that would be the new developer’s responsibility.

Councilwoman Call could see that if we don’t require it than the farmers would be too concerned about
liability and would then need to put up a new fence at their own expense.

Kimber Gabryszak noted they could take out opaque and just leave fencing.

Kevin Thurman noted that as a Fenced-in State it deals with responsibility of the animals and not Land Use
Zones.

Councilwoman Baertsch thought it should still be a solid fence.

Kimber Gabryszak continued with explanations, that smaller caliper trees survived better and they were
reducing the caliper and she noted the tree preservation requirement. She went over other proposals in
this section.

Mayor Miller heard suggestion that we stop with this section and continue the other sections at another week.

Kimber Gabryszak asked if we could do 19.09 with the small changes.

Council had a few quick clarification questions.

Kevin Thurman said they didn’t want to have different rules on every development. You want to default
back to the code whenever possible. You could hold a developer to a less restrictive requirement.

Public Hearing Open by Mayor Miller

Chris Porter spoke about Landscaping and Fencing. He wanted to point out that in 19.06.09 that it said in
front yards it said no fence over three feet tall. He noted the average picket fence was 39 in.

Councilwoman Baertsch commented that the average height was not to the top of the picket but the solid
part.

Chris Porter said on 19.06.04 that by putting the residential in with commercial and industrial than it
makes it kind of mishmash with a lot of requirements that don’t apply to residential. As currently
listed the following things would be restricted, Japanese rock gardens, Dessert landscape, Brazilian
Jungle. Just because the council doesn’t think it’s beautiful doesn’t mean the council should be
prohibiting it on a person’s private property. It should be more about what a property owner wants
to do with their own land. The code is unnecessarily restrictive. Each resident represents about a
$200,000 investment and owners could be trusted to look after their property and improve it the way
they fit. If a homeowner wants to live in a more restrictive area they could live in an HOA. The
former mayor was famous for asking “is this my job?”” and when it comes to restricting property
owners in designing their own yard, the answer is no.

Pete Evans with Flagship Homes, they are owners of proposing to re-plat an area of Fox Hollow for a
less dense zone. His comment is on shared driveways, and as it is proposed it limits 4 units per
shared driveways and industry standards is really 6 — 8. You are trying to avoid a narrow drive
coming in and a traditional driveway coming off that. If allowed this would make more efficient
clusters. Allowing the 6-8 pack would make more flexibility in a creative product that is popular in
other areas, it allows similar density to townhome product with a detached product with small rear
yard.

Public Hearing Closed by Mayor Miller

Councilwoman Baertsch asked if they were to allow for 6-8 would there be requirements for additional
parking.
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Kimber Gabryszak said there would be an additional parking requirement and it could be near the cluster of
the units.

Mark Christensen thought there were some interesting points raised with that. They can bring it back and he
would like to see how it pans out before they make a decision on the driveways.

Councilwoman Call would be in favor of continuing this item to the next meeting.

Motion by Councilwoman Baertsch to continue the changes to Land Development Code in ordinance
14-23 to the next meeting. Seconded by Councilwoman Call Ave: Councilman Willden,
Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Councilman Poduska. Motion passed unanimously.

5. Motion to enter into closed session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of property, pending or
reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of
an individual, and deployment of security personnel, devices, and systems.

Council Councilman Willden made a motion to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or
lease of property, pending or reasonably imminent litigation, the character, professional
competence, or physical or mental health of an individual. Seconded by Councilwoman Baertsch.
Aye: Councilman McOmber, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilman Willden, Councilman Poduska
and Councilwoman Call. Motion passed unanimously

Meeting Adjourn to Closed Session 9:18 p.m.

Closed Session

Closed Session Opened at 9:20 p.m.

Present: Mayor Miller, Councilman Willden, Councilwoman Baertsch, Councilwoman Call, Mark Christensen,
Kevin Thurman, Spencer Kyle, Nicolette Fike, Heather White, Andrew Burton, Steve Hansen, Owen Jackson

Closed Session Adjourned at 10:22 p.m.

Policy Meeting Adjourned at 10:22 p.m.

Date of Approval Jim Miller, Mayor

Lori Yates, Recorder
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City Council S~

Staff Report /

Author: Chelese Rawlings, Finance Manager -~
Subject: First Quarter Budget Financial Statements rad
Date: October 21, 2014 Z
Type of Item: Informational SARATOGA SPRINGS
Description

A. Topic

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

The budget document was adopted by the Council on June 17, 2014. The attached reports
show the actuals in comparison to the budget up to September 30, 2014.

C. Analysis/Overview of the General Fund

Revenues in comparison to last year first quarter:
Collected over $98,000 more in tax revenue, a majority of which is in fee-in-lieu.
Collected more than $52,000 more in licensing and permits, a majority of which is in
building permits.
Collected more than $49,000 less in intergovernmental revenue, a majority of which is
in class “C” road funds, did not receive the allocation in September, it is expected in
October.
Collected approximate the same in charges for services in comparison to last fiscal year.
Collected about $14,000 more in other revenue, a majority in sales of assets.

Expenditures in comparison to last year first quarter:
Expended less than $440,000 more in general fund expenses, a majority in police, non-
departmental, public works department, parks and fire.

0 Asignificant reason for the minor increases in expenses of all the general fund
department expenditures is the increase in salaries that was approved during the
budget process.

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

0 Also, the purchase of equipment in parks, and expenses of a Wiland fire
contributed to the increase in expenses.



D. Summary

The City of Saratoga Springs is under the 25 percent threshold of expenditures to date. The
threshold is determined to be 25 percent because the first quarter reflects a quarter of our
budget.

The revenues are under the 25 percent threshold as well, but the City has not yet received a
majority of our property tax revenues budgeted. These taxes are mostly collected in
December and will be reflected in the second quarter’s report.

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

Percent of Total Revenue Collected
without Beginning Fund Balance

Fund included in Total Revenue
Street Ligting SID S. R. Fund 28.60%
SSD Street Light SID S. R. Fund 25.00%
Storm Drain - Capital Proj Fund 35.00%
Parks - Capital Projects Fund 41.60%
Roads - Capital Projects Fund 68.90%
Public Safety - Capital Projects Fund 32.00%
Capital Projects Fund 26.20%
Sewer Fund 28.50%
Waste Water 27.40%
Storm Drain Enterprise Fund 25.00%
Culinary Water Capital Project Fund 9.50%
2ndary Water Capital Project Fund 5.70%

Water Rights Fund 68.60%



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

GENERAL FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE
TAX REVENUE 581,287 5,960,150 5,378,863 9.8
LICENSES AND PERMITS 206,767 582,100 375,333 35.5
INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE 14,226 807,884 793,658 1.8
CHARGES FOR SERVICES 450,848 1,528,778 1,077,930 29.5
OTHER REVENUE 334,645 1,329,693 995,048 25.2
ADMINISTRATIVE CHARGES 492,010 1,968,044 1,476,034 25.0
CONTRIBUTIONS & TRANSFERS 0 105,186 105,186 .0
2,079,784 12,281,835 10,202,051 16.9
EXPENDITURES
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT 49,566 115,772 66,206 42.8
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPARTMENT 134,878 555,188 420,310 24.3
UTILITY BILLING DEPARTMENT 27,473 141,723 114,250 19.4
TREASURER DEPARTMENT 38,172 148,183 110,011 25.8
RECORDER DEPARTMENT 20,149 124,211 104,062 16.2
ATTORNEY DEPARTMENT 57,934 268,485 210,551 21.6
JUSTICE COURT DEPARTMENT 47,616 222,946 175,330 214
NON-DEPARTMENTAL 196,911 352,133 155,222 55.9
GENERAL GOV'T BLDGS & GROUNDS 35,158 186,248 151,090 18.9
PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT 89,997 345,027 255,030 26.1
COMMUNICATIONS DEPARTMENT 31,880 109,510 77,630 291
POLICE DEPARTMENT 759,951 2,821,057 2,061,106 26.9
POLICE DEPARTMENT - BLUFFDALE 205,776 788,677 582,901 26.1
FIRE DEPARTMENT 448,114 1,534,507 1,086,393 29.2
BUILDING INSPECTION 98,084 564,256 466,172 17.4
GRANT EXPENDITURES 0 109,463 109,463 .0
STREETS DEPARTMENT 61,351 659,915 598,564 9.3
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 86,142 464,925 378,783 18.5
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT 151,168 432,801 281,633 34.9
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 27,163 488,834 461,671 5.6
PARKS & OPEN SPACES DEPT 248,189 879,668 631,479 28.2
RECREATION DEPARTMENT 13,394 179,302 165,908 7.5
CIVIC EVENTS 9,780 110,401 100,621 8.9
LIBRARY SERVICES 55,052 177,451 122,399 31.0
OTHER USES 0 171,292 171,292 .0
TRANSFERS 86,019 329,860 243,841 26.1
2,979,915 12,281,835 9,301,920 24.3
( 900,131) 0 900,131 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

STREET LIGHTING SID S.R. FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE
STREET LIGHTING SID REVENUE 38,480 135,000 96,520 285
INTEREST REVENUE 180 60,573 60,393 3
38,660 195,573 156,913  19.8
EXPENDITURES
STREET LIGHTING SID EXPENDITUR 20,894 195,573 174679 107
20,894 195,573 174679 107
17,766 0 ( 17,766) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

SSD STREET LIGHT SID S.R. FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
REVENUE

SSD STREET LIGHT SID REVENUE 5,594 22,500 16,906  24.9
INTEREST REVENUE 37 58,509 58,472 A
5,631 81,009 75,378 7.0

EXPENDITURES
SSD STREET LIGHT SID EXPENDIT 62,123 81,009 18,886  76.7
62,123 81,009 18,886  76.7
( 56,492) 0 56,492 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

ZONE 2 WATER IMPROVEMENT SID

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

WATER SID REVENUE 106,032 400,000 293,968 26.5
INTEREST REVENUE 66 0 ( 66) .0
106,098 400,000 293,902 26.5

EXPENDITURES
WATER SID EXPENSES 0 267,231 267,231 .0
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES 0 132,769 132,769 .0
0 400,000 400,000 .0
106,098 0 ( 106,098) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER SOURCES
IMPACT FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES

STORM DRAIN-CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
0 746,873 746,873 .0

89,212 255,000 165,788 35.0

89,212 1,001,873 912,660 8.9

252,839 1,001,873 749,033 25.2
252,839 1,001,873 749,033 25.2

( 163,627) 0 163,627 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

PARKS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE 188,815 2,336,264 2,147,449 8.1
188,815 2,336,264 2,147,449 8.1

EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 45,332 2,336,264 2,290,931 1.9
45,332 2,336,264 2,290,931 1.9
143,482 0 ( 143,482) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

ROADS - CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
348,316 5,204,143 4,855,828 6.7
348,316 5,204,143 4,855,828 6.7

54,732 4,704,143 4,649,411 1.2
0 500,000 500,000 0
54,732 5,204,143 5,149,411 1.1
293,583 0 ( 293,583) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

PUBLIC SAFE-CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
96,831 1,124,737 1,027,906 8.6

96,831 1,124,737 1,027,906 8.6

0 824,737 824,737 0

0 300,000 300,000 0

0 1,124,737 1,124,737 0

96,831 0 ( 96,831) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE
GRANTS 24,993 0 ( 24,993) .0
TRANSFERS AND OTHER SOURCES 400,859 1,628,434 1,227,575 24.6
CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER REVENUE 1,463 743,769 742,305 2
427,316 2,372,203 1,944,887 18.0
EXPENDITURES
CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 30,873 2,372,203 2,341,330 1.3
30,873 2,372,203 2,341,330 1.3
396,443 0 ( 396,443) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE
ADMIN FEES

CONTRIBUTIONS AND TRANSFERS
BEGINNING BALANCE

EXPENDITURES

DEBT SERVICE

DEBT SERVICE FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
53,444 213,773 160,329  25.0

19,507 78,027 58,520  25.0

0 650 650 0

72,951 292,450 219499  24.9

0 292,450 292,450 0

0 292,450 292,450 0

72,951 0 ( 72,951) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

WATER FUND
YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

UTILITY OPERATING REVENUE 969,683 3,340,500 2,370,817 29.0
BOND REVENUE 0 2,565,565 2,565,565 .0
969,683 5,906,065 4,936,382 16.4

EXPENDITURES
INCREASE IN FUND BALANCE 0 120,373 120,373 .0
WATER OPERATIONS 435,925 1,954,688 1,518,763 223
SECONDARY WATER OPERATIONS 831,926 3,028,698 2,196,772 27.5
FUND BALANCE TO APPROP 0 802,307 802,307 .0
1,267,851 5,906,065 4,638,214 215
( 298,168) 0 298,168 .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:08PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

OPERATING & NON-OPERATING REV
CONTRIBUTIONS & TRANSFERS

EXPENDITURES

SEWER OPERATIONS

SEWER FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT

622,778 2,186,500 1,563,722 28.5

0 520,647 520,647 .0

622,778 2,707,147 2,084,369 23.0

443,439 2,707,147 2,263,708 16.4

443,439 2,707,147 2,263,708 16.4

179,339 0 ( 179,339) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:08PM



FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

IMPACT FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

WASTEWATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
99,918 1,297,576 1,197,658 77
99,918 1,297,576 1,197,658 77
73,463 1,217,036 1,143,574 6.0
0 80,540 80,540
73,463 1,297,576 1,224,114 5.7
26,455 0 ( 26,455) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:09PM



FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

OPERATING REVENUE
CONTRIBUTIONS & OTHER SOURCES

EXPENDITURES

STORM DRAIN OPERATIONS

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

STORM DRAIN ENTERPRISE FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
99,916 400,000 300,084  25.0

274 283,289 283,015 A

100,191 683,289 583,098  14.7

174,129 683,289 509,160  25.5

174,129 683,289 509,160  25.5

( 73,938) 0 73,938 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:09PM



REVENUE

OPERATING REVENUE
INTEREST REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

GARBAGE OPERATIONS
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

GARBAGE UTILITY FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE ~ PCNT
224,186 851,785 627,599  26.3

87 0 ( 87) 0

224,273 851,785 627,512  26.3
153,864 783,663 629,799  19.6

0 68,122 68,122 0

153,864 851,785 697,921  18.1

70,409 0 ( 70,409) 0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:09PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

BOND REVENUE
CONNECTION FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES

CUL WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
0 1,800,000 1,800,000 .0

255,647 1,152,357 896,710 222
255,647 2,952,357 2,696,710 8.7

51,997 2,952,357 2,900,360 1.8

51,997 2,952,357 2,900,360 1.8

203,650 0 ( 203,650) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:09PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY

FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

REVENUE

BOND REVENUE
CONNECTION FEES REVENUE

EXPENDITURES

CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES
TRANSFERS AND OTHER USES

2NDARY WATER CAPITAL PROJ FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
0 2,000,000 2,000,000 .0

124,999 437,594 312,595 28.6
124,999 2,437,594 2,312,595 5.1

2,555 2,076,519 2,073,964 A

0 361,075 361,075 .0

2,555 2,437,594 2,435,039 A

122,444 0 ( 122,444) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15)

25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED

10/13/2014  04:09PM



CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
FUND SUMMARY
FOR THE 3 MONTHS ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

WATER RIGHTS FUND

YTD ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE PCNT
REVENUE

WATER RIGHTS - DEVELOPER FEES 343,147 500,000 156,853 68.6
INTEREST REVENUE 2,138 300,000 297,862 7
345,285 800,000 454,715 43.2

EXPENDITURES
WATER RIGHTS EXPENSES 0 800,000 800,000 .0
0 800,000 800,000 .0
345,285 0 ( 345,285) .0

FOR ADMINISTRATION USE ONLY (FS15) 25 % OF THE FISCAL YEAR HAS ELAPSED 10/13/2014  04:09PM



City Council /ﬁ

Staff Report /

Author: Chelese M. Rawlings, Finance Manager /f
Subject: Budget Amendments Yad

Date: October 21, 2014 Z

Type of Item: Resolution SARATOGA SPRINGS

Summary Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the following by resolution
amending the budget for the fiscal year 2014-15.

Description

A. Topic
This is the second budget amendment for the fiscal year 2014-2015.

B. Background

The first budget amendment was brought to council and approved on September 16, 2014
for fiscal year 2014-15. Attached is the detail of the requested budget amendments for this
budget amendment.

C. Analysis

Additional budgeted expenditures are detailed in the attached spreadsheet.

Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the resolution amending the budget for the
fiscal year 2014-15.



2014-2015 Budget Amendment Supplemental #2

Current FY | New Budget Increase
G/L Account Department Description 2015 Budget| Amount (Decrease) |Notes/Comments
General Fund
Expenditures
10-4570-550 Civic Events City Celebrations 15,500 23,029 7,529 |revenue received last fiscal year over the $15,000 match
10-4570-565 Civic Events Literacy Program 514 849 335 |donations received in FY2014
10-4610-700 Library Capital Outlay 8,587 9,801 1,214 |donations received in FY2014

SCBA's budgeted last fiscal year in an operating account, but not purchased

10-4220-740 Fire Department Fire Equipment /Supplies 39,650 84,650 45,000 |due to getting NFPA, OSHA, and NIST approvals first
10-4220-202 Fire Department Wiland Fire Expenses - 97,300 97,300 |Wiland Expenses/offset by income revenue ($135K Billed)
10-4150-208 Non-Departmental Software Maintainance Expense 37,609 44,009 6,400 |City sourced fees and SSL security certification for external use
10-4150-510 Non-Departmental General Liability Insurance 198,726 258,726 60,000 |Insurance costs are higher than budgeted estimates
10-4140-310 Administration Professional & Tech Auditor 22,400 25,400 3,000 |Cost of Single Audit - requirement for Federal Grant Audits (NRCS Grant)
10-4450-340 Engineering Office Equipment/Supplies 1,100 5,100 4,000 |One time exp for survey equipment
10-4450-500 Engineering Software Maintainance Expense 7,250 7,550 300 |Ongoing Maintenance for Survey Equipment
Parks Impact Fund
Expenditures
32-4000-720 Capital Project Expenditures South Marina 322 - (322)|Project Complete - Defund
32-4000-721 Capital Project Expenditures Marina Park Trailhead 1,519 - (1,519)|Project Complete - Defund
32-4000-740 Capital Project Expenditures Parks Capital Projects 476 - (476)|Project Complete - Defund
Capital Projects Fund
Expenditures
35-4000-782 Capital Project Expenditures City Hall Remodel 547 - (547)|Project Complete - Defund
Capital Projects Fund
Expenditures
51-5100-792 Water Operations Pond 6 Expansion 86,986 - (86,986) |Project Complete - Defund
Sewer Impact Fund
Expenditures
53-4000-706 Capital Project Expenditures Developer Reimbursment Payoff 800,000 855,500 55,500 |For Developer Agreement Signed April 29th (Ironwood) - pd 9/30/14
53-4000-600 Capital Project Expenditures Sewer Master Plans - 6,500 6,500 |Cost to complete contract
Secondary Water Impact Fund
Expenditures
57-4000-710 Capital Project Expenditures Secondary Water Capital Projects 4,511 - (4,511)|Project Complete - Defund

192,717




RESOLUTION NO. R14-45 (10-21-14)

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE CITY OF
SARATOGA SPRINGS BUDGET FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2014-2015 AND ESTABLISHING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Saratoga Springs has found it necessary to
amend the City’s current 2014-2015 fiscal year budget;

WHEREAS, pursuant to state law, the City Council has conducted a public hearing on the
proposed amended budget; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that the proposed budget amendment is in
the best interests of the public, will further the public health, safety, and welfare, and will assist
in the efficient administration of City government.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT:

1. The City of Saratoga Springs does hereby adopt the amended 2014-2015 fiscal year
budget as set forth and attached hereto.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage.

Passed this 21* day of October, 2014.

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Signed:

Jim Miller, Mayor

Attest:

City Recorder Date



2014-2015 Budget Amendment Supplemental #2

Current FY | New Budget Increase
G/L Account Department Description 2015 Budget| Amount (Decrease) |Notes/Comments
General Fund
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10-4570-550 Civic Events City Celebrations 15,500 23,029 7,529 |revenue received last fiscal year over the $15,000 match
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32-4000-720 Capital Project Expenditures South Marina 322 - (322)|Project Complete - Defund
32-4000-721 Capital Project Expenditures Marina Park Trailhead 1,519 - (1,519)|Project Complete - Defund
32-4000-740 Capital Project Expenditures Parks Capital Projects 476 - (476)|Project Complete - Defund
Capital Projects Fund
Expenditures
35-4000-782 Capital Project Expenditures City Hall Remodel 547 - (547)|Project Complete - Defund
Capital Projects Fund
Expenditures
51-5100-792 Water Operations Pond 6 Expansion 86,986 - (86,986) |Project Complete - Defund
Sewer Impact Fund
Expenditures
53-4000-706 Capital Project Expenditures Developer Reimbursment Payoff 800,000 855,500 55,500 |For Developer Agreement Signed April 29th (Ironwood) - pd 9/30/14
53-4000-600 Capital Project Expenditures Sewer Master Plans - 6,500 6,500 |Cost to complete contract
Secondary Water Impact Fund
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57-4000-710 Capital Project Expenditures Secondary Water Capital Projects 4,511 - (4,511)|Project Complete - Defund
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Cl1 T Y OF

City Council

/\
Staff Report /T

Author: Jeremy D. Lapin, P.E., City Engineer Py
Subject: Utah County Storm Water Coalition Vi

Date: October 21, 2014 Z

Type of Item: Approval of a Resolution SARATOGA SPR INGS
Description:

A. Topic:

This item is for the authorization to join the Utah County Storm Water Coalition.
B. Background:

On August 13" the City of Saratoga Springs received a Notice Letter from the State of Utah, Department of
Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality (DWQ) identifying the City as being located within an urbanized
area according to the 2010 Census. The letter put Saratoga on notice that the City’s Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) will come under the purview of the Clean Water Act’s storm water permitting requirements.

On February 12, 2014 the City Council approved resolution 14-12 adopting a Storm Water Management Plan for
the City as required under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) General Permit for Discharges
from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit No. UTR090000

One of the goals of the City’s Storm Water Management Plan is to join the Utah County Storm Water Coalition to
to identify existing resources and develop programs to reduce the negative impacts of stormwater pollution in
accordance with the City’s Storm Water Management Plan

C. Analysis:

Staff has been attending the monthly Utah County Storm Water Coalition Meetings and would like to formally join
the coalition upon receiving authorization by the City Council.

D. Recommendation:

| recommend that the City Council approve Resolution 14- authorizing the City to City of Saratoga Springs to join
of the Utah County Storm Water Coalition



Cl1 T Y OF

City Council S

Staff Report /T
Author: Randy Villarreal, Streets Supervisor/Storm Water K_/v
Manager Pamid

Subject: Interlocal Cooperation Agreement Z

Date: October 21, 2014 SARATOGA SPRINGS

Type of Item: Approval of Interlocal Cooperation Agreement
Description:
A. Topic:

This item concerns the City of Saratoga Springs entering into an “Interlocal Cooperation
Agreement” with Utah County, Provo, Orem, Pleasant Grove, American Fork, Springville,
Spanish Fork, Lehi, Payson, Lindon, Highland, Alpine, Mapleton, Salem, Cedar Hills and Eagle
Mountain. Joining a Storm Water Coalition is contemplated in the City’s new Storm Water
Management Plan and will fulfill one of the requirements of the State of Utah’s UPDES Permit.
The Coalition will provide storm water public education, outreach and best management
practice, compliance information and materials to the public and more specifically all 4th grade
students in the City.

B. Background:

February 18, 2014 the City created and registered a Storm Water Management Program
(SWMP) and Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State of Utah. This is compliant to the National
Pollutant Discharge System (NPDES), Phase Il for a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) General Permit. The SWMP is found on the City’s web site at
http://www.saratogaspringscity.com/index.asp?SEC=3A96E733-AEB0-4974-B146-
AA1E54D4C24F&Type=B BASIC.

One of the requirements of the permit is to involve and educate the public as mentioned
above. The Coalition will provide existing resources for the purpose of compliance and as seen
in the SWMP excerpt below:

Section 2: Public Involvement/Participation Program (UPDES 4.2.2)

e Provide opportunities for the public to play an active role in the development and
implementation of the storm water program.

e Establish BMPs that involve and educate the public on the importance of protecting storm
water and the issues related to it.



C. Analysis:
This Interlocal Agreement will help provide some of the following resources:

Schedule Utah County Storm Water Coalition meetings.

Distribute pollutant prevention information to public: (ex: Newsletters).

Storm water educational instructor for schools (4th graders)

Provide educational materials for public: (pamphlets, pencils, magnets, etc.).
Storage of display information for booths for city or county activities and events.
Storm Water regulation training for City Staff

B O B o NS TN © M

D. Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the city council approve the proposed Cooperative Agreement.



RESOLUTION NO. R14-46 (10-21-14)

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF
SARATOGA SPRINGS TO JOIN THE UTAH
COUNTY STORM WATER COALITION AND
APPROVING THE ADOPTION OF AN
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH UTAH
COUNTY, PROVO, OREM, PLEASANT GROVE,
AMERICAN FORK, SPRINGVILLE, SPANISH
FORK, LEHI, PAYSON, LINDON, HIGHLAND,
ALPINE, MAPLETON, SALEM, CEDAR HILLS
AND EAGLE MOUNTAIN

WHEREAS, the City of Saratoga Springs is required to implement a Storm Water
Management Plan for coverage under the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES)
General Permit for Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit
No. UTR090000; and

WHEREAS, on February 18, 2014 the City Council approved resolution 14-12 adopting a
Storm Water Management Plan for the City and; and

WHEREAS, one of the goals of the City’s Storm Water Management Plan is to join the
Utah County Storm Water Coalition; and

WHEREAS, the Utah County Storm Water Coalition was developed to utilize regional
collaboration to identify existing resources and develop programs to reduce the negative impacts
of stormwater pollution; and

WHEREAS, Saratoga Springs, Utah County, Provo, Orem, Pleasant Grove, American Fork,
Springville, Spanish Fork, Lehi, Payson, Lindon, Highland, Alpine, Mapleton, Salem, Cedar Hills
and Eagle Mountain are local governmental units under the laws of the State of Utah; and

WHEREAS, they are authorized, by the Utah Interlocal Cooperation Act to enter into
agreement with each other for the purpose of enabling them to make the most efficient use of
their resources; and

WHEREAS, joining said coalition and entering into the interlocal agreement will benefit
the citizens of Saratoga Springs and allow the City to make a more efficient use of its resources;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH, THAT:

Section 1. Authorization to join Utah County Storm Water Coalition. The
Saratoga Springs City Council does hereby authorize the City of Saratoga Springs
to join of the Utah County Storm Water Coalition

Section 2. Interlocal Cooperation Agreement Approved. The Saratoga
Springs City Council hereby approves that certain Interlocal Agreement for cost
sharing between Saratoga Springs, Utah County, Provo, Orem, Pleasant Grove,
American Fork, Springville, Spanish Fork, Lehi, Payson, Lindon, Highland, Alpine,



Mapleton, Salem, Cedar Hills and Eagle Mountain. The existing agreement is
attached hereto as Exhibit “"A” and incorporated herein by reference. The Mayor
of Saratoga Springs is hereby authorized to sign an addendum to this agreement
on behalf of the City so that Saratoga Springs may become a party to the
Interlocal Cooperation agreement.

Section 3. Severability. If any section, part of provision of this Resolution is
held invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect
any other portion of this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of the
resolution shall be severable.

Section 4. Effective Date. This resolution shall become effective immediately
upon passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, STATE OF

UTAH, THIS DAY OF , 2014,

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
A UTAH MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Signed:
Jim Miller, Mayor

Attest:

City Recorder Date



EXHIBIT A

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT FOR NPDES
PHASE II STORM WATER PUBLIC EDUCATION AND
OUTREACH BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE COMPLIANCE

THIS AGREEMENT, is entered into this __ day of _ _ , 2014, by and between PROVO, OREM,
PLEASANT GROVE, AMERICAN FORK, SPRINGVILLE, SPANISH FORK, LEHI, PAYSON,
UTAH COUNTY, LINDON, HIGHLAND, ALPINE, MAPLETON, SALEM, CEDAR HILLS, EAGLE

MOUNTAIN, political subdivisions of the State of Utah.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to the provisions of the Interlocal Cooperation Act, Title 11, Chapter 13, Utah
Code Annotated, 1953 as amended, public agencies, including political subdivisions of the State of Utah
as therein defined, are authorized to enter into written agreements with one another for joint or

cooperative action; and

WHEREAS, the parties to this Agreement are public agencies as defined in the Interlocal Cooperation

Act; and

WHEREAS, the parties desire to establish a joint undertaking to comply with National Pollution

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Storm Water Permit Coverage;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties do mutually agree, pursuant to the terms and provisions of the

Interlocal Cooperation Act, as follows:

Section 1. EFFECTIVE DATE; DURATION

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall become effective and shall enter into force, within the

meaning of the Interlocal Cooperation Act, upon the submission of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement



to, and the approval and execution thereof by Resolution of the governing bodies of each of the parties to
this Agreement. Unless otherwise terminated as provided for herein, this Interlocal Cooperation
Agreement shall be effective for a period of up to, but not exceeding, fifty (50) years. This Interlocal
Cooperation Agreement shall not become effective until it has been approved by Resolution of all parties
and reviewed as to proper form and compliance with applicable law by the attorney authorized to
represent each of the parties hereto. Prior to becoming effective, this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement

shall be filed with the official keeper of records of each of the parties hereto.

Section 2. ADMINISTRATION OF AGREEMENT

The parties to this Agreement do not contemplate nor intend to establish a separate legal entity under the
terms of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement. The parties hereto agree that, pursuant to Section 11-13-
207, Utah Code Annotated, 1953 as amended, UTAH COUNTY shall act as the administrator responsible
for the administration of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement. The parties further agree that this
Interlocal Cooperation Agreement does not anticipate nor provide for any organizational changes in the
parties. The administrator agrees to keep all books and records in such form and manner as the Utah
County Clerk! Auditor shall specify and further agrees that said books shall be open for examination by
all parties to this Agreement, at reasonable times. The parties agree that they will not acquire, hold nor

dispose of real or personal property pursuant to this Interlocal Agreement during this joint undertaking.

Section 3. PURPOSES

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement has been established and entered into between the parties, for the
purpose of a joint undertaking to comply with NPDES Phase II Storm Water Permit Public Education and

Outreach Best Management Practices.

Section 4. MANNER OF FINANCING



The parties agree that they shall provide the following resources and/or assistance for this joint

undertaking:

a.

COUNTY shall act as the administrator of this Agreement, pursuant to the terms of Section 2 hereof,

and shall :

1.

Schedule and conduct Utah County Storm Water Coalition meetings which are necessary to
correlate activities, set proposed budgets, and provide training opportunities.

Provide information regarding best management practices for preventing storm water pollution
that can be placed in a newsletter or other form of communication as determined by each member
agency to be distributed to the public as each agency deems appropriate.

Maintain contract with approved Storm Water Educational Instructor and ensure proper teaching
material is being presented. Maintain a master list of approved schools to be given to approved
Storm Water Educational Instructor. Provide for each member agency a list of schools visited, the
dates of all visits, an estimated number of attending students, and the number of classes taught.
Become a central warehouse for storm water educational materials and provide on demand
materials for distribution. These materials could include informational pamphlets, activity books,
pencils, note pads, magnets, videos, etc.

Maintain storage of display information for booths to be used for city and county activities and
other events.

Provide, maintain, and promote an information system to the public for the disposal of household
materials and chemicals to include internet and phone services. Citizens will be able to call a
local, countywide phone number or access a website where gathered information for disposal

sites will be distributed.

Each party to this agreement will pay to Utah County within 30 days of receipt of an annual invoice

from Utah County, the sums listed in Exhibit A to this Agreement, said sums to be used solely for the

NPDES Storm Water Phase II Public Education and Outreach Best Management Practices. The sums



listed in Exhibit A shall be reviewed, approved, and modified by agency representatives on an annual
basis, based on a combination of the percentage of the party's total population to the total population
of the County as determined by the most recent Mountainland Association of Government figures and
the percentage of the party's total number of schools to the total school count as submitted by the

member agencies.

Section 5. METHOD OF TERMINATION

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement will automatically terminate at the end of its term herein, pursuant
to the provisions of paragraph one (1) of this Agreement. Prior to the automatic termination at the end of
the term of this Agreement, any party to this Agreement may terminate its participation in and
responsibilities under this Agreement at any time and for any reason by providing a sixty (60) day written
notice of termination to the other parties. This Agreement may not be terminated in any event, if

termination would cause a violation of the parties' NPDES Storm Water Permit.

Section 6. INDEMNIFICATION

The parties to this Agreement are public entities. Each party agrees to indemnify and save harmless the
other for damages, claims, suits, and actions arising out of a negligent error or omission of its own

officials or employees in connection with this Agreement.

Section 7. ADDITION OF OTHER MEMBERS

Other entities may become parties to this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement, by executing an Addendum
to this Agreement. In order for an entity to be added to this Agreement by Addendum, the Addendum
must be approved by resolution of the governing body of the entity to be added and the Addendum must
be reviewed for proper form and compliance with applicable law by the attorney for the entity to be
added. Prior to becoming effective, this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement and any' Addendum shall be

filed with the official keeper of records of the entity being added to this Agreement.



Section 8. FILING OF INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT

Executed copies of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall be filed with the official keeper of records
of all parties to this Agreement and shall remain on file for public inspection during the term of this

Interlocal Cooperation Agreement.

Section 9. ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement shall be (a) approved by Resolution of the governing body of each
of the parties, (b) executed by a duly authorized official of each of the parties (c) submitted to and
approved by an Authorized Attorney of each of the parties, as required by Section 11-13-202.5(3), Utah

Code Annotated, 1953 as amended, and (d) filed in the official records of each party.

Section 10. LAWFUL AGREEMENT

The parties represent that each of them has lawfully entered into this Agreement, having complied with
all relevant statutes, ordinances, resolutions, by-laws, and other legal requirements applicable to their

operation.

Section 11. AMENDMENTS

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement may not be amended, changed, modified or altered except by an
instrument in writing which shall be (a) approved by Resolution ofthe governing body of each of the
parties, (b) executed by a duly authorized official of each of the parties, (c) submitted to and approved by
an Authorized Attorney of each of the parties, as required by Section 11-13- 202.5(3), Utah Code

Annotated, 1953 as amended, and (d) filed in the official records of each party.

Section 12. SEVERABILITY

If any term or provision of the Interlocal Cooperation Agreement or the application thereof shall to any

extent be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement, or the



application of such term or provision to circumstances other than those with respect to which it is invalid
or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and shall be enforced to the extent permitted by law. To
the extent permitted by applicable law, the parties hereby waive any provision of law which would render

any of the terms of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement unenforceable.

Section 13. NO PRESUMPTION

Should any provision of this Agreement require judicial interpretation, the Court interpreting or
construing the same shall not apply a presumption that the terms hereof shall be more strictly construed
against the party, by reason of the rule of construction that a document is to be construed more strictly
against the person who himself or through his agents prepared the same, it being acknowledged that all

parties have participated in the preparation hereof

Section 14. BINDING AGREEMENT

This Agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, administrators, and assigns of each of the

parties hereto.

Section 15. NOTICES

All notices, demands and other communications required or permitted to be given hereunder shall be in
writing and shall be deemed to have been properly given if delivered by hand or by certified mail, return
receipt requested, postage paid, to the parties' recorder or clerk/auditor as the case may be; or at such

other addresses as may be designated by notice given hereunder.

Section 16. ASSIGNMENT

The parties to this Agreement shall not assign this Agreement, or any part hereof, without the prior
written consent of all other parties to this Agreement. No assignment shall relieve the original parties

from any liability hereunder.



Section 17. GOVERNING LAW

All questions with respect to the construction of this Interlocal Cooperation Agreement, and the rights and

liability of the parties hereto, shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah.

Section 18. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This Agreement shall constitute the entire Agreement between the parties and any prior understanding or
representation of any kind proceeding the date of this Agreement shall not be binding upon either party

except to the extent incorporated in this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties have signed and executed this Interlocal Cooperation

Agreement, after resolutions duly and lawfully passed, on the dates listed below:

UTAH COUNTY

Authorized by Resolution No. , authorized and passed on the __ day of , 2014.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
UTAH COUNTY, UTAH

By:

GARY 1. ANDERSON, Chairman
ATTEST: Bryan Thompson
Utah County Clerk! Auditor

By:

Deputy

APPROVED AS TO PROPER FORM AND
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS:
Jeff Buhman, Utah County Attorney

By:

Deputy Utah County Attorney
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City Council
Staff Report

Revisions to the Site Plan Amendment to Westgate Shops B
(Lot 8 of the *Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision’)

Café Rio
October 21, 2014
Public Meeting

Report Date:
Applicant/Owner:

Location:
Major Street Access:

Parcel Number(s) & Size:

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

Previous Approvals:

October 14, 2014

Bill Gaskill, Amsource Development, Inc. / ARA Saratoga Income
Properties LLC

1513 North Redwood Road

Commerce Drive

66:242:0016, portion of 66:242:0006, ~1.10 acres

RC, Regional Commercial

RC

Existing retail building

Zions Bank, O'Reilly’s Auto Parts

2007, Preliminary and Final Plat review

2009, Site Plan Review

6/26/14, Site Plan Amendment reviewed by PC

4/24/2007, preliminary plat approval for “Saratoga Walmart
Subdivision”

6/12/2007, final plat approval for “Saratoga Walmart Subdivision”
8/25/2009, site plan approval was granted for Saratoga Westgate

Shops B
7/1/14, Site Plan Amendment approved by CC
Land Use Authority: City Council
Future Routing: City Council
Author: Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner
A. Executive Summary:

This is a request for revisions to the Site Plan Amendments that were approved by the City
Council on July 1, 2014 for Westgate Shops B. The amendments that were approved in July
included changes to the elevations of the existing building and a proposal for additional parking
to the west of the site. The current request does not include additional parking, but proposes a
shared parking agreement with neighboring sites and a lot line adjustment to add 10 existing

parking stalls to Lot 8.

Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner

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



Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a public meeting, take public
comment at their discretion, discuss the proposed revisions to the Site Plan
Amendment, and choose from the options in Section “H” of this report. Options include
approval with conditions, continuing the application, or denial.

Background:

The site plan amendments that were presented in July of this year included 15 additional stalls
on the adjacent site with a condition that a lot line adjustment application be submitted to add
these stalls to Lot 6. The applicant was hoping that these could be temporary parking stalls and
that the entire parking lot for Lot 6 could be fully designed at a later date when Lot 6 is designed.
However, there are no provisions in the Engineering standards for temporary stalls and any new
parking would have to meet all current requirements, such as draining into the storm drain
system, oil-water separator, and parking lot lights. Due to the costs to complete the proposed 15
stalls to the standards required of a fully designed parking lot, the applicant has reviewed the
code related to shared parking and would like to request that the City Council approve shared
parking between them and the surrounding businesses.

The proposed revisions to the previously approved amendment include a request for shared
parking and they would like to bring 10 existing stalls into the site through the lot line adjustment
process (the lot line adjustment may be approved at a staff level and the application has been
received) and the dumpster will be relocated. The previously proposed changes to the elevations
will remain as approved by the Council in July.

Specific Request:

This is a request to revise the amendment that was approved by the City Council on July 1, 2014.
The proposed revision eliminates the stalls that were proposed to the west of the site and
includes a request for shared parking. A lot line adjustment is proposed to bring 10 existing stalls
into Lot 8, and a new location is proposed for the dumpster.

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. The City Code also
requires that an applicant hold a neighborhood meeting for any non-residential development
proposal adjacent to developed property in a residential zone. This project is not adjacent to a
residential zone. The public hearing was held with the Planning Commission on June 26, 2014.

Community Review:

Per 19.13.04 of the City Code, this item has been noticed in 7he Daily Herald, and each property
owner within 300 feet of the subject property was sent a letter at least ten calendar days prior to
the June 26, 2014 public hearing with the Planning Commission. As of the completion of this
report, no public input has been received. The City Council approved the previously proposed
amendments on July 1, 2014.

General Plan:

The Land Use Map of the General Plan designates this property for Regional Commercial uses.
The Land Use Element of the General Plan states “Regional Commercial areas shall be
characterized by a variety of retail users including big box retail configured in developments that
provide excellent vehicular access to and from major transportation facilities. Developments
located in Regional Commercial areas shall be designed so as to create efficient, functional
conglomerations of commercial activities.”

Staff Conclusion: consistent. The site and nearby properties are currently zoned RC. The
existing building is occupied by Yogurt Bliss, Dollar Cuts and Pizza Hut; these businesses will
remain in the building. Adjacent businesses include Zion’s Bank and O'Reilly Auto Parts. The site

2.



can be accessed, via cross access easements, from Commerce Drive and Redwood Road. Café Rio
will add variety to the commercial uses in this location. The existing commercial subdivision and
site have been designed to create efficient, functional conglomerations of commercial activities.

Code Criteria:
The parking requirements are in Chapter 19.09, and the Site Plan requirements are in Chapter
19.14. Pertinent requirements from these Chapters and Sections are reviewed below.

Trash storage: can comply. Section 19.14.04 requires trash storage areas to be comparable
with the proposed building and surrounding structures. The existing dumpster enclosure needed
some updates to comply. However, the applicant is requesting to move the dumpster to the west
side of the parking lot. The new dumpster enclosure shall be constructed of materials that match
the building and shall have a metal gate to comply with code.

Parking: up for discussion. Section 19.09.11 (as approved by the City Council on June 3,
2014) outlines the current parking requirements. A 3,465 square foot casual restaurant requires
35 parking stalls. Based on the original approval for “retail sales”, 17 of the original stalls may be
allocated to Café Rio, leaving a deficiency of 18 parking stalls.

The applicant is now proposing to do a lot line adjustment to add 10 existing parking stalls to Lot
8 to be used for Café Rio. These stalls are existing stalls that are currently within the boundaries
of Lot 6 which is undeveloped. They are then requesting a shared parking agreement between
the four sites in this location: Panda Express, O'Reilly’s, Westgate Shops B (Café Rio site), and
Zions Bank.

Section 19.09.10 states:

1. Up to twenty five percent of the required parking may be shared with an adjacent
use upon approval by the City Council. The developer must provide:

a. an agreement granting shared parking or mutual access to the entire parking
lot; and

b. peak demand data by a professional traffic engineer showing that shared
parking will accommodate the uses.

2. In most cases, shared parking areas shall share ingress and egress. This requirement
may be waived when the City Engineer believes that shared accesses are not
feasible. In reviewing the site plans for the shared parking areas, the City Engineer
shall evaluate the need for limited access, appropriate number of curb cuts, shared
driveways, or other facilities that will result in a safer, more efficient parking and
circulation pattern.

Findings:

The applicant has a shared parking agreement in place (attached). The applicant has
provided peak demand data from a professional traffic engineer showing that the shared
parking will accommodate the uses. The attached report indicates that there are 122
parking stalls between all of the uses and that at peak demand times of the day, up to
79 parking stalls are currently being used. The conclusion of the report is that based on
the code requirement of 1 parking stall per 100 square feet for a restaurant (44 stalls
required for Café Rio) that the existing parking can accommodate all of the existing and
proposed uses.

Further review of the site plans indicates that there are more stalls than the traffic
engineer reported.
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Zions Bank — Code required 15 stalls when it was built, and has 15 stalls.

2. Strip mall with Café Rio — Code required 40.5 stalls when this was built. They
have 40 on the site. With the addition of Café Rio the current code will be
applied to Café Rio only. The other uses fall under the versions of the code that
were in place when they were approved. To meet the old code for existing uses
and the new code for Café Rio, they will need 59 stalls. After lot line adjustment
will have 50 stalls (short by 9).

3. O'Reilly’s — Code required 35 stalls when it was built. They have 44 stalls

4. Panda — Code required 11 stalls when this was approved. They have 26 stalls

Totals:
120 stalls required
135 existing stalls

After the lot line adjustment, Lot 8 will have 50 parking stalls; 58 stalls are required for
the uses within Lot 8. All of the surrounding lots meet or exceed the parking
requirements that were in place when the uses were approved. Thus, the request is to
share 8 parking stalls (13% of the requirement for lot 8).

The proposed shared parking request does not exceed more than 25% of the parking
requirement, and the existing parking exceeds the number of stalls that were required
when each site was approved.

Recommendation and Alternatives:
After evaluating the required standards for developments in the RC zone, staff recommends that
the City Council make the following motion:

Recommended Motion:

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, | move that the City Council approve
the revisions to the Westgate Shops B Site Plan Amendment for Café Rio, located at 1513 North
Redwood Road. | also move that the City Council approve the shared parking request, with the
findings and conditions below:”

Findings:

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

2. The proposed site plan amendment 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. Shared parking is approved as requested. 13% of the parking requirement for Café Rio,
which is 8 parking stalls, may be shared with the adjacent sites.

2. A lot line adjustment is required to bring the 10 existing stalls west of the O'Reilly site into
Lot 8.

3. Any other conditions as articulated by the City Council:




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 evidence and explanations received today and the following findings, | move
that the City Council deny the revisions to the Westgate Shops B Site Plan Amendment for Café
Rio and the requested shared parking. Specifically | find that the following standards and/or code
requirements have not been met:”

List Specific Code Standards and Requirements:

Exhibits:

Engineering Staff Report

Zoning / Location map

Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision, Recorded Plat
July 1, 2014 Site Plan

Revised Site Plan

A Trans Parking Utilization Study

Shared Parking Agreement
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