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Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, January 8, 2015 

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

 
 
 

AGENDA 

 

One or more members of the Commission may participate electronically in this meeting. 

 
Regular Session commencing at 6:30 P.M. 

 
Regular Meeting  

 
1. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

2. Roll Call.  
 

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

 
4. Approval of the Planning Commission meeting schedule for 2015. 

 
5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Revisions to the Land Development Code, Section 19.09.11, Required 

Parking. Presented by Sarah Carroll. 
 

6. Concept Plan for Vasa Fitness located at 1523 North Redwood Road, Charlie Hammond, applicant. Presented by Sarah 
Carroll. 

 
7. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Conditional Use and Site Plan for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140 

North, west of Riverbend Development, Blaine Hales, applicant.  Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 
 

8. Public Hearing and Possible Decision: Plat Amendment for Lot 37 in the Aspen Hills subdivision located at 1641 North Lyndi 
Lane, Kevin Tenney, applicant. Presented by Kimber Gabryszak. 

 

9. Approval of Reports of Action. 
 

10. Approval of Minutes: 
 

1. December 11, 2014. 
  

11. Commission Comments. 
 

12. Director’s Report. 
 

13. Adjourn. 
 

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

 



2015 

Annual Notice of Regular Meeting Schedule for the City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission 

Held at the City of Saratoga Springs City Hall located at 1307 North Commerce Drive, 
Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah  

 

Thursday, January 8, 2015        Thursday, January 22, 2015   

Thursday, February 12, 2015    Thursday, February 26, 2015    

Thursday, March 12, 2015    Thursday, March 26, 2015   

Thursday, April 9, 2015     Thursday, April 23, 2015    

Thursday, May 14, 2015     Thursday, May 28, 2015    

Thursday, June 11, 2015    Thursday, June 25, 2015   

Thursday, July 9, 2015     Thursday, July 23, 2015    

Thursday, August 13, 2015    Thursday, August 27, 2015  

Thursday, September 10, 2015    Thursday, September 24, 2015   

Thursday, October 8, 2015    Thursday, October 22, 2015   

Thursday, November 12, 2015    Thursday, December 10, 2015  



 

 

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

kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com 
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     Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 

Code Amendment 

19.09.11 – Required Parking 

January 8, 2015 

Public Hearing 
 

Report Date:    December 24, 2014 

Applicant: Charlie Hammond with HD Saratoga, LLC 

Land Use Authority: City Council 

Future Routing: Public hearing(s) with City Council  

Author:   Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner  

 

 

A. Executive Summary:   
The applicant is requesting amendments to Section 19.09.11. “Required Parking” to reduce the 

requirements for fitness centers. The applicant is proposing that the City reduce the requirement 

from 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet and have indicated that other 

cities where they have constructed require 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet or less.  

 

Recommendation:  

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

comment, discuss the proposed amendments, and choose from the options in Section H of 

this report. Options include a positive recommendation with or without modifications, a negative 

recommendation, or continuance.  

 

B. Background:  The Land Development Code currently requires 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet for 

fitness centers. The applicant has constructed fitness centers in other locations in Utah and has 

indicated that this requirement is higher than other cities where they have constructed. The table 

below indicates cities where VASA Fitness (formerly Gold’s Gym) is located, along with the 

respective parking requirement and the amount the applicant provided.  

 

 
  

 

 



Additional research indicates the following requirements for nearby cities:  

 

City Land Use Required stalls 

per 1,000 sq. ft. 

Stalls required 

for a 20,000 sq. ft.  

building 

Saratoga Springs Fitness Center 6 per 1,000 120 

Eagle Mountain Commercial, over 10,000 sq. ft.  5 per 1,000 100 

Provo  Health Clubs 5 per 1,000 100 

Orem Gymnasium and Athletic Club 4 per 1,000 80 

Bluffdale Health Club 5 per 1,000 100 

West Jordan Fitness Center 6.66 per 1,000 133 

Draper Recreation/Entertainment Indoor 

OR  

Personal Instruction Service 

3 per 1,000  

OR 

5 per 1,000  

60 

OR 

100 

  

C. Specific Request:  
This is a request to amend Section 19.09.11, “Required Parking” to reduce the requirement for 

fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet.  

 

D. Process: Section 19.17.03 of the Code outlines the process for an amendment: 

 

1. The Planning Commission shall review the petition and make its recommendation to the 

City Council within thirty days of the receipt of the petition.  

Complies. The application was received on December 16, 2014, and the hearing is 

January 8, 2015.  

 

2. The Planning Commission shall recommend adoption of proposed amendments only where 

it finds the proposed amendment furthers the purpose of the Saratoga Springs Land Use 

Element of the General Plan and that changed conditions make the proposed amendment 

necessary to fulfill the purposes of this Title.  

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

 

3. The Planning Commission and City Council shall provide the notice and hold a public 

hearing as required by the Utah Code. For an application which concerns a specific parcel 

of property, the City shall provide the notice required by Chapter 19.13 for a public 

hearing.  

Complies. Please see Section E of this report. After the Planning Commission 

recommendation, a public hearing will be scheduled with the City Council.  

 

4. For an application which does not concern a specific parcel of property, the City shall 

provide the notice required for a public hearing except that notice is not required to be sent 

to property owners directly affected by the application or to property owners within 300 

feet of the property included in the application.  

Complies. Please see Section E of this report.  

 

E. Community Review: Per Section 19.17.03 of the City Code, this item has been noticed as a 

public hearing in the Daily Herald; while the request is by one property owner, these amendments 



are City-wide and no mailed notice was required. As of the date of this report, no public input has 

been received.  

 

A public hearing with the City Council has been scheduled and will be noticed for January 20, 

2015.  

 

F. General Plan:  

 

Land Use Element 

The General Plan has stated goals of responsible growth management, the provision of orderly and 

efficient development that is compatible with both the natural and built environment, 

establishment of a strong community identity in the City of Saratoga Springs, and implementation 

of ordinances and guidelines to assure quality of development.  

 

Staff conclusion: consistent 

 The parking requirements are important to growth management and orderly and efficient 

development. The current parking requirement for fitness centers is 6 per 1,000 square feet which 

is more than the applicant has provided at facilities that they have recently constructed or 

expanded in other cities in Utah such as Riverton, Salt Lake City,  South Jordan, Tooele, and 

Sandy. Additional research by staff indicates that many nearby cities require 5 stalls per 1,000 

square feet. The applicant provided data collected throughout the day on Thursday October 16, 

2014 reflecting the number of hourly visits at their South Jordan location which is a 20,000 square 

foot building. On that day the busiest times of day were 5:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with 77 visitors. 

If each visitor drove a car at the peak times, this equates to a demand for 77 stalls for a 20,000 

square foot building OR 3.86 stalls per 1,000 square feet.   

 

 The goals and objectives of the General Plan are not negatively affected by the proposed 

amendments, community goals will be met, and community identity will be maintained.   

 

G. Code Criteria:  
 

Code amendments are a legislative decision; therefore the City Council has significant 

discretion when considering changes to the Code.  

 

The criteria for an ordinance (Code) change are outlined below, and act as guidance to the Council 

in making a decision, and to the Commission in making a recommendation. Note that the criteria 

are not binding.  

 

19.17.04 Consideration of General Plan, Ordinance, or Zoning Map 

Amendment 

 

The Planning Commission and City Council shall consider, but not be bound by, the 

following criteria when deciding whether to recommend or grant a general plan, ordinance, 

or zoning map amendment:  

 

1. The proposed change will conform to the Land Use Element and other provisions of 

the General Plan; 



Consistent. See Section F of this report.  

 

2. the proposed change will not decrease nor otherwise adversely affect the health, safety, 

convenience, morals, or general welfare of the public;  

Consistent. The amendment will result in fitness centers that are not over-parked 

and will not adversely affect the health, safety, convenience, morals, or general 

welfare of the public.   

 

3. the proposed change will more fully carry out the general purposes and intent of this 

Title and any other ordinance of the City; and 

Consistent. The stated purposes of the Code are found in section 19.01.04: 

1. The purpose of this Title, and for which reason it is deemed necessary, and for 

which it is designed and enacted, is to preserve and promote the health, safety, 

morals, convenience, order, fiscal welfare, and the general welfare of the City, 

its present and future inhabitants, and the public generally, and in particular to: 

a. encourage and facilitate the orderly growth and expansion of the City; 

b. secure economy in governmental expenditures; 

c. provide adequate light, air, and privacy to meet the ordinary or 

common requirements of happy, convenient, and comfortable living of 

the municipality’s inhabitants, and to foster a wholesome social 

environment; 

d. enhance the economic well-being of the municipality and its 

inhabitants; 

e. facilitate adequate provisions for transportation, water, sewer, schools, 

parks, recreation, storm drains, and other public requirements; 

f. prevent the overcrowding of land, the undue concentration of 

population, and promote environmentally friendly open space; 

g. stabilize and conserve property values; 

h. encourage the development of an attractive and beautiful community; 

and 

i. promote the development of the City of Saratoga Springs in 

accordance with the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

 

The amendment is to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers so that it is 

more consistent with parking requirements in neighboring cities and does not 

create an over-abundance of unused parking stalls.  

 

4. in balancing the interest of the petitioner with the interest of the public, community 

interests will be better served by making the proposed change.  

Consistent. The proposed change will modify the parking requirement for fitness 

centers so it is similar to what neighboring cities require.  

  

H. Recommendation / Options: 

 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, discuss any public 

input received, and choose from the options below.  

 

 



Option A – Positive Recommendation  

   

  Possible Motion:  

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to forward a positive 

recommendation to the City Council for the proposed amendment to Section 19.09.11 “Required  

Parking” to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet 

to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet, with the Findings below: 

 

Findings: 

1. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.1, General Plan, as outlined in 

Sections F and G of this report and incorporated herein by reference, by supporting the 

goals and policies of the General Plan. 

2. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.2 as outlined in Section G of this 

report and incorporated herein by reference, and will not decrease nor otherwise 

adversely affect the health, safety, convenience, morals, or general welfare of the 

public.   

3. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.3 as outlined in Section G of this 

report and incorporated herein by reference.  

4. The amendments are consistent with Section 19.17.04.4 as outlined in Section G of this 

report, and incorporated herein by reference. 

 

 

Option B – Continuance  

 

Possible Motion:  

“I move to continue the amendments to Section 19.09.11 of the Code to a future meeting and 

request the following information:  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Option C – Negative Recommendation 

 

  Possible Motion:  

“Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move to forward a negative 

recommendation to the City Council for the proposed amendment to Section 19.09.11 “Required  

Parking” to reduce the parking requirement for fitness centers from 6 stalls per 1,000 square feet 

to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet, with the Findings below: 

 

Findings 

1. The amendments do not comply with Section 19.17.04(1), General Plan, as articulated 

by the Commission:_____________________________________________________ 

2. The amendments do not comply with Section 19.17.04, sub paragraphs 2, 3, and/or 4 as 

articulated by the Commission: ____________________________________________ 

3. ______________________________________________________________________ 

4. ______________________________________________________________________ 

5. ______________________________________________________________________ 

 



I. Exhibits:   

 

1. Proposed change to ordinance  

2. Applicant request letter and research  

 

 

 



Exhibit 1 

 
19.09.11.  Required Minimum Parking by Zone. 

 

Fitness Center (5,000 sq. ft. or less)   6 5 stalls per 1000 sq. ft. 

Fitness Center (5001 sq.ft. or larger) 6 5 stalls per 1000 sq. ft. 
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Exhibit 2, letter from applicant
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Exhibit 2:
Hourly visits at South Jordan Location
Thursday 10/16/14
Facility is 20,000 square feet
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Exhibit 2, data provided by applicant from recent build or expansion of sites, included on page 1 of staff report
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Exhibit 2, Spanish Fork Expansion Required parking: 4 stalls per 1,000 sq.ft. for the gym area
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Exhibit 2: Tooele expansion
Required Parking: 3.33 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft.
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Text Box
SLC, Brickyard Plaza expansion
Required Parking: 3 stalls per 1,000 sq. ft. 



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 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Planning Commission 

Staff Report 

 

Concept Plan 

VASA Fitness 

January 8, 2014 

Public Meeting 
 

Report Date:    December 24, 2014 
Project Request / Type  Concept Plan   

Applicant: HD Saratoga, LLC / Charlie Hammond 

Location:   ~1523 North Redwood Road  
Major Street Access:  Redwood Road 

Parcel Number(s) and size: 66:242:0006, ~2 acres  
General Plan Designation: Regional Commercial 

Zone:    Regional Commercial (RC) 

Adjacent Zoning:  Regional Commercial (RC) 
Current Use:   Vacant  

Adjacent Uses: Walmart, Zions Bank, T-Mobile, Dollar Cuts, Café Rio, O’Reilly 
Auto Parts, Panda Express  

Previous Meetings:  Walmart Final Plat was approved 6-12-07  
Land Use Authority: Review required by PC and CC  

Future Routing: City Council   

Planner:   Sarah Carroll, Senior Planner 
 

 

 

A. Executive Summary:  
This is a request for review of a Concept Plan for VASA Fitness within the RC zone, to be located 

at 1523 North Redwood Road, on Lot 6 of the Walmart Subdivision Plat. The plans indicate a 

15,000 square foot building with a 5,000 square foot mezzanine. Per Section 19.09.11, 120 
parking stalls are required (for 20,000 square feet). The plans indicate 106 total parking stalls 

and the applicant is requesting a code amendment to the parking requirement for fitness centers 
under a separate application.  

 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission conduct a public meeting and 

provide informal direction to the applicant and staff regarding the conceptual 
subdivision. No official motion or recommendation is provided for Concept Plans. 

 
B. Background:  

Lot 6 was created with the “Saratoga Wal-Mart Subdivision” plat that was recorded in 2007 

(attached). The plat indicates that Lot 6 is 2.06 acres. A recent lot line adjustment between Lot 6 
and Lot 8 was recorded on November 6, 2014 and reduced Lot 6 to 1.99 acres.   
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C. Specific Request:  

This is a request for review of the Concept plan for VASA fitness, located in the RC zone. 
 

D. Process:  
Section 19.13.05 outlines the process for Concept Plans and states:  

 

1. A Concept Plan application shall be submitted before the filing of an application for 
subdivision or Site Plan approval unless the subdivision was part of a previous Concept 

Plan application within the last two years and the application does not significantly 
deviate from the previous Concept Plan. 

2. The Concept Plan review involves an informal conference with the developer and the 
City’s Development Review Committee and an informal review of the plan by the 

Planning Commission and City Council. The developer shall receive comments from the 

Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council to guide the 
developer in the preparation of subsequent applications.  

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

ii. The Development Review Committee, Planning Commission, and City Council 

comments shall not be binding, but shall only be used for information in the 
preparation of the development permit application. 

 
E. Community Review:  

There is no requirement to notice concept plans because the comments received from the 
Planning Commission and City Council are not binding.  Formal community interaction will occur 

once a formal public hearing is scheduled for site plan review. 

 
F. 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: complies. The site and nearby properties are currently zoned RC. Nearby 

uses include Walmart, Zions Bank, T-Mobile, Dollar Cuts, Café Rio, O’Reilly Auto Parts, Panda 
Express, etc. The proposed access is off of a shared drive isle that has access onto West 

Commerce Drive, Redwood Road, and SR 73; the direct access points line up with access to 
adjacent businesses. The abutting commercial uses do not include a fitness center; thus, this 

business will contribute to the conglomeration of commercial activities. The proposed business 
location and proposed access locations will contribute to functional conglomerations of commercial 

activities by lining up with access to adjacent uses and increasing the variety of uses in this 

location.  
 

G. Code Criteria:  
The requirements for the RC zone are outlined in Section 19.04.22. The parking requirements are 

in Chapter 19.09 and the Site Plan requirements are in Chapter 19.14. Pertinent sections of these 

Chapters and sections are reviewed below.   
 

Permitted or Conditional Uses: can comply.  Section 19.04.07 lists all of the permitted and 
conditional uses allowed in the RC zone.  The proposed fitness center is larger than 5,000 square 

feet and is thus a conditional use in the RC zone. A conditional use application is required with 
the site plan application.  
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Minimum Lot Sizes: complies. The minimum lot size in the RC zone is 20,000 square feet. 

The subject lot is approximately two acres.  
 

Setbacks and Yard Requirements: up for discussion. Section 19.04.22 outlines the 
setbacks requirements for the RC zone.  

 

i. Front:  Not less than twenty feet.  
 
Complies. The front of the building is the north elevation and will face West 
Commerce Drive. The plans indicate a 20 foot setback.  

   
ii. Sides:  Thirty feet where adjacent to a residential or agricultural zone, twenty 

feet when adjacent to all other zones. The City Council may reduce the side 

setback to ten feet if in its judgment the reduction provides a more attractive 
and efficient use of the property. 

  
Up for discussion. The applicant is requesting a side yard setback of 10 feet on 
the west side of the building. West of the subject site is a detention basin for 
Walmart that will remain as green space and is approximately 60 feet wide. This 
creates a buffer on the west side of the building and reduces the need for a 20 
foot side setback.  

 

iii. Rear:  Twenty feet for all uses except where a rear yard is located adjacent to a 
residential or agricultural zone. In those cases, the rear yard shall be increased 

to thirty feet. In the event that the rear of a building faces an arterial or collector 

street, there shall be a setback of forty feet. 
 

 Complies. The rear of the building will face the proposed parking lot and will 
also provide the main access to the building. The setback exceeds 20 feet. The 
applicant has stated that the north side of the building will be designed with a 
front façade.  

 
i. Exceptions: The City Council may reduce no more than one setback requirement 

by up to ten feet if in its judgment the reduction provides a more attractive and 

efficient use of the property. 

 
Complies. The applicant is only requesting one exception.  
 

ii. Other general requirements: In addition to the specific setback requirements 

noted above, no building shall be closer than five feet from any private road, 
driveway, or parking space. The intent of this requirement is to provide for 

building foundation landscaping and to provide protection to the building. 

Exceptions may be made for any part of the building that may contain an 
approved drive-up window. 

 
Complies. The proposed building is further than five feet from the private drive 
to the east that provides access to the site.  

 
Structure Height: complies. No structure in this zone shall be taller than 50 feet. The 
conceptual rear elevation is attached and indicates a height of 32 feet.   
 

Maximum Lot Coverage: complies. The maximum lot coverage in this zone is fifty percent. 
The proposed site is 1.99 acre. The proposed building footprint is 15,000 square feet (0.34 

acres).  
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Minimum Building Size: complies. Individual structures within this zone shall be a minimum 

of 1,000 square feet above grade. The proposed building is 20,000 square feet above grade.  
 

Development Standards: The following development standards shall apply to the Regional 
Commercial Zone:  

a. Architectural Review. The Planning Commission shall review the Site Plan and building 

elevations. The Planning Commission may offer recommendations for Architectural 
design of buildings and structures to assure compatibility with adjacent development and 

the vision of the Land Use Element of the General Plan.  
 

Can comply. The conceptual rear elevation is attached for review and comment. All four 
elevations will be submitted with the site plan application.  
 

b. Landscaping.  
i. Required front yard areas, and other yard areas facing a public street, shall have 

a landscaped area of not less than twenty feet (or as reduced in Subsection 5.b. 
above) as approved through the Site Plan review process.  

ii. There shall be a minimum of ten feet of landscaping between parking areas and 

side or rear property lines adjacent to agricultural and residential land uses.  
iii. All landscaping shall be completed in accordance with the approved Site Plan and 

shall be installed prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the 
building.  

iv. The Building Official may approve exceptions as seasonal conditions warrant. 
v. Any proposed change to the approved landscaping plan will require an amended 

Site Plan approval.  

vi. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner to maintain all approved 
landscaping in accordance with the approved Site Plan and in compliance with 

the requirements of Chapter 19.06, Landscaping. 
 

Can Comply.  
i. The front yard area along West Commerce Drive will include not less than 20 

feet of landscaping.  
ii. The site is not adjacent to agricultural or residential land uses.  
iii. The landscaping shall be inspected prior to issuance of a certificate of 

occupancy. 
 

Uses Within Buildings: Complies. This section requires all uses to be conducted entirely 

within an enclosed building except for those deemed by the City Council to be customarily and 
appropriately conducted outside such as automobile refueling stations and gas pumps. The 
proposed business is a fitness center. No outdoor uses are proposed.   
 

Trash storage: Reviewed with Site Plan application. Section 19.14.04.5. requires trash 

storage areas to be comparable with the proposed building and surrounding structures. This will 
be reviewed with the site plan application as this information is not required for concept plan 
review. The trash storage area is identified on the concept plan and appears to include three foot 
landscape buffers on both sides.   
 

Buffering/Screening Requirements: Can comply. This section requires fencing or 
landscaping to buffer uses in the RC zone that abut Agricultural or residential uses. This section 

also requires a minimum number of both deciduous and evergreen trees. There are not any 
abutting agricultural or residential uses. Landscape requirements will be reviewed with the site 
plan application as this information is not required for concept plan review.   
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Landscaping Requirements: complies. Twenty percent of the total project area is required to 

be landscaped and all sensitive lands shall be protected. The plans indicate 21.2% of the site will 
be landscaped. No sensitive lands have been identified within the project area.  
 
Sensitive Lands: complies. Sensitive lands shall not be included in the base acreage when 

calculating the number of ERUs permitted in any development. This site does not have any 
sensitive lands.  
 

Parking: up for discussion. Section 19.09.11 requires specific numbers of parking stalls based 
on specific land uses and requires 6 stalls per 1000 square feet for fitness centers. The concept 
plan indicates 5.3 parking stalls per 1000 square feet. The applicant has indicated that this 
requirement exceeds the requirements in other Cities and exceeds their needs based on typical 
use at their other sites and have submitted a request for a code amendment to reduce this 
requirement to 5 stalls per 1,000 square feet.  
 

Landscaping in Parking Areas: can comply. Section 19.09.08 lists landscaping requirements 
for parking areas. The plans appear to meet the requirements, but they will be reviewed in 
further detail with the site plan application.   
 

H. Recommendation and Alternatives:  

No official action should be taken.  The Planning Commission should provide general direction 
and input to help the developer prepare for formal Site Plan application. 

 
Staff recommends the following: 

 

1. All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met, including those listed in the attached 
report. 

2. All requirements of the Fire Chief shall be met. 
3. That the Planning Commission and City Council discuss the requested side yard 

reduction.  

4. The proposed number of parking stalls does not comply with the current code and the 
applicant has submitted a code amendment application to reduce this requirement. This 

will be a separate item on the same agenda as this concept plan.  
 

I. Exhibits: 

1. Engineering Staff Report 
2. Location Map 

3. Saratoga Wal-mart Subdivision 
4. Concept Site Plan 

5. Conceptual Rear Elevation 
 



 

City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  VASA Fitness              
Date: January 1, 2015 
Type of Item:   Concept Plan Review 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The applicant has submitted a concept plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  HD Saratoga, LLC / Charlie Hammond 
Request:  Concept Plan 
Location:  1523 N. Redwood Road 
Acreage:  2.064 acres - 1 lot 

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

following items for consideration into the development of their project and construction 
drawings. 

 
D. Proposed Items for Consideration:   

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

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

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

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

 
C. Comply with the Land Development Codes regarding the disturbance of 30%+ 

slopes. 
 
D. Incorporate a grading and drainage design that protects homes and buildings 

from upland flows. 
 
E. Project must meet the City Ordinance for Storm Water release (0.2 cfs/acre for all 

developed property) and all UPDES and NPDES project construction 
requirements.  Water shall be cleaned to City Standards prior to discharge. 

 



F. Developer shall meet all applicable city ordinances and engineering conditions 
and requirements in the preparation of the Construction Drawings. 

 
G. Project bonding must be completed as approved by the City Engineer prior to 

recordation of plats. 
 
H. All review comments and redlines provided by the City Engineer are to be 

complied with and implemented into the construction drawings. 
 
I. All work to conform to the City of Saratoga Springs Standard Technical 

Specifications, most recent edition. 
 
J. Developer shall prepare and record easements to the City for all public utilities 

not located in a public right-of-way. 
 

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

 
 



 

 

ZONING / LOCATION MAP, PROPERTY IS ZONED RC 

SITE 







 

  
Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 

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

801-766-9793 x107  •  801-766-9794 fax 
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   Mixed	
  Use	
  
Zone:	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   Mixed	
  Use	
  
Adjacent	
  Zoning:	
   	
   	
   Agriculture,	
  R-­‐14,	
  R-­‐18	
  
Current	
  Use:	
   	
   	
   	
   Vacant	
  
Adjacent	
  Uses:	
  	
   	
   	
   Residential,	
  Vacant	
  
Previous	
  Meetings:	
   	
   	
   Riverbend	
  MDA	
  Extension	
  approved	
  June,	
  2014	
  

Riverbend	
  Commercial	
  Plat	
  approved	
  March	
  11,	
  2008	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Authority:	
   	
   City	
  Council	
  
Future	
  Routing:	
   	
   CC	
  
Planner:	
   	
   	
   	
   Kimber	
  Gabryszak	
  

	
  
	
  
A.	
  	
   Executive	
  Summary:	
  	
  	
  

The	
  applicant,	
  Blaine	
  Hales	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  owner,	
  is	
  requesting	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  
Conditional	
  Use	
  Permit	
  (CUP),	
  for	
  a	
  ~9500	
  sq.ft.	
  medical	
  office	
  building	
  on	
  a	
  1.6	
  acre	
  parcel	
  adjacent	
  
to	
  Redwood	
  Road	
  in	
  the	
  Riverbend	
  development.	
  Both	
  a	
  Rezone	
  and	
  General	
  Plan	
  Amendment	
  to	
  
change	
  the	
  property	
  to	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  were	
  approved	
  on	
  November	
  18,	
  2014;	
  a	
  Concept	
  
Plan	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  use	
  was	
  also	
  reviewed	
  at	
  that	
  time.	
  	
  

	
  
Staff	
  Recommendation:	
  	
  
Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  public	
  hearings	
  and	
  take	
  public	
  comment,	
  
discuss	
  the	
  applications,	
  and	
  consider	
  making	
  a	
  recommendation	
  on	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  CUP	
  
applications	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  Options	
  include	
  a	
  positive	
  recommendation	
  as	
  proposed	
  or	
  with	
  
modifications,	
  negative	
  recommendation,	
  or	
  continuance,	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  	
  

	
  
B.	
   BACKGROUND:	
  	
  

The	
  Riverbend	
  commercial	
  lots	
  were	
  approved	
  in	
  March	
  of	
  2008	
  under	
  the	
  Riverbend	
  Master	
  
Development	
  Agreement	
  (MDA).	
  The	
  property	
  was	
  zoned	
  Mixed	
  Use	
  in	
  anticipation	
  of	
  potential	
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mixed	
  commercial,	
  office,	
  and	
  residential	
  development	
  on	
  the	
  property,	
  however	
  the	
  applicants	
  wish	
  
to	
  pursue	
  only	
  commercial.	
  	
  
	
  
Exhibit	
  B-­‐1	
  of	
  the	
  MDA	
  requires	
  the	
  “southernmost	
  mixed	
  use	
  building”	
  to	
  be	
  constructed	
  prior	
  to	
  
any	
  structures	
  in	
  Phase	
  4.	
  The	
  MDA	
  was	
  amended	
  in	
  July	
  2014	
  to	
  extend	
  the	
  term	
  and	
  modify	
  the	
  
remaining	
  residential	
  units	
  from	
  a	
  townhome	
  format	
  to	
  a	
  two-­‐family	
  and	
  three-­‐family	
  format;	
  as	
  part	
  
of	
  that	
  amendment,	
  the	
  mixed-­‐use	
  timeframe	
  limitations	
  were	
  removed.	
  Regardless,	
  this	
  building	
  
has	
  been	
  submitted	
  for	
  approval	
  prior	
  to	
  or	
  concurrently	
  with	
  the	
  residential	
  units	
  in	
  phase	
  4.	
  	
  
	
  
CONCEPT	
  PLAN	
  
The	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  reviewed	
  a	
  concept	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  medical	
  office	
  on	
  October	
  23,	
  
2014	
  and	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  reviewed	
  the	
  plan	
  on	
  November	
  18,	
  2014	
  (Exhibit	
  3).	
  The	
  City	
  Council	
  also	
  
approved	
  a	
  Rezone	
  and	
  General	
  Plan	
  Amendment	
  to	
  designate	
  the	
  property	
  Neighborhood	
  
Commercial	
  to	
  facilitate	
  the	
  proposed	
  use.	
  Minutes	
  from	
  these	
  meetings	
  are	
  attached	
  (Exhibits	
  9	
  and	
  
10).	
  	
  
	
  
UDC	
  
The	
  Urban	
  Design	
  Committee	
  reviewed	
  the	
  application	
  on	
  November	
  7,	
  2014,	
  at	
  which	
  time	
  the	
  
architecture	
  was	
  reviewed	
  more	
  thoroughly.	
  Their	
  comments	
  are	
  below:	
  

o White	
  color	
  –	
  you	
  can	
  get	
  too	
  white.	
  Ensure	
  the	
  white	
  is	
  not	
  too	
  glaring	
  or	
  stark.	
  White	
  can	
  be	
  
reflective,	
  hard	
  to	
  look	
  at,	
  e.g.	
  white	
  vinyl	
  fences	
  are	
  glaring	
  with	
  sun	
  on	
  them.	
  How	
  will	
  the	
  
white	
  color	
  look	
  when	
  things	
  start	
  rusting,	
  dripping,	
  showing	
  water	
  stains.	
  	
  

o Discussion	
  on	
  compatibility:	
  
• Compatible	
  does	
  not	
  mean	
  “the	
  same”	
  
• The	
  City	
  should	
  embrace	
  some	
  modern	
  architecture	
  
• Scale	
  is	
  compatible	
  
• They	
  do	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  a	
  large	
  a	
  larger	
  version	
  of	
  the	
  townhomes	
  here	
  
• Times	
  Square	
  vs.	
  this	
  site	
  –	
  if	
  this	
  site	
  gets	
  ahead	
  of	
  Times	
  Square	
  in	
  the	
  

process	
  Times	
  Square	
  may	
  have	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  compatible	
  with	
  this	
  architecture	
  
• Variety	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  positive	
  element	
  in	
  a	
  City	
  

o South/Rear	
  elevation	
  –	
  concern	
  that	
  this	
  elevation	
  is	
  too	
  monotonous.	
  Needs	
  to	
  be	
  broken	
  up	
  
through	
  additional	
  treatment.	
  

	
  
The	
  architect	
  has	
  since	
  provided	
  additional	
  clarification:	
  

o The	
  white	
  stucco	
  was	
  used	
  to	
  compliment	
  and	
  contrast	
  with	
  the	
  other	
  colors	
  and	
  materials	
  
used	
  on	
  the	
  building.	
  	
  It	
  communicates	
  a	
  clean,	
  professional	
  Health	
  Care	
  Facility,	
  which	
  has	
  its	
  
own	
  identity	
  and	
  recognition.	
  	
  

o We	
  can	
  add	
  more	
  rock	
  to	
  break	
  the	
  white.	
  	
  
o The	
  rooftop	
  mechanical	
  will	
  be	
  concealed	
  partially	
  by	
  the	
  parapet	
  walls.	
  	
  A	
  screen	
  will	
  be	
  

around	
  each	
  unit.	
  TBD	
  
o All	
  materials	
  used	
  will	
  be	
  located	
  on	
  each	
  elevation.	
  

	
  
C.	
   SPECIFIC	
  REQUEST:	
  	
  
	
   The	
  Site	
  Plan	
  is	
  for	
  an	
  approximately	
  9596	
  sq.ft.	
  medical	
  office	
  building	
  with	
  three	
  separate	
  units.	
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“Office,	
  Medical”	
  is	
  a	
  conditional	
  use	
  in	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  zone.	
  The	
  applicants	
  have	
  
requested	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  CUP	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan.	
  	
  

	
  
D.	
   PROCESS	
  

	
  
Site	
  Plan	
  
Section	
  19.13	
  summarizes	
  the	
  processes	
  for	
  Site	
  Plans,	
  and	
  19.14	
  outlines	
  the	
  requirements	
  for	
  Site	
  
Plans.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  development	
  review	
  process	
  for	
  Site	
  Plan	
  approval	
  involves	
  a	
  formal	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  request	
  by	
  the	
  
Planning	
  Commission	
  in	
  a	
  public	
  hearing,	
  with	
  a	
  formal	
  recommendation	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  
Council.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  Council	
  will	
  then	
  formally	
  approve	
  or	
  deny	
  the	
  site	
  plan	
  request	
  in	
  a	
  public	
  meeting.	
  	
  
	
  
Conditional	
  Use	
  
Sections	
  19.13	
  and	
  19.15	
  of	
  the	
  Code	
  outline	
  the	
  process	
  for	
  new	
  Conditional	
  Uses,	
  which	
  follows	
  the	
  
same	
  process	
  as	
  a	
  new	
  Site	
  Plan:	
  public	
  hearing	
  and	
  recommendation	
  by	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission,	
  
and	
  final	
  action	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
  	
  
	
  

E.	
   COMMUNITY	
  REVIEW:	
  	
  
The	
  CUP	
  and	
  Site	
  Plan	
  applications	
  have	
  been	
  noticed	
  as	
  public	
  hearings	
  in	
  the	
  Daily	
  Herald,	
  and	
  
mailed	
  notice	
  sent	
  to	
  all	
  property	
  owners	
  within	
  300	
  feet	
  at	
  least	
  10	
  days	
  prior	
  to	
  this	
  meeting.	
  As	
  of	
  
the	
  date	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  no	
  public	
  input	
  has	
  been	
  received.	
  

	
  
F.	
   GENERAL	
  PLAN:	
  	
  	
  

The	
  site	
  is	
  designated	
  as	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  on	
  the	
  adopted	
  Future	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map.	
  The	
  goal	
  
and	
  intent	
  of	
  this	
  designation	
  is	
  below:	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Neighborhood	
   Commercial.	
   The	
   Neighborhood	
   Commercial	
   designation	
   is	
   intended	
   to	
  
identify	
  locations	
  where	
  small-­‐scale	
  neighborhood	
  oriented	
  commercial	
  developments	
  are	
  to	
  
be	
  located.	
  These	
  commercial	
  developments	
  are	
  to	
  provide	
  goods	
  and	
  services	
  that	
  are	
  used	
  
on	
  a	
  daily	
  basis	
  by	
  the	
  surrounding	
  residents.	
  	
  
	
  
Tenant	
   spaces	
   in	
   these	
   areas	
   shall	
   be	
   limited	
   to	
   10,000	
   square	
   feet.	
   Neighborhood	
  
Commercial	
   developments	
   should	
   be	
   large	
   enough	
   to	
   accommodate	
   functioning	
   traffic	
  
patterns	
  but	
  should	
  not	
  exceed	
  5	
  acres	
  in	
  size.	
  	
  

	
  
Parcels	
   considered	
   for	
   this	
   designation	
   should	
   be	
   located	
   in	
   close	
   proximity	
   to	
   residential	
  
areas	
  where	
   pedestrian	
   activity	
   between	
   residents	
   and	
   the	
   development	
   is	
   likely	
   to	
   occur.	
  
Improvements	
  such	
  as	
  trails,	
  seating	
  and	
  lighting	
  that	
  would	
  help	
  create	
  gathering	
  spaces	
  and	
  
promote	
   pedestrian	
   activity	
   are	
   expected	
   and	
   shall	
   be	
   considered	
   and	
   essential	
   part	
   of	
  
developments	
  in	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  areas.	
  	
  
	
  
Developments	
  in	
  these	
  areas	
  shall	
  contain	
  landscaping	
  and	
  recreational	
  features	
  as	
  per	
  the	
  
City’s	
  Parks	
  and	
  Trails	
  Element	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan.	
  

	
  
Staff	
  analysis:	
  Consistent.	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  requesting	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  medical	
  office	
  development	
  that	
  
would	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  smaller	
  building	
  size	
  and	
  small-­‐scale	
  use	
  as	
  contemplated	
  by	
  the	
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Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  land	
  use	
  designation.	
  Trail	
  connectivity	
  and	
  appropriate	
  landscaping	
  are	
  
proposed.	
  	
  

	
  
G.	
   CODE	
  CRITERIA:	
  	
  

	
  
19.04,	
  Land	
  Use	
  Zones	
  (reviewed	
  according	
  to	
  NC	
  zone)	
  –	
  Complies	
  	
  

o Use	
  –	
  medical	
  office,	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  in	
  the	
  zone.	
  	
  
o Setbacks	
  –	
  25’	
  front/side/rear.	
  10’	
  reduction	
  requested	
  along	
  Redwood	
  Road.	
  Complies	
  if	
  

Council	
  grants	
  10’	
  reduction.	
  	
  
o Lot	
  width,	
  depth,	
  size,	
  coverage	
  –	
  100’	
  width/frontage,	
  50%	
  coverage,	
  15,000	
  max	
  size,	
  

complies	
  	
  
o Dwelling/Building	
  size	
  –	
  maximum	
  15,000	
  sq.ft.	
  per	
  building.	
  Complies	
  at	
  9596	
  sq.ft.	
  
o Height	
  –	
  35’	
  maximum,	
  complies	
  
o Open	
  Space	
  /	
  Landscaping	
  –	
  25%	
  required,	
  0.62	
  acres	
  =	
  ~44%	
  provided	
  
o Sensitive	
  Lands	
  –	
  n/a	
  
o Trash	
  –	
  provided	
  	
  
	
  

19.06,	
  Landscaping	
  and	
  Fencing	
  –	
  Complies	
  with	
  conditions	
  	
  
o General	
  Provisions	
  	
  

§ Automatic	
  irrigation	
  required	
  
§ Sight	
  triangles	
  must	
  be	
  protected	
  
§ All	
  refuse	
  areas	
  (including	
  dumpsters)	
  must	
  be	
  screened	
  
§ Tree	
  replacement	
  required	
  if	
  mature	
  trees	
  removed	
  

o Landscaping	
  Plan	
  –	
  provided	
  	
  
o Planting	
  Standards	
  &	
  Design	
  –	
  complies	
  

§ Tree	
  size:	
  complies.	
  2”	
  caliper	
  deciduous,	
  1.5”	
  caliper	
  decorative,	
  6’	
  height	
  evergreen.	
  
§ Shrub	
  size:	
  complies.	
  Most	
  are	
  5	
  gallon,	
  exceeding	
  the	
  requirement	
  for	
  25%	
  to	
  be	
  5	
  

gallon.	
  
§ Water	
  conserving:	
  complies.	
  A	
  number	
  of	
  drought	
  tolerant	
  species	
  are	
  proposed,	
  and	
  

a	
  large	
  amount	
  of	
  rock	
  beds	
  with	
  shrubs.	
  
§ Rock	
  limitation	
  at	
  shrub/tree	
  base:	
  complies.	
  Mulch	
  ring	
  around	
  trees	
  and	
  mulch	
  area	
  

around	
  shrub	
  base	
  provided.	
  
o Amount	
  -­‐	
  complies	
  

§ Deciduous	
  Trees:	
  7	
  for	
  15,000	
  sq.ft.	
  plus	
  1	
  per	
  additional	
  3000	
  sq.ft.	
  of	
  landscaped	
  
area.	
  	
  

• 26,305	
  sq.ft.	
  =	
  7	
  +	
  3	
  =	
  10	
  trees	
  
• 26	
  provided	
  

§ Evergreen	
  Trees:	
  5	
  for	
  15,000	
  sq.ft.	
  plus	
  1	
  per	
  additional	
  3000	
  sq.ft.	
  of	
  landscaped	
  
area.	
  

• 26,305	
  sq.ft.	
  =	
  5	
  +	
  3	
  =	
  8	
  
• 11	
  provided	
  

§ Shrubs:	
  	
  25	
  for	
  15,000	
  sq.ft.	
  plus	
  1	
  per	
  additional	
  3000	
  sq.ft.	
  of	
  landscaped	
  area.	
  
• 26,305	
  =	
  25	
  +	
  3	
  =	
  28	
  
• 148	
  provided	
  

§ Turf:	
  minimum	
  of	
  25%	
  required.	
  39.5%	
  provided.	
  
§ Planting	
  and	
  shrub	
  beds:	
  maximum	
  of	
  75%.	
  60.5%	
  provided.	
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o Fencing	
  &	
  Screening	
  –	
  complies	
  with	
  condition	
  to	
  provide	
  screening	
  
§ Opaque	
  fence	
  or	
  wall	
  required	
  along	
  eastern	
  property	
  line.	
  	
  

	
  
• 19.09,	
  Off	
  Street	
  Parking	
  –	
  Complies	
  	
  

o Dimensions	
  –	
  complies	
  (9’	
  x	
  18’)	
  
o Accessible	
  –	
  complies	
  	
  

§ Provided	
  
o Landscaping	
  –	
  complies	
  	
  

§ Islands	
  provided	
  
§ 10’	
  buffer	
  /	
  berm	
  provided	
  along	
  exterior	
  
§ 8’	
  boundary	
  strip	
  provided	
  along	
  rest	
  of	
  parking	
  area	
  

o Pedestrian	
  Walkways	
  &	
  Accesses	
  –	
  complies	
  	
  
§ Site	
  less	
  than	
  75,000	
  sq.	
  ft.	
  so	
  raised	
  pedestrian	
  walkways	
  not	
  required	
  

o Minimum	
  Requirements	
  –	
  complies	
  
§ Medical	
  office	
  requirement:	
  5	
  spaces	
  per	
  1000	
  sq.ft.	
  
§ 9596	
  sq.ft.	
  =	
  48	
  stalls	
  required	
  
§ 58	
  stalls	
  provided	
  

	
  
• 19.11,	
  Lighting:	
  Complies	
  

o Parking	
  lot	
  fixture	
  design:	
  black,	
  metal,	
  decorative	
  base,	
  arm	
  and	
  bell	
  shade	
  
o All	
  fixtures:	
  full	
  cutoff	
  
o Lumen:	
  complies	
  with	
  maximum	
  level	
  

	
  
• 19.14.03,	
  Site	
  Plan	
  Development	
  Standards:	
  Complies	
  with	
  conditions.	
  	
  

o Entire	
  site	
  included	
  in	
  site	
  plan:	
  complies.	
  	
  
o Buffering	
  and	
  screening:	
  complies	
  with	
  conditions.	
  Solid	
  fence	
  or	
  wall	
  needed	
  between	
  

residential	
  and	
  commercial	
  sites.	
  	
  
o Access	
  requirements:	
  complies	
  with	
  conditions	
  requiring	
  off-­‐street	
  loading	
  space	
  if	
  deliveries	
  

are	
  anticipated.	
  	
  
o Utilities:	
  complies.	
  	
  
o Grading	
  and	
  drainage:	
  complies.	
  
o Secondary	
  Water	
  System:	
  complies.	
  
o Piping	
  of	
  Irrigation	
  Ditches:	
  n/a	
  
o Preliminary	
  Condo	
  Plat:	
  n/a	
  

	
  
• 19.14.04,	
  Urban	
  Design	
  Committee:	
  Complies	
  with	
  conditions	
  

o UDC	
  meeting	
  must	
  be	
  held	
  prior	
  to	
  PC	
  meeting.	
  Complies.	
  
o Mechanical	
  equipment	
  shall	
  be	
  located	
  or	
  screened.	
  Complies	
  with	
  condition	
  to	
  require	
  

screening.	
  
o Windows	
  may	
  be	
  used	
  as	
  accents	
  and	
  trim;	
  untreated	
  metal	
  prohibited.	
  Complies	
  as	
  no	
  

untreated	
  metal	
  proposed.	
  
o Building	
  lighting	
  shielded	
  and	
  downward	
  directed	
  and	
  no	
  light	
  trespass.	
  Complies,	
  lighting	
  

and	
  photometric	
  plans	
  show	
  acceptable	
  light	
  levels,	
  and	
  fixtures	
  are	
  shielded	
  and	
  downward	
  
directed.	
  

o Trash	
  enclosure	
  location,	
  design,	
  and	
  shielding:	
  complies	
  with	
  separation	
  standard	
  and	
  is	
  
enclosed	
  appropriately.	
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o Exterior	
  materials	
  of	
  high	
  quality:	
  complies	
  with	
  condition	
  that	
  additional	
  treatment	
  be	
  
provided	
  to	
  rear	
  of	
  building.	
  	
  

o Landscaping	
  shall	
  comply	
  with	
  19.06:	
  complies.	
  See	
  analysis	
  above.	
  	
  
o Parking	
  Lot,	
  Building,	
  and	
  Street	
  Lighting	
  shall	
  comply	
  with	
  19.11:	
  complies.	
  See	
  analysis	
  

above	
  
	
  

• 19.14.06.7	
  –	
  Complies.	
  See	
  other	
  specific	
  code	
  section	
  analyses	
  and	
  exhibits.	
  	
  
o Considerations	
  relating	
  to	
  traffic	
  safety	
  and	
  congestion	
  –	
  see	
  Engineer’s	
  Report	
  
o Considerations	
  relating	
  to	
  outdoor	
  advertising	
  –	
  see	
  signage	
  section	
  
o Considerations	
  relating	
  to	
  landscaping	
  –	
  see	
  landscaping	
  section	
  
o Considerations	
  relating	
  to	
  buildings	
  and	
  site	
  layout	
  –	
  see	
  19.04	
  section	
  
o The	
  effect	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  development	
  plan	
  on	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  storm	
  and	
  surface	
  water	
  

drainage	
  –	
  see	
  Engineer’s	
  Report	
  
o Adequate	
  water	
  pressure	
  and	
  fire	
  flow	
  –	
  see	
  Engineer’s	
  report	
  
o Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  Plan,	
  Code,	
  and	
  other	
  regulations	
  –	
  see	
  report	
  Sections	
  F	
  &	
  G	
  
	
  

• 19.15,	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  Permit.	
  	
  
• The	
  siting	
  of	
  the	
  structure	
  or	
  use,	
  and	
  in	
  particular:	
  

o the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  to	
  accommodate	
  the	
  proposed	
  use	
  or	
  building	
  and	
  all	
  related	
  
activities;	
  

o the	
  location	
  and	
  possible	
  screening	
  of	
  all	
  outdoor	
  activities;	
  
o 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;	
  	
  
o the	
  location	
  and	
  character	
  of	
  any	
  display	
  of	
  goods	
  and	
  services;	
  and	
  	
  
o the	
  size,	
  nature,	
  and	
  lighting	
  of	
  any	
  signs.	
  
Staff	
  analysis:	
  complies.	
  The	
  proposed	
  use	
  is	
  well	
  below	
  the	
  maximum	
  potential	
  lot	
  
coverage	
  percentage,	
  well	
  below	
  maximum	
  building	
  size,	
  and	
  has	
  provided	
  extra	
  parking	
  
to	
  minimize	
  impacts.	
  No	
  outdoor	
  activities	
  are	
  proposed,	
  no	
  outdoor	
  goods	
  displayed,	
  and	
  
all	
  signage	
  has	
  been	
  reviewed	
  for	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  Sign	
  Code.	
  	
  

	
  
• Traffic	
  circulation	
  and	
  parking,	
  and	
  in	
  particular:	
  

o the	
  type	
  of	
  street	
  serving	
  the	
  proposed	
  use	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  traffic	
  
expected	
  to	
  be	
  generated;	
  

o the	
  adequacy,	
  convenience,	
  and	
  safety	
  of	
  provisions	
  for	
  vehicular	
  access	
  and	
  parking,	
  
including	
  the	
  location	
  of	
  driveway	
  entrance	
  and	
  exits;	
  and	
  

o the	
  amount,	
  timing,	
  and	
  nature	
  of	
  traffic	
  generated	
  by	
  the	
  proposed	
  conditional	
  use.	
  
Staff	
  analysis:	
  complies.	
  The	
  proposal	
  includes	
  additional	
  ADA	
  parking	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
additional	
  standard	
  parking	
  above	
  and	
  beyond	
  the	
  minimum	
  requirements	
  in	
  the	
  Code.	
  
Traffic	
  circulation	
  has	
  been	
  reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  Engineer	
  and	
  is	
  sufficient.	
  	
  

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

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

o hours	
  of	
  operation;	
  
o adequacy	
  of	
  provisions	
  for	
  the	
  control	
  of	
  any	
  off-­‐site	
  effects	
  such	
  as	
  noise,	
  dust,	
  

odors,	
  light,	
  or	
  glare,	
  etc.;	
  

Page 6 of 37



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

o 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.	
  

o Staff	
  analysis:	
  complies.	
  The	
  road	
  capacity	
  is	
  adequate	
  for	
  the	
  anticipated	
  vehicular	
  
impacts,	
  and	
  while	
  vehicles	
  will	
  share	
  the	
  same	
  access	
  road	
  as	
  a	
  residential	
  
neighborhood,	
  the	
  traffic	
  generated	
  by	
  the	
  use	
  will	
  not	
  pass	
  through	
  this	
  residential	
  
neighborhood.	
  No	
  additional	
  detrimental	
  impacts	
  are	
  anticipated.	
  	
  

	
  
• The	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  shall	
  meet	
  the	
  following	
  standards:	
  

o 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;	
  

o 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;	
  

o 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;	
  

o 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	
  

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

Staff	
  analysis:	
  complies.	
  The	
  use	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  (Section	
  F),	
  and	
  will	
  
not	
  be	
  detrimental	
  to	
  any	
  persons.	
  Increased	
  impacts	
  to	
  City	
  services	
  will	
  be	
  negligible.	
  	
  

	
  
• When	
  necessary,	
  the	
  land	
  use	
  authority	
  	
  may	
  attach	
  conditions	
  to	
  ensure	
  compatibility	
  with	
  

the	
  surrounding	
  area	
  and	
  to	
  mitigate	
  harmful	
  effects.	
  Such	
  conditions	
  may	
  include	
  the	
  
following:	
  

o additional	
  parking;	
  
o water,	
  sewer,	
  and	
  garbage	
  facilities;	
  
o landscape	
  screening	
  to	
  protect	
  neighboring	
  properties;	
  
o requirements	
  for	
  the	
  management	
  and	
  maintenance	
  of	
  the	
  facilities;	
  
o changes	
  in	
  layout	
  or	
  location	
  of	
  uses	
  on	
  the	
  lot;	
  and	
  
o any	
  other	
  condition	
  the	
  land	
  use	
  authority	
  finds	
  necessary	
  to	
  reasonably	
  ensure	
  that	
  

the	
  proposed	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  standards	
  noted	
  above.	
  
Staff	
  analysis:	
  not	
  necessary	
  to	
  mitigate	
  impacts.	
  Adequate	
  parking	
  and	
  
water/sewer/garbage	
  facilities	
  are	
  provided.	
  Screening	
  is	
  provided.	
  No	
  changes	
  in	
  layout	
  
are	
  necessary.	
  	
  
	
  

• The	
  Land	
  Use	
  Authority	
  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.	
  

	
   	
  
Staff	
  analysis	
  of	
  19.15:	
  complies.	
  All	
  above	
  items	
  have	
  been	
  provided	
  or	
  addressed.	
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• 19.18,	
  Signs.	
  Complies	
  with	
  modifications	
  

o Monument	
  sign:	
  complies	
  
§ Maximum	
  height	
  7’6”,	
  height	
  proposed	
  7’6”	
  
§ Maximum	
  display	
  area	
  45	
  sq.ft.,	
  display	
  area	
  proposed	
  33	
  sq.ft.	
  

o Wall	
  signs:	
  Complies	
  with	
  modifications	
  
§ 2	
  elevations	
  permitted	
  wall	
  signs:	
  complies.	
  Only	
  one	
  façade	
  is	
  proposed	
  to	
  have	
  

signage.	
  
§ One	
  sign	
  per	
  tenant	
  per	
  elevation:	
  complies	
  with	
  modification.	
  	
  

• Each	
  tenant	
  is	
  less	
  than	
  9,999	
  sq.ft.,	
  thus	
  each	
  qualifies	
  for	
  one	
  sign	
  per	
  
elevation	
  containing	
  signage.	
  

• Utah	
  Valley	
  Pediatrics	
  proposes	
  2	
  signs;	
  if	
  the	
  two	
  signs	
  are	
  combined	
  into	
  
one,	
  this	
  criterion	
  will	
  be	
  met.	
  

§ Maximum	
  size:	
  1	
  sq.ft.	
  per	
  1	
  linear	
  foot	
  of	
  each	
  elevation.	
  Elevation	
  length	
  ~107	
  feet.	
  
Total	
  signage	
  area	
  90.47	
  sq.ft.:	
  overall	
  complies.	
  	
  

• Westlake	
  Physical	
  Therapy:	
  28.2	
  sq.ft.	
  
• Lakeview	
  Family	
  Medical:	
  26.9	
  sq.ft.	
  	
  
• Utah	
  Valley	
  Pediatrics:	
  16	
  sq.ft.	
  logo	
  plus	
  19.37	
  sq.ft.	
  letters,	
  35.37	
  sq.ft.	
  	
  

§ Maximum	
  letter/graphic	
  height:	
  3’	
  (36	
  inches)	
  	
  
• Westlake	
  Physical	
  Therapy:	
  28”,	
  complies	
  
• Lakeview	
  Family	
  Medical:	
  28”,	
  complies	
  
• Utah	
  Valley	
  Pediatrics:	
  letters	
  27.75”,	
  logo	
  48”,	
  too	
  tall.	
  Must	
  be	
  reduced	
  to	
  

maximum	
  of	
  36”.	
  	
  
§ Illumination:	
  complies.	
  Internally	
  illuminations,	
  with	
  no	
  visible	
  light	
  source.	
  	
  

	
  
H.	
   Recommendation	
  and	
  Alternatives:	
  

	
  
Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  a	
  public	
  hearing	
  on	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  
Conditional	
  Use	
  Permit,	
  take	
  public	
  comment,	
  discuss	
  the	
  applications,	
  and	
  then	
  choose	
  from	
  the	
  
options	
  outlined	
  below:	
  	
  
	
  
Option	
  1,	
  Positive	
  Recommendations	
  	
  
	
  “I	
  move	
  to	
  forward	
  positive	
  recommendation	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  the	
  Riverbend	
  Medical	
  Site	
  Plan	
  
and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  Permit,	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  ~1.63	
  parcel	
  51:508:0004,	
  as	
  identified	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  1	
  and	
  
proposed	
  in	
  Exhibits	
  4,	
  5,	
  6,	
  and	
  7,	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  and	
  Conditions	
  in	
  the	
  staff	
  report:”	
  

	
  
Findings	
  	
  
1. The	
  use	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Element,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  Section	
  F	
  

of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference,	
  as	
  the	
  proposed	
  
office	
  use	
  and	
  scale	
  are	
  contemplated	
  in	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  Commercial	
  land	
  use	
  
designation.	
  	
  

2. The	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  comply	
  with	
  Section	
  19.04	
  of	
  the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  
Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  	
  

3. With	
  modifications	
  as	
  conditions	
  of	
  approval,	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  comply	
  
with	
  Section	
  19.06	
  of	
  the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  
section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
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4. The	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  comply	
  with	
  Section	
  19.09	
  of	
  the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  
Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  	
  

5. The	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  comply	
  with	
  Section	
  19.11	
  of	
  the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  
Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  

6. With	
  modifications	
  as	
  conditions	
  of	
  approval,	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  complies	
  with	
  Section	
  19.14	
  of	
  
the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  
incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  

7. The	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  complies	
  with	
  Section	
  19.15	
  of	
  the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  
of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  

8. With	
  modifications	
  as	
  conditions	
  of	
  approval,	
  the	
  signage	
  complies	
  with	
  Section	
  19.18	
  of	
  
the	
  Code,	
  as	
  articulated	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  
incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  	
  

	
  
Conditions:	
  
1. All	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Engineer	
  shall	
  be	
  met.	
  	
  
2. An	
  opaque	
  wall	
  or	
  fence	
  of	
  not	
  less	
  than	
  six	
  feet	
  in	
  height	
  shall	
  be	
  erected	
  between	
  the	
  

existing	
  residential	
  development	
  and	
  the	
  proposed	
  site.	
  
3. Loading	
  space	
  shall	
  be	
  provided,	
  or	
  verification	
  that	
  no	
  deliveries	
  are	
  anticipated.	
  	
  
4. Additional	
  architectural	
  treatment	
  shall	
  be	
  provided	
  along	
  the	
  rear	
  elevation	
  to	
  break	
  up	
  

the	
  façade	
  and	
  meet	
  the	
  requirement	
  that	
  all	
  facades	
  receive	
  equal	
  treatment.	
  	
  	
  
5. The	
  applicant	
  shall	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  Riverbend	
  HOA	
  to	
  finalize	
  a	
  maintenance	
  agreement	
  for	
  

the	
  shared	
  road.	
  	
  
6. The	
  Utah	
  Valley	
  Pediatrics	
  wall	
  sign	
  shall	
  be	
  reduced	
  in	
  graphic/letter	
  height	
  to	
  36”	
  or	
  

less,	
  and	
  shall	
  be	
  combined	
  into	
  one	
  sign	
  of	
  less	
  than	
  or	
  equal	
  to	
  the	
  maximum	
  square	
  
footage.	
  	
  

7. Any	
  conditions	
  added	
  by	
  the	
  Commission.	
  __________________________________	
  
8. ____________________________________________________________________	
  

	
  
Option	
  2,	
  Continuance	
  
“I	
  move	
  to	
  continue	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  CUP	
  to	
  another	
  meeting,	
  with	
  direction	
  to	
  the	
  applicant	
  and	
  
Staff	
  on	
  information	
  and	
  /	
  or	
  changes	
  needed	
  to	
  render	
  a	
  decision,	
  as	
  follows:	
  	
  
	
  

1. ______________________________________________________________	
  
2. ______________________________________________________________	
  
3. ______________________________________________________________	
  

	
  
Option	
  3,	
  Negative	
  Recommendation	
  
“I	
  move	
  to	
  forward	
  a	
  negative	
  recommendation	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  the	
  Riverbend	
  Medical	
  Site	
  
Plan	
  and	
  Conditional	
  Use	
  Permit,	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  ~1.63	
  parcel	
  51:508:0004,	
  as	
  identified	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  1	
  
and	
  proposed	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  4,	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  below:	
  

	
  
1. The	
  application	
  does	
  not	
  comply	
  with	
  Code	
  Section	
  [19.04,	
  19.06,	
  19.09,	
  19.11,	
  19.13,	
  

19.14,	
  or	
  19.15)	
  as	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  Commission:	
  	
  
a. ______________________________________________________________	
  
b. ______________________________________________________________	
  
c. ______________________________________________________________	
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I.	
   Exhibits:	
  	
  	
  
1. Location	
  &	
  Zone	
  Map	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  11)	
  
2. Aerial	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  12)	
  
3. Concept	
  Plan	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  13)	
  
4. Site	
  Plan	
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17 U.S.C. PAR. 301 (1991).
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(Note: directions refer to
direction viewer is facing,
not direction elevation is
facing.)

Also note: sign dimensions
have been modified per 
signage exhibit.
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DATE:

JOB NAME:

DATE:

DESIGN NUMBER:

SALES PERSON:

DESIGNER:

Natalie Taylor

INSTALL ADDRESS:

PHONE:

CONTACT NAME:

BILLING ADDRESS:

CUSTOMER APPROVAL:

SALES PERSON SIGNATURE:

THIS DRAWING WAS CREATED TO 
ASSIST YOU IN VISUALIZING OUR 
PROPOSAL AND CANNOT BE COPIED 
OR REVISED IN ANY FORM. THE ORIGI-
NAL IDEAS HEREIN ARE THE EXCLUSIVE 
PROPERTY OF CREATIVE SIGN & 
GRAPHICS. DRAWING IS REPRESENTA -
TIONAL ONLY: SCALE, SIZING AND 
COLOR MAY VARY, REFER TO 
PROPOSAL FOR EXACT SPECIFICA-
TIONS

X

X

    

Contractor License number: 8146985-5551801-798-98922102 N. Main St. Spanish Fork, UT.

River Bend Medical O�ce

Saratoga Springs

Blaine Hales

801-360-9178

12-22-14

Saratoga Springs

River Bend Medical O�ce

SPECIFICATIONS FOR FABRICATION AND INSTALLATION:

• Internally illuminated cabinet built to UL speci�cations
• Quantity: One (1)
• Overall length of sign: 6’ -0” 
• Overall height of sign: 7’ -6“
• Depth of signage: 2’ - 0”
• Total square feet: 45
• Retainer size: 2“
• Face type: Polycarbonate with digitally printed vinyl graphics
• Mounting method: Brick Base (done by someone other than Creative Signs)
• Illuminated with high output �uorescent lamps/ballasts (12” centers)
• Primary electrical requirement: 120 volt (installed by someone other than
   creative signs) Timer or photo-cell (installed by creative signs)

ELECTRICAL NOTES
Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign.

Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit
2. Junction box installed within 6 feet of sign
3. Three wires: Line, Ground, Neutral

Each sign must have:
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DATE:
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DESIGN NUMBER:

SALES PERSON:

DESIGNER:

Natalie Taylor

INSTALL ADDRESS:

PHONE:

CONTACT NAME:

BILLING ADDRESS:

CUSTOMER APPROVAL:

SALES PERSON SIGNATURE:

THIS DRAWING WAS CREATED TO 
ASSIST YOU IN VISUALIZING OUR 
PROPOSAL AND CANNOT BE COPIED 
OR REVISED IN ANY FORM. THE ORIGI-
NAL IDEAS HEREIN ARE THE EXCLUSIVE 
PROPERTY OF CREATIVE SIGN & 
GRAPHICS. DRAWING IS REPRESENTA -
TIONAL ONLY: SCALE, SIZING AND 
COLOR MAY VARY, REFER TO 
PROPOSAL FOR EXACT SPECIFICA-
TIONS

X
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Contractor License number: 8146985-5551801-798-98922102 N. Main St. Spanish Fork, UT.

Riverbend Medical

Blaine Hales

801-377-7785

12-30-14

Saratoga Springs

Riverbend Medical - Reverse Lit Channel Letters

ELECTRICAL NOTES
Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign.

Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit
2. Junction box installed within 6 feet of sign
3. Three wires: Line, Ground, Neutral

Each sign must have:

LED

SPACER

3"

N.T.S.
3/16" DRAIN HOLES

.080" ALUMINUM

.19" CLEAR LEXAN™

CHANNEL LETTER - TYPICAL SECTION - REVERSE-LIT

.040" ALUMINUM
3" RETURN

LED POWER
SUPPLY

PRIMARY ELECTRICAL
(NEC 600-5) SEE
ELEC. NOTES

FASTENERS AS
REQ'D. BY LOCAL
JURISDICTION
ALUMINUM
ENCLOSURE

2” ALUMINUM WIREWAY

.090" ALUMINUM
BACKER PANEL

LISTED BUSHING

Saratoga Springs

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED REVERSE-LIT CHANNEL LETTERS:

Overall Height: 28”
Overall Length: 145”
Total Sq. Ft.: 28.2
Face: Black
Returns: Black
Trim Cap: Black
Illumination: LED Illuminated

Night View:
LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL

WESTLAKE
PHYSICAL THERAPY UTAH VALLEY

PEDIATRICS
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TIONAL ONLY: SCALE, SIZING AND 
COLOR MAY VARY, REFER TO 
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Contractor License number: 8146985-5551801-798-98922102 N. Main St. Spanish Fork, UT.

Riverbend Medical

Blaine Hales

801-377-7785

12-30-14

Saratoga Springs

Riverbend Medical - Reverse Lit Channel Letters

ELECTRICAL NOTES
Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign.

Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit
2. Junction box installed within 6 feet of sign
3. Three wires: Line, Ground, Neutral

Each sign must have:

LED

SPACER

3"

N.T.S.
3/16" DRAIN HOLES

.080" ALUMINUM

.19" CLEAR LEXAN™

CHANNEL LETTER - TYPICAL SECTION - REVERSE-LIT

.040" ALUMINUM
3" RETURN

LED POWER
SUPPLY

PRIMARY ELECTRICAL
(NEC 600-5) SEE
ELEC. NOTES

FASTENERS AS
REQ'D. BY LOCAL
JURISDICTION
ALUMINUM
ENCLOSURE

2” ALUMINUM WIREWAY

.090" ALUMINUM
BACKER PANEL

LISTED BUSHING

Saratoga Springs

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED REVERSE-LIT CHANNEL LETTERS:

Overall Height: 28”
Overall Length: 138.4”
Total Sq. Ft.: 26.9
Face: Black
Returns: Black
Trim Cap: Black
Illumination: LED Illuminated

Night View:

LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL

WESTLAKE
PHYSICAL THERAPY UTAH VALLEY

PEDIATRICS

LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL

138.4”

LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL
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Contractor License number: 8146985-5551801-798-98922102 N. Main St. Spanish Fork, UT.

Riverbend Medical

Blaine Hales

801-377-7785

12-30-14

Saratoga Springs

Riverbend Medical - Reverse Lit Channel Letters

ELECTRICAL NOTES
Sign Company DOES NOT provide primary electrical to sign.

Power to the sign must be done by a licensed electrical contractor or licensed electrician.
1. A minimum of one dedicated 120V 20A circuit
2. Junction box installed within 6 feet of sign
3. Three wires: Line, Ground, Neutral

Each sign must have:

LED

SPACER

3"

N.T.S.
3/16" DRAIN HOLES

.080" ALUMINUM

.19" CLEAR LEXAN™

CHANNEL LETTER - TYPICAL SECTION - REVERSE-LIT

.040" ALUMINUM
3" RETURN

LED POWER
SUPPLY

PRIMARY ELECTRICAL
(NEC 600-5) SEE
ELEC. NOTES

FASTENERS AS
REQ'D. BY LOCAL
JURISDICTION
ALUMINUM
ENCLOSURE

2” ALUMINUM WIREWAY

.090" ALUMINUM
BACKER PANEL

LISTED BUSHING

Saratoga Springs

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED REVERSE-LIT
CHANNEL LETTERS:

Overall Height: 27.75”
Overall Length: 100.5”
Total Sq. Ft.: 19.37
Face: Black
Returns: Black
Trim Cap: Black
Illumination: LED Illuminated

Night View:

LAKEVIEW FAMILY 
MEDICAL

WESTLAKE
PHYSICAL THERAPY UTAH VALLEY

PEDIATRICS

100.5”

48”

48” 27.75”

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED REVERSE-LIT
CHANNEL LOGO:

Overall Height: 48”
Overall Length: 48”
Total Sq. Ft.: 16
Face: Blue/White/Orange
Returns: Black
Illumination: LED Illuminated
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City Council 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Jeremy D. Lapin, City Engineer  
Subject:  Riverbend Medical             
Date: January 8, 2015 
Type of Item:   Site Plan Approval 
 
 
Description: 
A. Topic:    The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan application. Staff has reviewed the 

submittal and provides the following recommendations. 
 
B. Background: 
 

Applicant:  Blaine Hales 
Request:  Site Plan Approval 
Location:  Riverbend Commercial, 41 E. 1140 N. 
Acreage:  1.626 Acres – 1 Lot 

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

conditions: 
 
D. Conditions:   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
K. Developer shall remove all existing wells and septic systems within the site in 

accordance with State standards. 
 
L. Developer shall protect the existing retaining wall along the east property line. 
 
M. Lighting plan shall comply with the City’s Land Development Code and Engineering 

Standards and Specifications. 
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Hayden Williamson wouldn’t want to make it a condition, just a suggestion.  He thanked them for the phase 
changes.  He feels that we have the HOA vs. the City discussion a lot.  He doesn’t want to take care of 
every open space but doesn’t want to force every development to be an HOA.  

Scott Langford said the general policy was anything over 5 acres was easier for the city to maintain.  He feels 
this follows that guideline. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they have been having that discussion internally and are working to draft 
amendments to the code to be clear for what they are looking for on amenities and will be bringing that 
forward in the near future.  

Sandra Steele likes that they are agreeing to do the sod. She is always concerned with native grasses because it 
becomes a weed problem. She asked what we require for detention basins, was it native or could it be sod.   

Jeremy Lapin said they actually prefer sod for detention basis, debris basins were different.  This has 2 debris 
and one detention.  Sod would do well in the detention area.  

Sandra Steele thought if they put sod in that basin she feels it would be quite a large area that would be usable 
for the residents.  It might be a good size that would not be as hard for the city to maintain.  She thinks if 
they take out the native along the south corridor and sod the basin it would be good. 

Jeremy Lapin thinks the areas along the south would be hard for the parks department to get to.  He would 
suggest only the detention basin on the East. 

Sandra Steele thinks where there are larger lots that there is a certain amount of recreation on their own lots.  It 
might be nice to have a bench along so parents can sit and watch their kids but any further improvements 
she doesn’t know if that is necessary. She will let council decide on the maintenance.  She wanted to add a 
condition that they not have final plat approval until they had secondary water. 

Jeff Cochran asked Paul Linford to comment on his landscaping thoughts. 
Paul Linford noted that there is a marketing issue here, the last thing they want is something to not be 

appealing.  If they finish they would want to put some benches in and things to make it appealing.  He 
thinks if they can get to the areas with lawn mowers they would sod them, it’s not that much more cost 
than other native grasses they would have to plant.  It comes down to working with staff and making it 
look great for marketing. 

Jeff Cochran asked if staff had a position on maintenance. 
Scott Langford noted that it might be nice for the applicant to look at grading and details that would make an 

efficient design for user and maintenance standpoints. If they could modify condition 5 to be more flexible 
so they have time to work with them before it comes to City Council and he would have a better 
understanding to present at that time. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that the city weighs the benefit to the overall community as well as the residents in 
that particular neighborhood.  It’s a significant cost over time, about $5000 an acre/year but this, with a 
trail corridor and over all access, they could look into maintaining it. 

Jeff Cochran reviewed discussion.  Driveways, open space, street naming  
 

Motion by Kara North that Based upon the evidence and explanations received today, I move that the 
Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to approve the 
Beacon Point Preliminary Subdivision Plat on approximately 63.64 acres of property as shown in 
Exhibit 2 and generally located at 4300 South Redwood Road, with the findings and conditions listed 
in the staff report. With the following clarifications or revisions: with the exclusion of condition 5, 
that being removed; and that applicant work with staff with respect to open space and whether that 
meets the recreational needs of the residents; that the applicant work with staff to revise the street 
naming issues that are not currently in compliance with City Code; and that the final plat not be 
recorded until secondary water issue is resolved; and that driveways that are shared must have a 
private driveway with a minimum length of 20 feet between the shared driveways in compliance 
with section19.09.11 of City Code. Seconded by Sandra Steele.  Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden 
Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins, Kara North.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 
8. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Concept Plan, General Plan Amendment, and Rezone 

and for Riverbend Medical located at 41 East 1140 North, Blaine Hales, applicant.  
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Kimber Gabryszak presented the plan. The property was zoned Mixed Use in anticipation of potential mixed 
commercial, office, and residential development on the property; however, the applicants wish to pursue 
only commercial. The elevations will be going back to the Urban Design Committee.  She reviewed code 
compliance. Comments from the Riverview HOA were forwarded to the Planning Commission. Staff is 
recommending that a positive recommendation be given.  

Blaine Hales, for applicant, noted they are mainly just trying to put a medical office on this site. He spoke on 
the setback requests; he thought there may have been an error when the original owner dedicated the area 
to the city, they gave too much. They took some measurements from the UDOT right of way and they are 
back 43 ft. they are 56 feet from the road.  They thought, easier than trying to negotiate with the city, how 
about they make the setback a little less deep at that point which would create the same purpose. In this 
specific zone it hadn’t been included and that is why he is asking for this.  He is asking for 15ft. which 
would be equal to the other zones, but would be ok with 10 ft.  They don’t need more land; they are just 
trying to get the building a little closer to the street for visibility.   

 
Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

Alan Johnson, representing Riverbend HOA. the issue is on 1150 N. there is an island and they want to 
know who would be responsible for maintaining it and right now no one is maintaining it.  Also, on 
1140 N. being a public access, they asked who is responsible for snow removal. There is a wall that 
separates the residences with the property proposed here, the townhouses are lower than the grade and 
the wall is leaning over and they are asking builder not to put any heavy equipment along that wall. 

Laurie Johnson noted that their home backs up to these two properties.  In 2007 the owners said the house 
would be removed at that time and it still hasn’t been removed. She hopes they will look out for the 
residences of Riverbend. She considers that the area has become the slums of the city and every bit of 
help that can come from the city or developer is appreciated. The home sales are being dropped 
because of it and she hopes the city can help. 

Blaine Hales noted he had contacted the seller/developer and was told that he was maintaining the island 
and the road but as soon as it’s done developing it would all go to the HOA and they would take care 
of it.  Mr. Hales is ready to take their share of the responsibility. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 

Sandra Steele feels neighborhood commercial is a good fit here. She feels this design elevation does not fit 
with the neighborhood. She thinks they could look at being more compatible with the neighborhood.  She 
thinks the trash collector needs more space. She asked if anyone on the staff looked at the designing 
guidelines.  

Lynn Lomond, Architect was present and they had wanted the building to be professional looking with its own 
identity. 

Sandra Steele said they still had to follow the design guidelines; she wants him to look closer at it.  She said if 
they are having physical therapy the ADA required that 20% of the parking needs to be accessible that 
means 3 parking spaces just for that office.  She will let them work that out.  She thinks the parking spots 
may be too far away for accessible spaces. 

Hayden Williamson didn’t really have any comments; he would ask that they do their best to follow the code 
requirements. 

Kirk Wilkins agrees that Neighborhood Commercial is a good fit here. He asked if the medical office would be 
part of the HOA. 

Blaine Hales said it was in beneficial interest to both parties to participate in it. 
Kirk Wilkins would like to hear feedback on the roof lines. 
Lynn Lomond, Architect.  They consider this a professional medical building and that it needs to have its own 

identity.  It’s not a strip mall; they don’t want it to blend in so well that it doesn’t stick out a little as a 
medical professional building, also so that they can find it quickly. They think the colors will make it look 
more fun, especially for pediatrics.  They see a lot of medical buildings that have more architectural design 
to them. 

Kirk Wilkins asked what the hours of operation were. 
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Brian McCune, M.D. said there would be potential for after-hours but it would be within constrains of 
Residential Commercial. 

Kirk Wilkins asked what would prevent lights of cars from splashing on the neighborhood. He asked if they 
may be taking care of the wall that was falling down. 

Blaine Hales said they thought they had been asked to put up a wall and they were planning on that. He hadn’t 
worked with the falling wall and wasn’t sure on that. 

Kirk Wilkins asked if we could put a condition in or just ask them to work with the neighborhood. He worried 
that if they brought the setback forward and the Road needed widened that it might be too close. 

Blaine Hales explained that the property line was already so far set back that if the roadways widened that they 
would have to tear out other office buildings along the road before they ever got as far back as them. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that to separate the zone there could be an effective screen; she defined it from the 
code. 

Kirk Wilkins asked if they were amenable to that. 
Blaine Hales said he thought it was already on the plan. 
Kara North said that she forwarded the notes from the HOA to the City staff.  She is a resident of that 

development. She thanked the developer for coming to this area.  She likes the plans and the distinction 
they want to make, she is ok with that design.  With respect to fencing and lighting she recommends they 
work to meet code.  She is ok with the 15’ setback because of the wide space. She is not surprised that the 
prior developer did not take care of things.  They appreciate them coming in.  

Jeff Cochran asked about snow removal and wasn’t it a responsibility of the HOA? 
Jeremy Lapin said they are not aware of any existing maintenance requirement but they recommend that an 

agreement be worked out with the HOA and new developer. 
Jeff Cochran is in favor of the rezone and thinks it makes good sense.  He has no concerns with the building; 

he thinks it’s just fine. 
Sandra Steele thinks the building somewhere else would be great but that our code is so specific on this area 

and we should address the code and why we don’t think it should comply. 
Kara North noted that ‘compatible’ is subjective and that the interior of their units are extremely modern and 

that their design is similar to what has been approved elsewhere. 
Sandra Steele thinks there are some very specific ‘shalls’ in the code that should be followed. 
Jeff Cochran encouraged them to take all their feedback and work with staff to comply with the code. 
 
Motion by Kara North, I move to forward positive recommendation to the City Council for the General 

Plan Amendment and Rezone of the ~1.63 parcel 51:508:0004 from Mixed Use to Neighborhood 
Commercial, as identified in Exhibit 1, with the Findings and Conditions listed in the staff report.  
Seconded by Hayden Williamson  Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk 
Wilkins, Kara North. Motion passed unanimously. 

 
9. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Revisions to the Land Development Code (Section 19.04, 

Neighborhood Commercial Setbacks).  
Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the revision to the code. 
Hayden Williamson asked what was standard in the rest of the code. 
Kimber Gabryszak said the only other thing consistent was 10’ the setback being reduced varies widely and 

that they are requesting this be 15 feet, there is a range of setbacks with a 10’ exception. 
Blaine Hales said it doesn’t require them to ever allow it; it just gives them the option so if they feel it is 

worthy they can do that. He would like to have the 15’ setback. 
 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 
No public input at this time. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 
 

Sandra Steele said we need to remember we are not just changing it for this property.  She feels to give this 
extra 5 feet, then others will request it. She thinks to continue with the 10’ as in the other areas would be 
more appropriate.  
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Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Planning Director 
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com 

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

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Planning	
  Commission	
  
Staff	
  Report	
  

	
  
Plat	
  Amendment	
  
Aspen	
  Hills	
  Lot	
  37	
  
Thursday,	
  January	
  8,	
  2015	
  
Public	
  Hearing	
  
	
  

Report	
  Date:	
  	
   	
   	
   Wednesday,	
  December	
  31,	
  2014	
  
Applicant:	
   R&M	
  Pools	
  
Owner:	
   	
   	
   Bethany	
  C.	
  Tenney	
  
Location:	
   1641	
  N.	
  Lyndi	
  lane	
  
Major	
  Street	
  Access:	
   Aspen	
  Hills	
  Drive	
  
Parcel	
  Number(s)	
  &	
  Size:	
   34:429:0037,	
  .23	
  acres	
  
Parcel	
  Zoning:	
   R-­‐3	
  
Current	
  Use	
  of	
  Parcel:	
  	
   Residential	
  
Previous	
  Meetings:	
   	
   Code	
  Amendment,	
  Pool	
  Setbacks,	
  September	
  16,	
  2014	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Authority:	
   Planning	
  Commission	
  
Future	
  Routing:	
   None	
  
Type	
  of	
  Action:	
   Administrative	
  
Author:	
   	
   	
   Kimber	
  Gabryszak,	
  Planning	
  Director	
  

	
  
	
  
A.	
   Executive	
  Summary:	
  	
  	
  

The	
  applicant	
  is	
  requesting	
  approval	
  of	
  a	
  plat	
  amendment	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  Public	
  Utility	
  Easement	
  
(PUE)	
  from	
  10’	
  to	
  5’.	
  	
  

	
  
Recommendation:	
  	
  

	
  
Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  a	
  public	
  hearing,	
  take	
  public	
  
comment,	
  discuss	
  the	
  application,	
  and	
  vote	
  to	
  approve	
  the	
  request	
  with	
  the	
  findings	
  and	
  
conditions	
  in	
  Section	
  H	
  of	
  this	
  report.	
  	
  

	
  
B.	
   Background:	
  	
  In	
  the	
  fall	
  of	
  2014	
  the	
  applicant	
  applied	
  for	
  a	
  permit	
  to	
  install	
  an	
  in-­‐ground	
  pool.	
  At	
  

that	
  time,	
  the	
  pool	
  hole	
  had	
  been	
  excavated,	
  and	
  it	
  was	
  determined	
  that	
  the	
  excavation	
  violated	
  
an	
  increased	
  setback	
  requirement	
  of	
  25’	
  that	
  only	
  applied	
  to	
  certain	
  corner	
  lots,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
encroached	
  into	
  the	
  PUE.	
  Further	
  research	
  indicated	
  that	
  the	
  increased	
  setback	
  requirement	
  was	
  
not	
  necessary,	
  and	
  the	
  applicant	
  submitted	
  a	
  Code	
  amendment	
  request.	
  On	
  September	
  16,	
  2014	
  
the	
  City	
  Council	
  approved	
  the	
  Code	
  amendment.	
  The	
  applicant	
  also	
  worked	
  in	
  the	
  interim	
  to	
  
obtain	
  releases	
  from	
  the	
  appropriate	
  utilities	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  PUE	
  from	
  10’	
  to	
  5’.	
  	
  

Page 1 of 10



 2 

C.	
   Specific	
  Request:	
  This	
  request	
  is	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  interior	
  PUE	
  from	
  10’	
  to	
  5’.	
  	
  
	
  
D.	
   Process:	
  The	
  Planning	
  Director	
  is	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Authority	
  for	
  only	
  those	
  plat	
  amendments	
  

involving	
  lot	
  combinations	
  and	
  lot	
  line	
  adjustments.	
  The	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  is	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  
Authority	
  for	
  all	
  other	
  plat	
  amendments	
  not	
  involving	
  a	
  road.	
  As	
  this	
  request	
  involves	
  a	
  PUE	
  but	
  
not	
  a	
  road,	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  is	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Authority	
  and	
  must	
  hold	
  a	
  public	
  hearing	
  
and	
  vote	
  to	
  approve,	
  deny,	
  or	
  continue	
  the	
  application.	
  	
  

	
  
E.	
   Community	
  Review:	
  This	
  item	
  has	
  been	
  noticed	
  as	
  a	
  public	
  hearing	
  in	
  the	
  Daily	
  Herald;	
  and	
  

mailed	
  notice	
  sent	
  to	
  all	
  property	
  owners	
  within	
  300	
  feet.	
  As	
  of	
  the	
  date	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  no	
  public	
  
input	
  has	
  been	
  received.	
  	
  

	
  
F.	
   General	
  Plan:	
  	
  Lot	
  37	
  is	
  designated	
  as	
  Low	
  Density	
  Residential	
  on	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map,	
  which	
  

designation	
  contemplates	
  1-­‐4	
  units	
  per	
  acre.	
  As	
  the	
  single-­‐family	
  lot	
  is	
  0.23	
  acres	
  in	
  size,	
  and	
  as	
  
density	
  and	
  configuration	
  of	
  the	
  lot	
  is	
  not	
  affected,	
  the	
  lot	
  remains	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  
Plan.	
  	
  

	
  
G.	
   Code	
  Criteria:	
  	
  
	
  

Section	
  19.12.09.3	
  outlines	
  the	
  requirements	
  for	
  a	
  plat	
  amendment:	
  
	
  

3.	
  Plat	
  amendments	
  may	
  be	
  approved	
  if:	
  
a. No	
  new	
  dwelling	
  lot	
  or	
  dwelling	
  results	
  from	
  the	
  plat	
  amendment;	
  and	
  

Complies.	
  No	
  new	
  lot	
  or	
  dwelling	
  will	
  be	
  created.	
  	
  
b. The	
  number	
  of	
  lots	
  or	
  parcels	
  does	
  not	
  increase;	
  and	
  

Complies.	
  The	
  number	
  of	
  lots	
  will	
  remain	
  the	
  same.	
  	
  
c. The	
  amendment	
  does	
  not	
  result	
  in	
  remnant	
  land	
  that	
  did	
  not	
  previously	
  exist;	
  and	
  

Complies.	
  No	
  remnant	
  land	
  will	
  be	
  created.	
  	
  
d. The	
  amendment	
  does	
  not	
  violate	
  conditions	
  of	
  approval	
  for	
  the	
  original	
  plat;	
  and	
  

Complies.	
  A	
  10’	
  PUE	
  was	
  not	
  a	
  condition	
  of	
  approval.	
  	
  
e. The	
  amendment	
  does	
  not	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  violation	
  of	
  applicable	
  zoning	
  requirements;	
  and	
  	
  

Complies.	
  No	
  other	
  aspect	
  of	
  Code	
  such	
  as	
  density	
  or	
  lot	
  size	
  or	
  parking	
  will	
  be	
  
affected.	
  	
  

f. If	
  all	
  requirements	
  of	
  Utah	
  Code	
  Chapter	
  10-­‐9a	
  are	
  met.	
  	
  
Complies.	
  10-­‐9a	
  requires	
  that	
  any	
  plat	
  amendment	
  affecting	
  a	
  public	
  easement	
  shall	
  
only	
  meet	
  the	
  following	
  criteria:	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  good	
  cause	
  for	
  the	
  amendment,	
  and	
  that	
  
neither	
  the	
  public	
  interest	
  nor	
  any	
  person	
  will	
  be	
  materially	
  injured	
  by	
  the	
  amendment.	
  
The	
  good	
  cause	
  is	
  to	
  permit	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  lot	
  similarly	
  to	
  other	
  lots	
  with	
  5’	
  PUEs;	
  and	
  
there	
  will	
  be	
  no	
  material	
  injury	
  as	
  5’	
  PUEs	
  are	
  common	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  with	
  no	
  detrimental	
  
impact.	
  	
  

	
  
No	
  other	
  Code	
  section	
  is	
  affected;	
  the	
  density,	
  use,	
  intensity,	
  lot	
  size,	
  lot	
  configuration,	
  parking,	
  
and	
  other	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  lot	
  will	
  remain	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  originally	
  approved.	
  	
  

	
  
H.	
   Recommendation	
  and	
  Alternatives:	
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Staff	
  recommends	
  that	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  conduct	
  a	
  public	
  hearing,	
  discuss	
  any	
  public	
  
input	
  received,	
  and	
  make	
  the	
  following	
  motion:	
  	
  
	
  
“I	
  move	
  to	
  approve	
  the	
  Aspen	
  Hills	
  Lot	
  37	
  Amendment	
  as	
  located	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  1	
  and	
  proposed	
  in	
  
Exhibit	
  3	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  and	
  Conditions	
  in	
  the	
  Staff	
  report:”	
  

	
  
Findings:	
  

1. The	
  application	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Element	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  
Section	
  F	
  of	
  this	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  	
  

2. The	
  application	
  complies	
  with	
  Utah	
  State	
  Code	
  Section	
  10-­‐9a	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  
of	
  the	
  Staff	
  report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  	
  

3. The	
  application	
  complies	
  with	
  Code	
  Section	
  19.12.09.3	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  Section	
  G	
  of	
  this	
  
report,	
  which	
  section	
  is	
  hereby	
  incorporated	
  by	
  reference.	
  

	
  
Conditions:	
  

1. All	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  Engineer	
  shall	
  be	
  met.	
  	
  
2. All	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Building	
  Official	
  shall	
  be	
  met.	
  	
  
3. Any	
  other	
  conditions	
  as	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission.	
  	
  

	
  
I.	
   Alternatives	
  

	
  
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	
  
I	
  move	
  to	
  deny	
  the	
  Aspen	
  Hills	
  Lot	
  37	
  Amendment	
  as	
  located	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  1	
  and	
  proposed	
  in	
  Exhibit	
  
3	
  with	
  the	
  Findings	
  below:	
  

1. The	
  application	
  is	
  not	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  General	
  Plan,	
  as	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  
Commission:	
  ____________________________________________________	
  

2. The	
  application	
  does	
  not	
  comply	
  with	
  Code	
  Section	
  19.12.09.3,	
  as	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  
Commission:	
  ____________________________________________________	
  

3. The	
  application	
  does	
  not	
  comply	
  with	
  State	
  Code	
  Section	
  10-­‐9a,	
  as	
  articulated	
  by	
  the	
  
Commission:	
  ____________________________________________________	
  

	
  
	
  
J.	
   Attachments:	
  	
  	
  

1. Location	
  &	
  Zone	
  Map	
   	
   	
   (page	
  4)	
  
2. Aerial	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  5)	
  
3. Modified	
  Plat	
   	
   	
   	
   (page	
  6)	
  
4. Utility	
  Releases	
   	
   	
   	
   (pages	
  7-­‐10)	
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City of Saratoga Springs 

Planning Commission Meeting 

December 11, 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, Hayden Williamson 

Staff: Kimber Gabryszak, Lori Yates, Nicolette Fike, Scott Langford, Kevin Thurman, Jeremy Lapin 

Others: Nancy and JC Hart, Ken Warton, Nathan Campton, BA Martin, Jim Parker, Krisel Travis, Angelina S 

Doyle, Thane Smith, Neil Infanger, Heather Williamson, Camden Williamson 

Excused: Jarred Henline, Kara North 

 

Call to Order - 6:36 p.m. by Jeff Cochran 

Pledge of Allegiance - led by Nancy Hart 

Roll Call – Quorum was present  

 

Public Input Open by Jeff Cochran 

No Public input. 

Public Input Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 

4. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Conditional Use Permit for Angelina’s Daycare located at 

4123 Captains Street, Christian Doyle, applicant.  

Scott Langford presented the information pertaining to the permit application. There were a few changes to the 

conditions. The yard has been fully fenced and they have installed a play structure, so condition 7 may be 

stricken. 

Angelina Doyle, applicant, noted that the neighbors have all supported them in having a daycare. 

 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

No input. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 

Kirk Wilkins asked about the turnaround area for cars. 

Scott Langford noted that it was pretty standard size and there weren’t any red flags. 

Kirk Wilkins was concerned that there may be exposed wires in the partially finished basement. He thanked 

them for complying with the other conditions. 

Angelina Doyle said that had been taken care of. The City inspector had also been by and indicated everything 

was safe. 

Hayden Williamson noted it looks like it is meeting code. He asked about the arrival and pick up times and 

possibility of lots of cars at once. 

Angelina Doyle didn’t think there would be any traffic problems. The kids won’t all be coming at the same 

time. 

Sandra Steele thanked her for going through the licensing process. She asked if the applicant planned on 

having any children under the age of two. (yes) Sandra noted the Fire Marshall did not think she was going 

to have younger children and if she is going to keep children under two in the basement she needs a 

basement exit besides just a window. If the applicant wants to have children less than two years she cannot 

approve it at this time. The applicant could see if they can get an approved stairway in a larger window 

well. The Fire Code is the way it is and that cannot be changed. If there was space upstairs they could 

swap for the basement than it may work. Perhaps the best answer was to say all children under two would 

have to stay upstairs. She is also concerned with the extra traffic on the dead end street. 
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Jeff Cochran thanked the applicant for going through the process, many people don’t. He reviewed the options 

for the Fire Code problem. He thought 16 children seemed a lot; he received clarification from staff on the 

allowed number. (With two caregivers it was 8 kids per caregiver.) 

 

Motion made by Kirk Wilkins to approve the Home Occupation for the Angelina’s Lil Angels Daycare, 

located at 4123 South Captains Street, with the findings and conditions found in the staff report with 

the exception of striking condition 7 and adding the condition that children under two not be 

allowed in the basement. Second from Hayden Williamson. 
 

Kevin Thurman read the Fire Code and it read “below first level and above first level” so they should say 

no child anywhere else besides the main floor. 

Kirk Wilkins amended the motion to say that all other circumstances would follow code, that a child 

under two could not go downstairs into the basement or above to the upstairs; 
Kimber Gabryszak suggested adding a friendly amendment to say unless appropriate egress is provided 

that meets the adopted Fire Code. 
Kirk Wilkins and Hayden Williamson accepted the previous amendments. 

Jeff Cochran asked him to address swapping the square footage from the upstairs. 

Kirk Wilkins added an additional condition that square footage, in the event that they have a child 

under two, be swapped from the basement to the upstairs, including any greater square footage 

above. 

 

Aye: Sandra Steele, Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins,  Motion passed 

unanimously. 
 

5. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Preliminary Plat and Site Plan for Jordan View Landing 

(previously River Heights and Sunset Acres) located between Crossroads Blvd and 400 East, Ivory 

Development, LLC, applicant.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the plans. She reviewed changes that have been made since the Concept plan. 

She reviewed suggestions from the UDC.    

Ken Watson, applicant, noted he had been working with Kimber Gabryszak. He thought their landscaping was 

probably pretty good. They are adding landscaping between units to break up the wall of garages. They 

don’t have a problem with wrapping the buildings with brick. They are opposed to having a gate between 

them and other communities, simply for security purposes. He doesn’t think there are any trails coming 

from anywhere else. He noted where if they were to flip units to front loaded, that it would have to 

decrease from a two car garage to only one. They would like to do the two car garages. The can go with 

the semi-private fence along 400 E. He noted there are 3 different color options. 

 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

No input at this time. 

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 

Sandra Steele was disappointed that the elevations, floor plans and renderings in the packet do not seem to 

match. She wanted to know if they were the elevations they would actually get. 

Ken Watson noted that there were three stories in the floor plans. He couldn’t make a rendering for every little 

situation. These were shelf plans from Ivory homes and the units here were what we would see. They may 

see a side entry on the end units. If he does have side units on there, perhaps they could fence in the 

individual’s back yards if they had to flip the units and have a single car garage. 

Sandra Steele sees that parking is more important than having a front loaded unit. They need to keep as much 

parking as they can. She would like to see 4 color palettes.   

Ken Watson said he could do that. 

Sandra Steele thought that the Code defined that there should be pedestrian connectivity. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they are providing sidewalks along the collector and pedestrian walks within the 

development and they are providing connectivity with their trails and easement for potential future roads.  
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Ken Watson said they are meeting those requirements. 

Sandra Steele didn’t have more concerns with connectivity. She thinks before it goes to council it should have 

the finalized color palettes and elevations and everything so they know what they are sending forward. 

Ken Watson feels they have provided those. 

Sandra Steele would like to see what they come forward with, if they come up with more stone or brick for 

instance. She has concerns with approving something when they are not exactly sure what they are getting. 

Hayden Williamson feels they meet code, there are some good suggestions made but he doesn’t have to sell 

the product. Ivory Homes has a good reputation. He thinks the product and layout look good and doesn’t 

have any concerns. 

Kirk Wilkins asked why there was a suggestion to flip the units. 

Kimber Gabryszak replied that there a concern that they would be facing back yards.  

Ken Watson noted that there was a solid vinyl fence and a grade change and a remote chance that would be 

able to see into neighbors back yards. 

Kirk Wilkins would rather see the Dual car garage. He reviewed some of the UDC comments. 

Ken Watson responded that he was fine with wrapping brick, opposed to flipping units, and semi-private fence 

on 400 E. was fine. He is fine with colors submitted and can submit another, and they don’t want gates.  

There was still some disagreement whether the elevations in the packet matched the product that would be 

built here. 

Kirk Wilkins said he would like to see the plans be consistent and correct. 

Jeff Cochran thanked the applicant for being here tonight. He clarified with staff that the Code doesn’t prohibit 

the direction of the units. The UDC tries to ensure quality without micro-managing. He is opposed to the 

units not facing the street. He suggested that they could flip those units and keep the two car garage by 

sacrificing a few of the units. He asked if there was parking by the basketball court. He noted that parking 

is a problem in dense developments. 

Kimber Gabryszak noted that they are meeting their parking requirement and along the basketball court was a 

City road and they don’t typically allow parking along there.  

Jeff Cochran asked about the elevations and suggested staggering units to break up the garage wall. 

Ken Watson said architecturally that was not possible.  

Kevin Thurman noted that we don’t have architectural standards for residential units; the Code is more about 

quality materials. We cannot require things in a condition that are not part of the Land Development Code.  

Jeff Cochran said for the most part they do meet Code requirements. He does agree with an additional color 

palette needed. 

 

Discussion was held as to what direction the Planning Commission would like to take with a recommendation. 

 

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

Jordan View Landing Preliminary Plat/Site Plan on parcels 58:032:0102, 58:032:0100, and 

58:032:0101 as located in Exhibit 2 and detailed in Exhibits 5 and 6, with the Findings and 

Conditions in the staff report; with the additional conditions that floor plans and elevations match 

and be consistent prior to City Council meeting, and color palettes be consistent prior to City 

Council meeting. In addition, brick treatment shall be added to rear elevations, to ensure 

consistency of all elevations; Side elevations facing streets shall be treated similarly to the front 

elevations; the fencing along 400 E. shall be semi-private; and Four total color palettes shall be 

provided.  Second from Kirk Wilkins.  

Aye: Hayden Williamson, Jeffrey Cochran, Kirk Wilkins. Nay: Sandra Steele  Motion passed 3-1. 
 

Sandra Steele voted no because the renderings they had been given have never been what they were supposed 

to get, never been correct. 

 

6. Public Hearing and Possible Recommendation: Legacy Farms Village Plans 2, 3, 4 and 5 located at 

approximately 400 South and Redwood Road, DR Horton, applicant.  
Kimber Gabryszak presented the Village Plans for Legacy Farms. She reviewed the staff report and 

recommendations and conditions. Village Plan 1 was approved in July this year. She noted the maximum 
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density total exceeds the approved 1055 ERUs to allow for flexibility within each Village Plan to build up 

to or less than the maximum to meet market demands. However; once they reach 1055 units they are done. 

They have removed conditions 6, 7, 8, 11 and 12  4, 5, and 9.   

Krisel Travis went over the time frame they hoped could happen for this project. She showed the current plan 

for Tickville wash pipe and noted it had taken some extra time. They home to have approvals by March. 

Greg Haws went over several changes that were just recently sent to the Planning Commission in response to 

City comments, including language regarding the extension in all the plans.  

 

Public Hearing Open by Jeff Cochran 

Nancy Hart was concerned with lot sizes of 3800 and 3400 sq.ft. with 0-5’ setbacks. She noted that the 

traffic outlet to Redwood Road was not to have a light until 2020. She thought the issue with Tickville 

wash was still not resolved and asked if they had met with Laura Ault from the Utah Lake. She 

wondered about community gardens where no green space was shown for it on the plan. She felt VP 2 

and 4 had a mish mash of styles and it didn’t feel like a neighborhood. Large and smaller lots mixed 

together. She noted the gravel in the VP 4 drainage ditch and it was no longer having grass. She 

noticed the revised plan was presented to the commission but not to the public ahead of time. There is 

not picture or plan of what is going to go into Leisure Villas, whether it’s multiple levels or twin 

homes etc. She assumes there are two club houses and pool. She mentioned the school district has not 

committed to a school yet. The same issues seem to be there still from before. She does not like some 

of the street names. 

Jim Parker asked what the plan on 400 South was, if it was to be widened or how it would handle the 

traffic. He asked about the 12’ driveways to twin homes and thought it was too narrow.  

Public Hearing Closed by Jeff Cochran 

 

Jeremy Lapin responded that they had a plan on 400 S. to widen it to three lanes. D.R. Horton will provide 

ingress and egress and the city will coordinate to finish missing segments. The developer will be doing 

curb & gutter on the south side. They will install a light at the 400 S. Redwood Road. intersection when 

the traffic warrants it. Tickville drainage has conditions in the staff report that they will not be allowed to 

build in the flood plain until the FEMA maps are amended. There are portions not in the flood plain that 

are not affected on that. He noted they are also building Riverside drive between 400 S. and Pioneer 

crossing in the near future that will take away some congestion going to Redwood road. 

Krisel Travis addressed the small lots and transitions, the lots were actually 4000 to 4500 sq.ft. They comply 

with the community plan. The Community gardens are not required to be shown, they could be put it into 

an open space if the product around that wanted to have that. The bigger detail will come with the 

individual plats. The 0 lot lines were removed, everything has a 5’ setback now. The school district has 

been presented with the contract for the school. They want to orient it to the west and they would like to be 

open in the fall of 2017. The 12’ driveways in the past have not had any problems. The Fire Chief did not 

express any concern. The gravel drainage in the landscape area; the grass makes a mucky area and 

breeding ground for mosquitoes the gravel allows it to drain better. The final plats will have more details 

and we will be able to address those things better at that time.  

 

Sandra Steele didn’t like getting new information walking in the door, she feels it’s only fair that they and the 

public get that information ahead of time so that the public can come and comment on it if they need to. 

She started with concerns on VP 5 and was concerned about the elevations and thinks it may end up a 

patchwork quilt. She wonders if we need to look at it closer and have them stick to the same standards. 

She likes what they have done in Lehi where they are all the same. 

Krisel Travis said they have said they can’t have the same product right across or right next door, but they 

could on the corners. 

Sandra Steele asked about a trail going through the village area and the safety issues, it needs some sort of 

fencing. 

Krisel Travis said they want to make it secured but they like the open feel, more than likely there would be a 

fence but maybe some pass-throughs. 
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Sandra Steele asked about parking near the clubhouse; she feels the safety of that needs to be looked at when it 

comes to the plat process. She asked about the length of the driveways, her concern is maneuverability but 

with two together, 36’, it seems ok. She would like to see a minimum of 24’. Her concern with all of these 

Village Plans is that they have the flexibility to amend their plans but the city doesn’t have the same 

flexibility. She would like to see what does and doesn’t work with the first plan and see if something needs 

to be tweaked with the next plan. She feels that has been taken away from the city. She knows things can 

change and she is uncomfortable approving anything past what they did in plan 1. Until the Tickville wash 

CLOMAR is in their hand things will still change. She questions the rush and would like to see us slow it 

down and look through it more carefully. She feels especially VP 5 will likely change. She asked about the 

twin house elevations and the around the corner setting and if they were all like that.  

Krisel Travis said there are only 3 cases where it’s not that way. 

Sandra Steele complimented that on village 4 the snow stacking doesn’t seem to be a problem. On Village 2, if the 

school isn’t ready than that plan may be premature as well. 

Krisel Travis noted that the Village plan doesn’t need to note orientation now, that is detail that would come with 

the final plats. 

Sandra Steele is still concerned about snow stacking where it is, she would like to see how it actually works.  

Krisel Travis said the snow stacking areas would be additional parking, not part of the required and they would not 

allow parking from Nov. to March. They will be marked on the final plats. 

Sandra Steele clarified that she was concerned about snow piling up and blocking maneuverability and people 

getting stuck. She asked on the rear loaded townhomes, if they were still there on Victoria ln. in VP 2. 

Krisel Travis said they have a 20’ two car drive and 12’ travel lane to back out on to.  

Sandra Steele asked on the cottage lots. 

Krisel Travis said it’s only in village plan 1, the other plans are shown only as an option.  

Sandra Steele asked about the 5’ fencing and where you would place things like air conditioning units. They can 

be too close, especially so emergency crews cannot get past them. She asked them to consider putting the 

fences just in the back and not the side. 

Krisel Travis noted where in the plan it noted the fence layout and noted Commissioner Steele’s suggestion. 

Sandra Steele asked if they have met with the Utah lake Commission.  

Krisel Travis said they have and they have coordinated with them for what is required for discharge. 

Jeremy Lapin said they will have to get a permit from FFSL and they only would need it from the Army Corps if it 

was within their jurisdiction.  

Sandra Steele asked about the detention basin, if the bottom was left in gravel, what would be the depth that the 

water would be there for great periods of time. 

Krisel Travis said the pond is being designed to hold about 1.8 ac./ft. 

Sandra Steele is wondering if there could be a compromise with some grass. 

Krisel Travis said that would be in the plats when they come. For the most part they will be grass. 

Jeremy Lapin said they have several detention ponds throughout the city where the sod is not an issue but 

sometimes if it happens it’s more of a workmanship issue. 

Sandra Steele would like Jeremy Lapin to work with D.R. Horton to get the best product. 

Hayden Williamson agrees that the detention basin was expected to be more green space from previous 

discussions. 

Krisel Travis said the gravel would be minimal; most of it would still have grass and trees. It has always been a 

detention basin in the plans. Those plans will come forward with final plats. They understand it’s a sensitive 

issue 

Hayden Williamson said he was impressed with a previous plan for meandering trails and rock walls. He asked 

what the difference was between townhomes or senior living ERU’s. (none.) He thought that lower impact 

there would be advisable. He asked about a trail on the south west side and if there was a fence between the 

trail and the community. 

Krisel Travis said there would be gated connections with semi-private fences.  

Kirk Wilkins asked about the underground pipes and the safety to block people from getting in. 

Krisel Travis said FEMA conditions are that it needs to be open with manholes for maintenance. The trail will be 

widened in a section to help vehicles get to areas for maintenance.  
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Jeremy Lapin said it’s inaccessible unless someone was climbing a fence, on the west side it’s 150 ft. off of the 

road, the access road will have a gate. They have taken reasonable precautions to keep people out. They also 

don’t anticipate flooding issues due to the large capacity. 

Kirk Wilkins asked about the code for the double fencing.  

Kimber Gabryszak responded that they drafted an amendment but it was tabled so there is nothing prohibiting that. 

Kirk Wilkins asked what the benefit was to approve plan 5 now. 

Krisel Travis said it gives the ability and confidence to proceed with the Church and purchasing, if not it would 

delay the process and take away entitlements. 

Kirk Wilkins asked if the gravel would change the greenspace requirement. 

Krisel Travis said no, it did not.  

Jeff Cochran said the project is overwhelming. They are looking at 1200-1500 units tonight, why the rush to 

approve all these plans tonight. He sees that they have done a thorough job and it looks great, the products 

look good, but it’s a ton of information, why so much so quick? 

Krisel Travis they approved a community plan that they couldn’t’ do more than 1000 units, the lotting concepts 

have not changed from the Community Plan. The same verbiage in Village Plan 1 is the same as these Village 

plans except for the few small changes they highlighted tonight. She wished the process allowed them more 

time to review it, but its 856 lots, that hasn’t changed. The reason for the rush is to get the project going in the 

city and give them the entitlements to close with the Church. Village plan 1 does not give them enough 

entitlements to purchase the plan. They have to have at least the village plans approves to vest their densities. 

Jeff Cochran asked why the new changes were not included in the packet. 

Kimber Gabryszak said they weren’t done until this week. 

Jeff Cochran asked how FEMA affected the village plans and if there was any reason that it would restrict them 

from approving the plans tonight. 

Jeremy Lapin said there are several restrictions where they could build. The worst case scenario is they would lose 

those areas to develop. His understanding was that these layouts would be locked unless they brought a new 

plan. If they had so many units and some of the area was unbuildable they could transfer a little but it would 

need an amendment for bigger changes. 

Kimber Gabryszak said there are some provisions for transfer of density out of the flood plain, but without an 

amendment they could not shift very much. Anything more than a minor shift would require an amendment. 

Jeff Cochran asked if next to single family homes, are those densities locked in? 

Kimber Gabryszak said in some areas the lot types are locked in.  

Jeff Cochran asked if we could lock the density in some of the areas. 

Kimber Gabryszak said there still is a requirement to transfer some density away from existing neighborhoods. 

You could possibly recommend that there not be a density transfer allowed in a specific block.  

Krisel Travis said as long as it gives them the same product ranges in Block type they are fine with that. She thinks 

it’s pretty tight and already restricted. It would be pretty impossible. 

Kirk Wilkins asked how close they were to the maximum.  

Krisel Travis said they are pretty close to the maximum now. 

Jeff Cochran thought it would be nice to have a condition there. 

Kimber Gabryszak thought it might already be covered. 

Jeff Cochran thought the church sites were small 

Krisel Travis said that came from the church, she said they had even increased them a bit. 

Sandra Steele said their density is already written in stone with the community plan. She is not sure that we need to 

be worried about it. She feels they are rushing us along where we don’t feel comfortable. 

Krisel Travis indicated that by passing the plans tonight it gives us the confidence to go forward with the purchase. 

It lays out the roadways and infrastructure. She apologized for the uncomfortableness of the speed at which 

they felt they needed to move. She appreciated their efforts in Village Plan 1 and the Community Plan. She is 

not asking them to approve the final plats those still have to come in later. This is just the view of what this 

could look like. 

Sandra Steele asked if they could change the shared lanes during the plat process 

Kimber Gabryszak said no, unless there was a health and safety issue that came along that superseded it like from 

the Fire Chief. 
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Hayden Williamson said given that they can’t move forward and purchase the property until they get this plan he 

would like to move forward. 

Kirk Wilkins did feel like they were rushing this along, it gives them certainty but it does take away our flexibility.  

Jeff Cochran understands the need to move forward but feels they are in a difficult situation tonight.  

Sandra Steele thinks they need to table it so that the public has a chance to look over what they have been given 

tonight.  

Kevin Thurman said they could take comment from the public if they so choose. He doesn’t recommend that they 

open public hearing again but just take public comment at a future point. If they continue this there needs to be 

some sort of code finding that they say they need additional information to see if it’s met. 

Boyd Martin said he knew it was hard with a lot of information at this time. There is still a lot of detail to come 

with the final plats. He doesn’t want to spend millions of dollars and then go through this process with every 

single Village Plan. He feels they are good to go on this and he wants to close. He needs some level of comfort 

that he can move forward with these conceptual Village Plans. 

 

Motion from Kirk Wilkins to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the Legacy Farms 

Village Plan [2, 3, 4, 5] with the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report; with the additional 

condition that there be combined minimum of 24 ft. (driveways) backing space; and that they remove 

conditions 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 and that density does not transfer into block type 1. Second from Hayden 

Williamson. 
 

Hayden Williamson thought they determined that they didn’t need the condition of the density transfer. 

Kimber Gabryszak thought it was still necessary but they didn’t need to identify the density because it’s 

already called out. Also on the combined minimum 24’, could they change that to backing space because 

it’s not the driveway, and could it be just village plan 5? 

Sandra Steele thought it was a concern everywhere. 

Kirk Wilkins revised the condition of the Motion that with the 24’ driveway that it is with backing space. 

 

 Aye Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson. Nay: Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion tied. 
 

7. Approval of Reports of Action. 
Kimber Gabryszak went over the reports of Action for Legacy Farms. It moved forward with a negative 

recommendation with a tie vote.  

  

Motion by Sandra Steele to approve the Report of Action and have our Chair sign it. Second from 

Hayden Williamson.  Aye Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion 

passed. 
 

Kimber Gabryszak reviewed the Jordan View Landing Report. It received a positive recommendation.  

 

Motion made by Hayden Williamson to approve the Report of Action for Jordan View Landing. Second 

made by Kirk Wilkins. Aye Kirk Wilkins, Hayden Williamson, Sandra Steele, Jeff Cochran. Motion 

passed. 

 

8. Approval of Minutes: 

1. November 13, 2014. 
 

Motion by Sandra Steele to accept the minutes as corrected. Seconded by Hayden Williamson 

 

9. Commission Comments. 
No comments. 
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10. Director’s Report. 
Kimber Gabryszak reviewed what happened at the last City Council Meetings.  

 

Meeting adjourned without objection by Chairman Jeff Cochran 

 

Adjourn 10:25 pm 

 

____________________________       ________________________ 

Date of Approval           Planning Commission Chair   

             Jeff Cochran 

 

 

___________________________ 

Lori Yates, City Recorder 
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