ef TS TABLISHED 1050

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA

NOTICE is hereby given that the CITY COUNCIL of Alpine City, Utah will hold a meeting on Tuesday, April 14, 2015 at 7:00 pm at Alpine
City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah as follows:

l. CALL MEETING TO ORDER*

A. Roll Call: Mayor Don Watkins
B. Prayer: Troy Stout
C.  Pledge of Allegiance: By Invitation

Il. PUBLIC COMMENT: The public may comment on items that are not on the agenda.

I1l. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. [Approve the Minutes of Wiarch 24, 2019

IV. REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS
A. 2015 Legislative Report - Representative Mike Kennedy
B. [Trails Commitiee Report: The Open space and Trails Commitiee will make a presentation to the Council]

V. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. Dominion Insurance Office Building Site Plan — 34T 5. lain street — Lawrence Hilton] The Council will review and approved
the Dominion Insurance Office Building Site Plan including approval for shared parking for the dining space.
B. [ESSTView Plat F Final Plan — Approximately 800 North Patterson Lane — Patterson construction Inc] The Council will

review granting final plan approval for the proposed East View Plat F subdivision.

C. Questar Proposals:
E—_Easement — Burgess Park] The Council will review and approve the proposed Questar natural gas line easement through
Burgess Park.
B-_Alpine Staging Proposal:_The Council will review and approve a request from Questar to use certain land in Alpine as a
staging area and as a test area.

D. [Access Across City Open space For Construction Projects: _Thd Council will deal with requests from two residents of the City to
be granted access to cross city open space for construction projects.

E. PSDInterlocal Aqreement Change] The Council will consider amending the PSD Interlocal Agreement to more clearly reflect
times when the agreement was changed and to extend the withdrawal.

F.  [Municipal Waste Water Program: Thg Council will consider approval of the yearly Municipal Waste Water Program.

G. [Planning Commission Appointment: The Council will consider an appointment to the vacancy on the Planning Commission.

H. The Council will consider approval of a contract to develop street tree guidelines
for the City.

|I.  [Otah County Recreational Grant: Theg Council will approve the amount and usage of the Utah County Recreational Grant.

J. PRD Ordinance Amendment: Thd Council will review and approve a proposed amendment that would change the process for

receiving an exception.

K. Prohibition of Parking Low Profile Objects on a City Street at Night: The Council will discuss the need and direction for an
ordinance against parking low profile dark objects on a city street at night.

L. [Reconsideration Of Voting By Mail: Thg Council will discuss the latest from the State and County regarding voting by mail and
whether the City wants to participate in this option while keeping the option to vote at a polling site on election day.

M. Open/Closed Meetings and Conflict of Interest Training — David Church.

VI. STAFF REPORTS

VII. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION

VIIL. EXECUTIVE SESSION: Discuss litigation, property acquisition or the professional character, conduct or competency of personnel.
ADJOURN

*Council Members may participate electronically by phone.

Don Watkins, Mayor
April 10, 2015

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS. If you need a special accommodation to
participate, please call the City Recorder’s Office at (801) 756-6241.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING. The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted in
three public places within Alpine City limits. These public places being the bulletin board located inside City Hall at 20 North Main and
located in the lobby of the Bank of American Fork, Alpine Branch, 133 S. Main, Alpine, UT; and the bulletin board located at The
Junction, 400 S. Main, Alpine, UT. The above agenda notice was sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, UT, a local
newspaper circulated in Alpine, UT. This agenda is also available on our web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public Meeting
Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html



http://www.alpinecity.org/

PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE

Please remember all public meetings and public hearings are now recorded.
e All comments must be recognized by the Chairperson and addressed through the microphone.

e When speaking to the Planning Commission, please stand, speak slowly and clearly into the microphone, and state your name
and address for the recorded record.

o Be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting. Please refrain from conversation with others in the
audience as the microphones are very sensitive and can pick up whispers in the back of the room.

e  Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.

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

o  Exhibits (photos, petitions, etc.) given to the City become the property of the City.

o Please silence all cellular phones, beepers, pagers or other noise making devices.

e Be considerate of others who wish to speak by limiting your comments to a reasonable length, and avoiding repetition of
what has already been said. Individuals may be limited to two minutes and group representatives may be limited to five
minutes.

o Refrain from congregating near the doors or in the lobby area outside the council room to talk as it can be very noisy and
disruptive. If you must carry on conversation in this area, please be as quiet as possible. (The doors must remain open during
a public meeting/hearing.)

Public Hearing v. Public Meeting

If the meeting is a public hearing, the public may participate during that time and may present opinions and evidence for the issue for
which the hearing is being held. In a public hearing there may be some restrictions on participation such as time limits.

Anyone can observe a public meeting, but there is no right to speak or be heard there - the public participates in presenting opinions
and evidence at the pleasure of the body conducting the meeting.
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
20 North Main, Alpine, Utah
March 24, 2015

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Mayor Don
Watkins.

A. Roll Call: The following were present and constituted a quorum:

Mayor Don Watkins

Council Members: Troy Stout, Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott

Council Members not present: Kimberly Bryant

Planning Commission Members: Steve Cosper — Chairman, Dave Fotheringham, Judi Pickell

Staff: Rich Nelson, Charmayne Warnock, David Church, Shane Sorensen, Jason Bond

Others: Craig Skidmore, Loraine Lott, Barb Sanders, Spencer David, Mike Davis, Elaine ??, Allison
Fetters, Rachel Rossi, Lauren Hall, Angela Walker, Trisha Walker, Koltan Wild, Jaxon Tadje, River
Jensen, Carlee Hood, Randall Hood, Sue Gillespie, Jane Griener, Erin Darlington, Hailey Jenkins, Addie
Spencer, Paul Kroff, Myrna Grant, Myrna Grant's son, Sheldon Wimmer, Jake Lloyd, Jaxon Henley, Bill
Lee, Steve Zolman, Mike Russon, Ross Welch, Bobby Patterson, Alan Jensen, Ryan Callister, Mr.
Zolman, Commissioner Larry Ellertson, Commissioner Bill Lee

B. Prayer: Lon Lott
C. Pledge of Allegiance: Ryan Callister

Mayor Watkins welcomed the Youth Council and asked them to introduce themselves.
I1. PUBLIC COMMENT: Spencer Davis said he was working on a Eagle project which was to repaint
the boards fence in front of the Alpine cemetery. He was asked how much of the fence he planned to paint
because there was another scout who was also planning to paint the fence. It was agreed that it was a big
enough job that they could divide it in half. The fence was in bad shape and very much needed to be done.
I11. CONSENT CALENDAR

A. Approve the minutes of March 10, 2015

B. Declare the Shepherd Plat A subdivision in default of the Bond Agreement

C. Heritage Hills Plat C Bond Release #1 - Downing Akin - $261,741.36

MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.
Will Jones, Troy Stout, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

IV. REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS: None
V. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. PUBLIC HEARING - Amending the Parking Regulations in Part 11-340 of the Alpine City
Municipal Code to state that any vehicle parked on a public street for more than 48 consecutive hours will
be subject to a fine and being impounded.
Trisha Walker asked if the amendment would apply to work trailers. She said her husband owned a

landscaping business and parked his work trailer in front of their house. He didn't drive it every day. She
said it would be difficult for people who owned their own business.

CC March 24, 2015
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Will Jones said that when a business license was issued, one of the conditions was that the equipment was
supposed to be parked on off the street.

Mayor Watkins said that if the amendment was adopted, they would need to educate the public.
There were no more comments and the Public Hearing was closed.

B. Ordinance No. 2015-04 - Amending parking regulations in Part 11-340 of the Alpine
City Municipal Code: Jason Bond explained that since this was part of the Municipal Code, it didn't go
to the Planning Commission.

Troy Stout said he would like to see some additional language in the ordinance that addressed low-profile
vehicles without reflectors that were parked on the street at night. It was difficult to see the vehicles for
someone who was walking or biking. He felt there needed to be some language that vehicles without
reflective devices should not be parked overnight. He was also concerned about people "scooting”
vehicles where they just went out and moved a vehicle everyone 48 hours but still left it parked on the
street.

Mayor Watkins suggested that the overnight parking for low-profile vehicles was a separate issue, and
recommended that the Council take action on the ordinance as proposed. They could discuss the other
issues later.

Will Jones said that it was critical that they advertise the new parking regulation because they'd never
enforced it before. It should be noticed in the Newsline.

MOTION: Will Jones moved to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-04 as proposed and add language to include
"any other vehicles that might pose a hazard." Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Lon Lott,
Roger Bennett, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.

C. Ordinance No. 2015-03 - Nonconforming Buildings and Uses: Jason Bond explained that
this was a minor change to Article 3.22 of the Development Code which regulated nonconforming uses
There was some contradictory language in the ordinance and this would clarify it.

MOTION: Troy Stout moved to adopt Ordinance No. 2015-03 regulating nonconforming uses. Will
Jones seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Troy Stout, Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion
passed.

D. Planning Commission Appointment

MOTION: Roger Bennett moved to table the Planning Commission Appointment until the Council met
in Executive Session to discuss personnel. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Roger Bennett, Will
Jones, Lon Lott, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.

E. Burgess Park Improvements - Tennis Courts and Pickle Ball Courts: Rich Nelson said
the City Council had previously discussed redoing the tennis courts, which were deteriorating and in need
of repair or replacement, and adding some pickle ball courts. The estimated cost of reconstructing the two
tennis courts in Burgess Park was $105,075. Installing lights would be an additional $45,118. The cost of
installing four new pickle ball courts would be approximately $80,000.

CC March 24, 2015
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The proposed source of funding would be the Capital Improvement Fund and $37,000 from Questar for
the purchase of an easement to across City property.

Shane Sorensen said they would raise the courts to match the existing volley ball court. It would eliminate
the retaining wall and take the tennis courts out of a hole. There had been a problem with water pooling
on the court and raising the court would eliminate the problem. He said the construction and design would
be the same as the courts in Creekside Park.

The Council agreed they would not put lighting on the tennis courts. However, Troy Stout suggested they
install conduit for electricity during construction so that it would be there in the event they wanted to
install lights in the future.

MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the construction of two tennis courts and four pickle ball courts
in Burgess Park and not install lights, but they would install conduit during construction in the event that
lighting was desired at a future date. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Troy Stout,
Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

F. Budget Discussion - Tentative Budget and Personnel Request: Rich Nelson said they
would begin reviewing the budget with the Council members at individual meetings. As part of the
budget, it was proposed that they hire a new staff member to work in City Hall. The range of duties were
included in the packet and had been reviewed with the mayor. The salary would range between $30,000
to $40,000 a year. Will Jones asked what the total cost would be including insurance benefits, etc. Since
that information was not immediately available, a motion was made to table the item. Rich Nelson said he
would send that information out to the Council.

MOTION: Troy Stout moved to table the personnel request until the next meeting when the additional
information was available. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Troy Stout, Will Jones, Roger
Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

G. Box Elder Plat E - Power Line Easement: Shane Sorensen said Rocky Mountain Power
required a power line from the Box Elder booster pump station going southward to Box Elder Plat E.
There was an existing 20-foot wide public utility easement (PUE) that ran along the back of the Palmer
and Erickson properties. Since it was a recorded PUE, Rocky Mountain had a right to place the utilities in
the easement without the permission of the City or the homeowners. However, to do so would disrupt the
homeowner's landscaping. Scott Dunn, who represented Patterson Construction, had requested that the
City look at some other options for running the power line to avoid upsetting the property owners.

Shane Sorensen said there were three options: 1) Install the power conduit within the 20-ft. PUE; 2)
Alpine City grant an easement to construct the power line in Lambert Park which would require clearing
dense oak brush; 3) Install the conduit in the 20-foot PUE as far as possible with the alignment running to
the edge of Lambert Park for the remaining 550 feet. A 10' x 550" long easement would be required from
the City. The 3rd option would minimize the impact to the homeowner's landscaping.

David Church said the power company had a right to run the conduit down the PUE, but if the City would
allow part of it on Lambert Park, it would keep the power companying from tearing out the people's
landscaping.

Troy Stout said he agreed somewhat with David Church, but in defense of Lambert Park he understood as

a property owner that he took a risk when creating obstructions in the public utility easements. He noted
that the City would be taking out their own trees in Lambert Park.

CC March 24, 2015
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David Church said that the state statute said the power company would be responsible to replace low
shrubs and plants and flat work that was less than four inches high. Anything else they would not replace.
He said the power company would probably argue about replacing flat work. They were not required to
replace trees. He said property owners planted in the PUE at their own risk.

Elaine Erickson said this was her property that they were talking about. She said they had a swimming
pool and trees planted in the easement. She begged the Council to take that into consideration. She said
that putting conduit onto Lambert Park wouldn't make a big difference but it would make a huge
difference on her property.

Shane Sorensen said that Patterson Construction had done a good job when they restored Lambert Park
after installing the sewer line through the park. He asked if they would do the same thing for the power
easement.

Scott Dunn said they would work hard to make sure the landscaping was restored in a good way, but the
people's yards would be difficult because of the rock walls, etc. He said it would be easier to restore the
vegetation in Lambert Park.

Troy Stout how long the additional encroachment would be in Lambert Park. Shane Sorensen said it
would be an additional ten feet wide and 550 feet long. Troy Stout said that if it was going to be a
permanent clearing, it might be a good place to put a trail.

MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the request to construct electrical service for the Box Elder
South subdivision through Lambert Park but it would be not wider than ten feet and would be as close to
the property line as possible. The easement would be restored according to a proper restoration agreement
agreed to by staff, with possible future use as a trail. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones,
Troy Stout, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

H. Heritage Hills, Plat C - Cash in lieu of water rights: Shane Sorensen said the ordinance
allowed the Council to accept cash in lieu of water rights. The developers of Heritage Hills, Plat C were
finalizing the requirements to record the plat, but they were short 3.5 acres feet of water. They requested
permission to submit cash in lieu of the remaining water rights.

Will Jones said they had put forth a good effort to find water shares but were unsuccessful. Roger Bennett
said he disagree with the proposed cost of $5000 per share. He said he'd sold shares for $6000. Shane
Sorensen said the City had recently purchased water for $5000 a share. According to ordinance, there
would be an additional 25% added to the fair market value.

MOTION: Will Jones moved to accept cash in lieu of water rights for Heritage Hills, Plat C for a cash
price of $5500 per share for 3.5 acre feet of water plus 25% . Roger Bennett seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.
Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.

I. 2015 Pressurized Irrigation Restrictions and Appointment to the Irrigation Management
Committee. Shane Sorensen said that in the early part of 2000, the City entered into an agreement with
the Alpine Irrigation Company. The Management Committee consisted of three members appointed by
the City Council and three members from the Alpine Irrigation Company. He said they were Jay Healey,
Ron Devey, and himself. Since that time, the other two had left Alpine City employment and he was the
only one left. He recommended that Greg Kmetzch and Jed Muhlestein be appointed to the Committee.
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MOTION: Lon Lott moved to appoint Greg Kmetzch and Jed Muhlestein to the Pressurized Irrigation
Management Committee. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Lot Lott, Troy Stout, Roger Bennett,
Will Jones voted aye. Motion passed.

Shane Sorensen said that because of the dry winter, they would need to implement water restrictions
earlier this year. Will Jones said that the citizens would need to know that restrictions would begin
immediately.

MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the same water restrictions the City adopted last year and
review possible changes. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott,
Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.

J. Joint Planning Commission/City Council Work Session on Proposed Oberee Annexation
Request. Mayor Watkins welcomed two of the County Commissioners, Larry Ellertson and Bill Lee to
the work session. He said Commissioner Graves had met with them previously to discuss the issues. He
also recognized Mr. Zolman and Paul Kroff who were the applicants for the Oberee Annexation. The area
proposed for annexation was located in Alpine City's Annexation Declaration Area.

Mayor Watkins said he would step down for a bit and have Planning Commission Chairman Steve Cosper
chair the meeting. He added that he wasn't saying he wouldn't lobby his opinions but he had decided to
find out what the public thought.

Planning Commission Chairman Steve Cosper said the work session came about because they understood
how important it was to work comprehensively on the Annexation Plan. The meeting was open to the
public but comment would be restricted to the City Council and Planning Commission members and staff.
There would be opportunity at future meetings for the public to comment. He said he appreciated the
members of the County Commission being present.

1. Annexation law/special service districts: David Church said he was asked to give a review of
annexation law and how special service districts worked in conjunction with annexations. He said he
would first address general annexation law, and then talk about how it specifically affected the Oberee
annexation petition.

State law required municipalities to adopt an Annexation Policy, the purpose of which was two-fold.
First, it let the county and other entities know what a city's intentions were. Second, it informed property
owners what they could expect in regard to annexation. Once the Policy was adopted, a city could annex
in accordance with the plan. If a piece of property lay outside the Policy Declaration Area and the city
wanted to annex it, the city would first have amend the Annexation Policy Plan before proceeding with
the annexation. The Oberee annexation area was already included in Alpine City's Annexation Plan.
Other properties like Melby or Pine Grove were not.

Once the Annexation Policy Plan was in place, a landowner had the right to petition for annexation if they
were contiguous to city limits. They would need to get the signatures of the owners of a majority of the
acreage and have at least 1/3 of the owners of the assessed valuation. Large property owners carried more
weight than small property owners.

When the annexation petition was submitted to the City, the Council would vote to say if they were
willing to study the petition for annexation, or they were not. If they accepted the petition, it did not
guarantee that the property would ultimately be annexed. It simply meant they could move forward in the
process. The Council had accepted the Oberee Annexation Petition in December 2014. After the petition
was certified, a notice was published in the newspaper and affected entities received written notice stating
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that the annexation was being considered. A 30-day protest period began in which the entities could
protest the annexation.

The Oberee Annexation had been certified and noticed as required. No protests were filed. The next step
would be to hold a public hearing, after which the Council would decide whether or not to approve the
annexation. Typically, prior to the public hearing and as part of the annexation process, the petitioner and
the city negotiated a development plan or agreement. That was the step at which the Oberee annexation
had gotten stuck. Mr. Church said that if the petitioner and city could not come to an agreement on the
development plan, either party could choose not to annex. The petitioner could also withdraw their
application anytime during the process.

Regarding special districts that existed in the county, annexation would not affect the boundaries of the
district. Alpine Cove had a special water district. If Alpine City annexed the Cove, the district would still
manage the water district.

Judi Pickell asked what the justification might be for excluding an area from the plan. David Church said
that it might be that the city could not serve the area, or it might be too costly to provide service and it
would burden the community. Or it might be that the area would be more appropriate in another city. A
city would not annex forest service or BLM ground.

David Church said that he'd been involved in annexations for 30 years and the thing he had learned from
the legal side was that you did not annex to prevent growth. You annexed to control growth. You annexed
because you were ready to provide service and allow some level of growth. Annexation was not a tool to
stop growth. The city would assign a zone and require a development plan. The Oberee Annexation had
come to the City several years earlier as the Alpine Canyon Annexation. It got down to the development
plan and the owner said they could not afford to do the things that Alpine City required, and withdrew the
petition. One of the requirement the developer had a problem with was the offsite roads. The City
required them to upgrade Grove Drive and get a second access through the Grant property. He said one of
the issues worked out in the negotiations was who was going to take care of the necessary infrastructure.
The City wouldn't want to make it a burden on existing residents. He noted that it was rare for landowners
to say they would simply annex and accept the requirements the city gave them.

If a city and county agreed, there could be an annexation of less than 50 acres without a petition from the
landowners provided the landowners did not protest it. A city could annex islands or a peninsula of land
for which the city had provided services for a year. He said Alpine Cove was contiguous to Alpine and
the City had provided fire and sewer service for over a year. The City could initiate a process to annex.
The landowners could protest the annexation. With enough protest, the City could not annex. If the City
did initiate the annexation, they would be bringing them in as is.

Dave Fotheringham asked about the referendum. David Church said annexation was a legislative process.
If an opponent obtained the required number of signatures for a referendum, it would hold off the
annexation until it went to a vote. When Alpine City annexed Willow Canyon, it went to a vote and the
citizens approved it.

Judi Pickell asked if the legislature had changed the law on islands and peninsulas. David Church said
they had changed it to say that in island or peninsula could be left with the county's permission. The
governor had not yet signed it. He read the definition of a peninsula.

David Church advised the Planning Commission and Council to work on amending the Annexation

Policy if it was not what they wanted. The current Policy stated a recommended density for those areas
included in the Declaration Area. Before the current owners purchased the Oberee property, they came to
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the City and reviewed the City's Policy. The Policy was not binding but it gave property owners
expectations. He added that the City recently wrote a letter to the County stating they were committed to
looking at the ground north and east of Alpine. To be polite, the Council needed to let the Oberee people
know if the City planned to amend the Annexation Policy in regards to their property or if they were
going to negotiate a development agreement with them. He recommended that the City Council and
Planning Commission look at what was originally required for the Pack (Alpine Canyon Estates)
annexation. The recommendations for water, sewer and roads probably wouldn't change that much. One
of the big issues on any annexation was how the city was going to serve them. They had a fairly good idea
on what would be needed for the Oberee annexation but nothing for other properties.

Lon Lott asked about the other areas that were included or excluded. Was there some reason for excluding
those areas. Was water an issue? Shane Sorensen said that the study for Alpine Cove was done in the late
90s and the Cove chose to go a different direction so they were taken off the plan. The big thing for
Alpine Cove was that they would need to upgrade their roads which would require a donation of so much
per lot.

2. Annexation Policy Plan & Map: Jason Bond next reviewed Alpine City's current Annexation Policy
Plan which was adopted May 26, 2009. Some of the properties named in it were already annexed such as
the Nield and Bennett properties. The Pack, Grant and Christensen areas made up the Oberee annexation
and they were not annexed. A small portion of the Melby property had been annexed. The Melby's had
recently requested annexation for a larger piece of their property, but it was not included in the
Annexation Policy Plan.

Jason Bond said that each property named in the Annexation Plan had a projection on density, service,
etc. Ted Stillman had done the projections.

Lon Lott asked if the firm that performed the Tax Leakage Study had looked at the Annexation Plan to
come up with their numbers, and if it was included in their potential build-out. Jason Bond said the firm
was supplied with that information.

3. Oberee Annexation: Jason Bond reviewed what had happened with the Oberee annexation. The
annexation petition had been submitted to Alpine City and was accepted. It went through the process, but
when there were questions about whether or not Alpine City would allow the density shown in the
currently adopted Annexation Policy Plan, the landowners applied to the County for rezoning. Since the
property was included in Alpine City's Annexation Policy Plan, the County referred it back to the City for
a 60-day period.

4. Financial Considerations: Rich Nelson gave a brief review of financial considerations related to
annexation. Projections of property tax revenue, sales tax revenue, etc was based on the assumption that
all new homes in the annexed area would have a value of $600,000 and would generate $600 in property
tax. Costs to the City that had to be considered were additional police and fire/EMT protection, additional
City staff, additional infrastructure costs including roads, PI and culinary water capacity. Mr. Nelson said
there were one-time revenue sources associated with new home construction which were nice to have but
should not be used when considering ongoing operational reserves, and should never be a major
consideration in the annexation discussion. There were also unquantifiable costs associated with
development in areas that had the potential for fires, floods, mud slides, and other natural disasters.
Those, too, should be taken into consideration when analyzing the impact of annexation.

Judi Pickell asked about impact fees. David Church said the current impact fee plan and ordinance did not

include the area outside the city so when they negotiated the annexation agreement, they had to consider
those fees as part of the contract. For the Pack (Oberee) property, the big cost was upgrading Grove Drive
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and extending the water and sewer. The City had agreed that they would not charge certain impact fees in
exchange for the extensions and improvements. Impact fees from properties inside city limits would not
bear any relation to the actual costs. If Melby came in without the Pack property coming in, how would
they calculate the cost of extending services to the Melby property?

Steve Cosper asked if the city covered their costs with an annexation. David Church said they had in the
past. It was part of the negotiation. In response to another question about impact fees, Mr. Church said
that if a subdivision had lots of lots, impact fees might cover the cost of extending services but it wasn't
guaranteed. That was why they negotiated the costs at annexation. He said that if the county chose to
approve a development in the county, it would be helpful if the county would require the same
improvement standards as a neighboring city. Then if at some point it was annexed, it would be consistent
with city standards.

Steve Cosper asked if the Planning Commission could study the Annexation Policy Plan along with the
Oberee annexation concurrently.

David Church said they could do that. However the City Council had sent a letter to the county stating a
commitment to study the Oberee annexation request. Since they were looking at a time frame of 60 days,
they couldn't leave that behind while looking at the general Annexation Policy Plan.

Judi Pickell asked the property owners of the Oberee annexation what would be the benefit of going to the
country for 35 lots when the City had discussed 65 lots.

Paul Kroff said there were 65 lots in the previous Alpine Canyon annexation. There was no mention of
the number of lots when they submitted the annexation petition in December 2014. Mr. Kroff said they
had looked at the City's Annexation Policy Plan and saw annexation as a step in the process to start
development on a similar level. Then they saw some things happening in the City that made them think
their only alternative was to seek a rezoning in the county. He said they would continue to seek
annexation and development in the City. However, a landowner would not want to annex into Alpine if
there was no promise of what they could expect. There would need to be some negotiation in anticipation
of development.

Judi Pickell asked if the Oberee annexation had approached the City with a development plan.

Paul Kroff said they had not submitted a plan to Alpine City. After approaching the county about a
rezone, they had agreed to the 60 day waiting period to see if Alpine City would approve the density
shown for their property in the current Annexation Policy Plan. He said they weren't asking for a density
of more than that, and they would possibly accept less.

David Church pointed out that the Grant property was included in the Oberee annexation and had not
been part of the earlier one. That would change the number of lots. He said he assumed improvement of
Grove Drive and a second access would still be important to the City.

Dave Fotheringham asked what the next step would be. David Church said the next step for the Oberee
annexation would be for them to get on the Planning Commission agenda and propose a concept, if they
wanted to.

Paul Kroff said that for their specific property, it was critical that the density remain the same as it was in
the 2009 plan. Offsite improvements would be negotiated. He said what they'd heard from the City was
that they wouldn't support a zoning for more density than the CE-1 zoning in the county. If that was no
longer the case, they wanted to discuss specific details.

CC March 24, 2015
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Lon Lott said that in the Annexation Policy Plan, it stated that Alpine would annex land that helped
realize their goals. He asked what the vision or goal of the City was? He said he leaned toward Alpine
being a unified community. Outlying areas that were not part of the City would make it divided. They
would, however, need to consider the financial ramifications of annexation.

Troy Stout said he didn't want to shut down a reasonable discussion. He felt the community was unified in
wanting to protect Alpine's hillsides and environment. But there was the question about property rights
and the right of people to develop over the rights of people who didn't want it developed. Some of the
areas were sensitive lands and were homes for wildlife. He said that when people wanted to rezone to
build a higher density, that was where the discussion came in. Did they want to see quarter-acre lots on
the hillsides. He said the reasonable point lay somewhere between no development and over-
development. There were some areas that shouldn't be developed at all, but the City had lost some
influence because of county rezoning. It came from ignoring input from the community.

Steve Cosper said the Planning Commission would welcome looking at the issues that had been
discussed.

David Church suggested they ask the visiting County Commissioners if they would like to comment.

Larry Ellertson asked the City to please give serious consideration to the annexation questions. Bill Lee
agreed.

Jason Bond said he would appreciate getting some kind of submission for the Oberee annexation so the
Planning Commission had something to work from.

Paul Kroff said he felt like he was not getting any specific direction. He didn't want to work toward a
stalemate. They had been working with the DRC for five months.

Dave Fotheringham said he would like to see an overview of the lots and what kind of support would be
needed from the City.

David Church said that if he was the landowner knowing the political process, he would get on the
Planning Commission agenda and submit a document stating that he would be willing to enter into a
development agreement that designated a minimum number of lots, and define what kind of infrastructure
they would be willing to build. That would be a starting point. The Planning Commission could look at it
and recommend that if the City entered an agreement, it could be changed in certain ways. Then when the
landowner submitted an application they would know what had been agreed on.

Rich Nelson said that what David Church suggested was a good way to move forward. Otherwise it
became a chicken or egg question. Troy Stout said it sounded like the process would take several months.

David Church pointed out that the discussion on Pine Grove began in the early 90s and went to a vote in
1998. But he felt the Oberee annexation was more straightforward. In 60 days the City should be able to
tell the people what the potential was for the number of lots. They would need to consider that the Grant
property was included in the Oberee annexation. If the discussion was going to be successful, they needed
to say something like they would sign a contract to do these thing. The landowners would ask Alpine to
sign a commitment that if the applicant submitted a compliant subdivision, the City would approve x
number of lots.
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Myrna Grant said Pheobe Blackham had tried to annex their ground a long time ago, and she'd been
willing to annex. She wasn't a developer, but the City had to realize that when she bought her property a
long time ago, she didn't intent to sit on it as CE-1. They hadn't applied for annexation because they
needed a development plan and they didn't have one. She said the people in Alpine couldn't possibly
believe that they bought their property just to let people look at it.

Paul Kroff noted that Bryan Hofheins was present and wondered if he would like to comment. Mr.
Hofheins said he had his questions answered.

Steve Cosper moved to the audience and turned the chair back over to Mayor Watkins.

Mayor Watkins said he was disappointed there weren't more Planning Commission members present at
the workshop.

Rich Nelson asked the Council to make a formal decision on whether or not they wanted to move forward
with negotiations on the Oberee annexation.

MOTION: Troy Stout moved that the City Council make it clear that they intended to enter into a
discussion with the Oberee annexation representatives. Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 3 Nays: 0. Troy Stout,
Lon Lott, Roger Bennett voted aye. Will Jones abstained. Motion passed.

Mayor Watkins said he was not making a commitment to not be involved.

VI. STAFF REPORTS: None

VII. COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS: None

VIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION

MOTION: Troy Stout moved to go to Executive Session. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Troy
Stout, Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

The Council adjourned to Executive Session at 9:50 pm.

It was determined that "Planning Commission Appointment" was not a topic for an executive session and
no discussion took place. The Council returned to open meeting at 9:52 pm.

MOTION: Troy Stout moved to go back into open meeting. Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Troy
Stout, Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

Roger Bennett said he had looked at a map of Alpine and identified were all the Planning Commission
members lived. There was a heavy representation from the north and east side but nothing from the
southwest side of town. Since there was undeveloped ground on that side of town, he felt that area should
be represented.

Mayor Watkins said that annexation was one of the hottest issues and there was no one on the Planning
Commission from the northeast area.

Will Jones disagreed. He said Bryce Higbee and Jason Thelin lived in that area. On the Council, he and
Don Watkins lived in the northeast area.
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Lon Lott said that he had talked to the Mayor earlier in the meeting. Since there was no name
recommended in the packet, he assumed he was expecting recommendations from the Council. He said he
had mentioned Richard Nelson who had served on a previous City Council He was an engineer and
understood building issues. He also lived in the southwest area of town.

Don Watkins said the term only went to January 2016 which was when Chuck Castleton's term ended. He
said he would like to have someone on the Commission that consistently attended the meetings. There
was only person that had consistently attended the meeting and that was Jane Griener. She was very
bright and she lived in an area of town that was near critical environment.

Troy Stout suggested they delay the item to another meeting. They could open it up and see if there were
other people they should consider.

MOTION: Lon Lott moved to adjourn. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Troy Stout, Will Jones,
Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 pm.

CC March 24, 2015



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

SUBJECT: Trail Committee Presentation

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 14 April 2015

PETITIONER: Ad Hoc Trails and Open Space Committee

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  Approval by City Council
APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE:

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The Ad Hoc Trails and Open Space Committee has recently been working on an
approach to address the needs of Alpine City’s trails. This includes an effort to repair,
improve, and/or replace trails within the City. The committee has a goal to have some

proposed trail standards adopted before Saturday, June 6th which is the annual National
Trail Day. There are plans to have a huge volunteer effort on that day.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Ad Hoc Trails and Open Space Committee recommends that the City:

e Adopt recommended standards for ongoing utilization, maintenance and
enhancements.
e Move all maintenance and improvement efforts to designated standard.
e Expedite signage and traffic control improvements which includes:
- Rock barriers for closed areas
- Enhanced signage in at risk areas
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Alpine City Trails
Trail Standards, Improvements, and

Trail Day
Saturday, June 6, 2015

Draft - April 2, 2015

Status / Observations

Increased Usage

— All users (hikers, joggers, bicyclists, OHVs, horses)
Increased Maintenance

— Trails, Bridges, Parking, Facilities

— Noxious non-native weed control

Improved Design

Standards

— Adopt US Forest Service Standards
Improvements

Increased utilization requires enhanced
design, maintenance, and care.




Standards

Adopt US Forest Service Standards
— Field and Engineering Tested

* Signs

Bridges
Trails ;
Noxious and Non-native Weeds &
Improvements — (i.e. Bowery Fire Pit)

Balance short-term needs (and constraints)

With long-term objectives and legacy.

wneild 3018

* Carsonite - Trail Signs

Signs

— Need to inventory requirements
* Trail Names
. ]’rail Traffic Control and street x-
ings
Metal - Motorized Traffic
Control Signs

— Parking / No Parking
* Parking Capacity

* Get vehicles off grass and fire
danger areas

* Inventory parking capacity

— Designated Parking / No Parking
Areas

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Signs — Current / Standard

Major Signs — Rodeo Ground

Trail and Information Bulletin Boards
Trail Signs

Fire, Fireworks

Traffic Control — Parking / No Parking

To control traffic, protect against fire and
erosion, and safety —immediate
improvements gre needed.

Rodeo Signage
Current WASATCH ¥/
Rodeo g National :

Sign

Current sign not incompliance with code —
what should the standard be?




Trail and Information Bulletin Boards

Current
Bulletin
Photo

Bad

Good

Standard

Bulletin boards set tone for visitors
and post rules.and information

Trail Signs

Current
Trail Sign
Photo

TRAIL COURTESY

Carsonite trail signs designate trail
name and.autherized use.

4/2/15
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Traffic Signs
Parking/No Parking Areas
* Metal Posts
* Metal Signs
*  Warning
* Parking/No Parking
* Rock Barriers —
Unauthorized Areas

Cross Street Traffic
* Designed crossing areas

Metal traffic signs and posts,
and crosswalks are critical to for
public safety gnd.the environment

Sign and Barrier Maintenance Plan

e 4/18 Inventory
— Identify sign and barrier needs (types by location)
— Align signs with trail names
— Order signs from vendors
e 5/2 Install Signs and Barriers
— Trail Signs
— Parking Signs
— Rock Barriers

Draft - April 2, 2015
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Multi-Use Trail Bridges

Standards for multi-use trails
are more demanding. see handout.

Bridge Status

* Good - (OK but at risk) — Current State —
maintenance required

* Better — FS standard multi-use bridge (see
handout) — middle support with cross planks —
maintenance required

* Best — Conduit with rock and gravel bed — low
maintenance

Only 1 of more than 10 bridges is in
compliance with standard.

Draft - April 2, 2015




Bridges — Current / Standard

Bridge with Culvert —
~ $40 a foot and 2240 Ibs. to place
~ Low maintenance costs

Wood Rail Bridge —
~ Need take off for new (each bridge)
~ High maintenance costs

Non-rail Bridge —
~ Need take off for new (each bridge)
~ High maintenance costs

Optimize initial and ongoing maintenance
costs. — Any consideration for aesthetics?

Draft - Aprll 2, 2015

Bridge Maintenance Plan

4/25 Inventory
— Bridge Maintenance Priorities
— Take off and Cost Estimates

5/15 Bridge Maintenance and Rebuild Plans
— Order materials

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Bridge Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Trail Maintenance and Design

R EET
N

Current
Standard
Photo

Bad Good Standard

Water should run off, not down trail;
“U” shaped trails.require maintenance.

Trail Maintenance Plan

4/25 Inventory

— Trail Maintenance Priorities

5/23 Trail Maintenance and Reroute Priorities
~ Trail Maintenance Areas

— Trail Reroutes

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Trail Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - Aprll 2, 2015
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Noxious Weed Control

s

Hounds To

Thistle oth

FS recommends that these weeds be
Eliminated (especially in burn areas).

Draft - April 2, 2015

Noxious Weed Elimination Plan

4/25 Inventory
— Priority areas / Estimated Manhours

5/23 Map out “weed sweep” routes

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align sweep areas with work crew groups

6/6 Weed Sweep - Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015




Bowery Improvements

Current
Bowery
Photo

Remove current structure and waste.
Rebuild fire pit with concrete slab and built in
bench area.

Bowery Improvement Plan

4/18 Concept Plan
— Cost estimate

4/? City Approval
5/23 Volunteer Requirements Specified

— Material
— Labor

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Trail Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Volunteer and Commication Plan

200 to 300 Volunteers Wanted

— June 6, 2015 — National Trails day
« Meet at designed bulletin boards

— Designated Representations from each ward/stake
— Volunteers solicited — signs/city bulletin
— 20 Work Times

* Trails, Bridges, Weeds ...

April 18 — Ward/Stake Rep. Identified
May 16 — Orientation Training

May 30 — Implementation Training
June 6 — Trail Day

June 8 - Debriefing

Draft - April 2, 2015

Intregated Work Plan

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Budget Items

Trail Signs

Parking Signs

Rock/Barrier Placement
Crosswalk Markings

Trail Maintenance (gravel and soil)
Bridge Maintenance

Bridge Rebuild

Weed Trash Bags

Budget considerations should consider short

and long-term requirements.

Action Items

Adopt recommended standards for ongoing
utilization, maintenance, and enhancements

Move all maintenance and improvement
efforts to designated standard

Expedite signage and traffic control
improvements

— Rock barriers for closed areas

— Enhanced signage in at risk areas

Enact plans for June 6, 2015 Trail Day

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Unresolved Issues

Eagle Scout Projects
Needs Outside of Lambert Park

Enforcement

— Rogue Trails/Improvements

— Speed (OHVs)

Connectivity with Other Trails
Enhancements to Use Policies

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15

13
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Alpine City Trails
Trail Standards, Improvements, and

Trail Day
Saturday, June 6, 2015

Draft - April 2, 2015

Status / Observations

Increased Usage

— All users (hikers, joggers, bicyclists, OHVs, horses)
Increased Maintenance

— Trails, Bridges, Parking, Facilities

— Noxious non-native weed control

Improved Design

Standards

— Adopt US Forest Service Standards
Improvements

Increased utilization requires enhanced
design, maintenance, and care.




Standards

Adopt US Forest Service Standards
— Field and Engineering Tested

* Signs

Bridges
Trails ;
Noxious and Non-native Weeds &
Improvements — (i.e. Bowery Fire Pit)

Balance short-term needs (and constraints)

With long-term objectives and legacy.

wneild 3018

* Carsonite - Trail Signs

Signs

— Need to inventory requirements
* Trail Names
. ]’rail Traffic Control and street x-
ings
Metal - Motorized Traffic
Control Signs

— Parking / No Parking
* Parking Capacity

* Get vehicles off grass and fire
danger areas

* Inventory parking capacity

— Designated Parking / No Parking
Areas

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Signs — Current / Standard

Major Signs — Rodeo Ground

Trail and Information Bulletin Boards
Trail Signs

Fire, Fireworks

Traffic Control — Parking / No Parking

To control traffic, protect against fire and
erosion, and safety —immediate
improvements gre needed.

Rodeo Signage
Current WASATCH ¥/
Rodeo g National :

Sign

Current sign not incompliance with code —
what should the standard be?




Trail and Information Bulletin Boards

Current
Bulletin
Photo

Bad

Good

Standard

Bulletin boards set tone for visitors
and post rules.and information

Trail Signs

Current
Trail Sign
Photo

TRAIL COURTESY

Carsonite trail signs designate trail
name and.autherized use.
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Traffic Signs
Parking/No Parking Areas
* Metal Posts
* Metal Signs
*  Warning
* Parking/No Parking
* Rock Barriers —
Unauthorized Areas

Cross Street Traffic
* Designed crossing areas

Metal traffic signs and posts,
and crosswalks are critical to for
public safety gnd.the environment

Sign and Barrier Maintenance Plan

e 4/18 Inventory
— Identify sign and barrier needs (types by location)
— Align signs with trail names
— Order signs from vendors
e 5/2 Install Signs and Barriers
— Trail Signs
— Parking Signs
— Rock Barriers

Draft - April 2, 2015
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Multi-Use Trail Bridges

Standards for multi-use trails
are more demanding. see handout.

Bridge Status

* Good - (OK but at risk) — Current State —
maintenance required

* Better — FS standard multi-use bridge (see
handout) — middle support with cross planks —
maintenance required

* Best — Conduit with rock and gravel bed — low
maintenance

Only 1 of more than 10 bridges is in
compliance with standard.

Draft - April 2, 2015




Bridges — Current / Standard

Bridge with Culvert —
~ $40 a foot and 2240 Ibs. to place
~ Low maintenance costs

Wood Rail Bridge —
~ Need take off for new (each bridge)
~ High maintenance costs

Non-rail Bridge —
~ Need take off for new (each bridge)
~ High maintenance costs

Optimize initial and ongoing maintenance
costs. — Any consideration for aesthetics?

Draft - Aprll 2, 2015

Bridge Maintenance Plan

4/25 Inventory
— Bridge Maintenance Priorities
— Take off and Cost Estimates

5/15 Bridge Maintenance and Rebuild Plans
— Order materials

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Bridge Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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Trail Maintenance and Design

R EET
N

Current
Standard
Photo

Bad Good Standard

Water should run off, not down trail;
“U” shaped trails.require maintenance.

Trail Maintenance Plan

4/25 Inventory

— Trail Maintenance Priorities

5/23 Trail Maintenance and Reroute Priorities
~ Trail Maintenance Areas

— Trail Reroutes

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Trail Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - Aprll 2, 2015
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Noxious Weed Control

s

Hounds To

Thistle oth

FS recommends that these weeds be
Eliminated (especially in burn areas).

Draft - April 2, 2015

Noxious Weed Elimination Plan

4/25 Inventory
— Priority areas / Estimated Manhours

5/23 Map out “weed sweep” routes

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align sweep areas with work crew groups

6/6 Weed Sweep - Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015




Bowery Improvements

Current
Bowery
Photo

Remove current structure and waste.
Rebuild fire pit with concrete slab and built in
bench area.

Bowery Improvement Plan

4/18 Concept Plan
— Cost estimate

4/? City Approval
5/23 Volunteer Requirements Specified

— Material
— Labor

5/30 Train Volunteer Leaders
— Align task with work crew groups

6/6 Trail Maintenance Work Groups
6/8 Evaluation and Review

Draft - April 2, 2015
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Volunteer and Commication Plan

200 to 300 Volunteers Wanted

— June 6, 2015 — National Trails day
« Meet at designed bulletin boards

— Designated Representations from each ward/stake
— Volunteers solicited — signs/city bulletin
— 20 Work Times

* Trails, Bridges, Weeds ...

April 18 — Ward/Stake Rep. Identified
May 16 — Orientation Training

May 30 — Implementation Training
June 6 — Trail Day

June 8 - Debriefing

Draft - April 2, 2015

Intregated Work Plan

Draft - April 2, 2015
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Budget Items

Trail Signs

Parking Signs

Rock/Barrier Placement
Crosswalk Markings

Trail Maintenance (gravel and soil)
Bridge Maintenance

Bridge Rebuild

Weed Trash Bags

Budget considerations should consider short

and long-term requirements.

Action Items

Adopt recommended standards for ongoing
utilization, maintenance, and enhancements

Move all maintenance and improvement
efforts to designated standard

Expedite signage and traffic control
improvements

— Rock barriers for closed areas

— Enhanced signage in at risk areas

Enact plans for June 6, 2015 Trail Day

Draft - April 2, 2015
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Unresolved Issues

Eagle Scout Projects
Needs Outside of Lambert Park

Enforcement

— Rogue Trails/Improvements

— Speed (OHVs)

Connectivity with Other Trails
Enhancements to Use Policies

Draft - April 2, 2015

4/2/15
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
SUBJECT: Dominion Insurance Building Site Plan
FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 14 April 2015
PETITIONER: Lawrence Hilton
ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve the Site Plan

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 3.7 (Business/Commercial)
Article 3.11 (Gateway Historic)
Article 3.24 (Off-Street Parking)

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: No
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The proposed Dominion Insurance office building is proposed to be located on lot B
within the approved Planned Commercial Development known as Alpine Olde Towne
Centre. The designated building footprint is 3,936 square feet and is located in the
Business Commercial zone. Office buildings are a permitted use in the BC zone. This
plan shows 3 levels (including basement) at a total square footage of 7,491 sf.

This option proposes to include office space (Dominion Insurance, Precious Metal
Exchange Service call “Namx” and additional tenants) and/or evening and weekend
dining space.

The Gateway/Historic zone will also apply to this proposal. The Gateway/Historic zone
gives the Planning Commission the ability to allow flexibility to the requirements set
forth in the BC zone. The Planning Commission may recommend exceptions regarding
parking, building height, signage, setbacks and use if it finds that the plans proposed
better implement the design guidelines to the City Council for approval (Section
3.11.3.3.5).

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

We recommend that the proposed site plan be approved with the following
conditions:

e An exception be considered by the City Council regarding the north
setback which currently shows a covered drive-thru with patio space on
top a few feet from the north property line.

e The City Council consider approving shared parking for the dining space
for evening and weekend hours.

e The preliminary architectural design drawings be approved by the City
Council.

e A grading and drainage plan is provided for the drive-thru showing no
conflicts with the existing storm drainage system

e A bond be provided for the drive-thru roadway improvements.

e That appropriate signs, to be approved by staff, designate a crosswalk for
the drive-thru.

e That trees do not obstruct any sightlines on main street.




ESTABLISHED 1850

Date: April 3, 2015
By: Jason Bond
City Planner
Subject: Planning and Zoning Review - Updated

Dominion Insurance Building Site Plan
341 South Main Street

Background

The proposed Dominion Insurance office building is proposed to be located on lot B within the
approved Planned Commercial Development known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre. The
designated building footprint is 3,936 square feet and is located in the Business Commercial
zone. Office buildings are a permitted use in the BC zone. This plan shows 3 levels (including
basement) at a total square footage of 7,491 sf.

This option proposes to include office space (Dominion Insurance, Precious Metal Exchange
Service call “Namx” and additional tenants) and/or evening and weekend dining space.

The Gateway/Historic zone will also apply to this proposal. The Gateway/Historic zone gives the
Planning Commission the ability to allow flexibility to the requirements set forth in the BC zone.
The Planning Commission may recommend exceptions regarding parking, building height,
signage, setbacks and use if it finds that the plans proposed better implement the design
guidelines to the City Council for approval (Section 3.11.3.3.5).

Location
(Section 3.7.5)

The setbacks have been designated for the Planned Commercial Development. The recorded plat
shows a 20’ setback from the property to the north and a 24’ setback from Main Street. These
setbacks should be upheld. The covered drive-thru with balcony space on top appears to be just a
few feet from the property to the north. This should be addressed by the Planning Commission
and an exception should be considered. The applicant is showing a slightly different building
footprint from the footprint that is on the recorded plat.



Street System/Parking
(Sections 3.7.8.3 and 3.24.3)

The recorded plat designates twenty-one (21) parking stalls for Lot B. The off-street parking
requirements for office, dining, and living are as follows:

Office - Four (4) spaces per 1,000 sf
Dining - One (1) space for every four (4) seats

This plan shows a total of twenty-five (25). Four (4) of those spaces are shown to be on the east
side of the building within the drive-thru. The applicant requests that the Planning Commission
consider allowing all parking stalls to be used for the second floor dining space on evenings and
weekends. The applicant also asks that the basement square footage (vault and man trap) not be
included in the calculation and that a deed restriction be applied to the building stating that the
basement is uninhabitable.

If the current ordinance as written without exceptions is applied, total office square footage and
number of dining seats is used to calculate the parking requirement. The total office square
footage requires thirty (30) spaces. If the basement square footage were to be excluded, the
combined office square footage of the first and second floors requires twenty-one (21) parking
spaces. The applicant is planning to have sixteen (16) seats for the dining space. That requires
four (4) parking spaces. The concept of shared parking is not mentioned in the ordinance.
Unless an exception or ordinance amendment was granted for shared parking, the applicant will
not be allowed to have any more than sixteen (16) seats for the dining space. This applies to
seating that is indoor/outdoor and seating available during office hours and evenings/weekends.

Special Provisions
(Section 3.7.8)

e Trash Storage - There is a shared dumpster for the Planned Commercial Development.

e Height of Building - The maximum height requirement of the building is no more than
thirty four (34) feet. The height of the proposed building (top of the tower) is 36 feet.
The height for a gable, hip or gambrel roof is “the elevation measured at the midway
point between the highest part of the roof ridge line and the lowest elevation of the eaves
or cornice of the main roof structure (not including independent, incidental roof structures
over the porches, garages and similar add-on portions of the structure.” (Section 3.21.8.1)
The height of the building meets the ordinance.

e Landscaping - A landscaping plan has been provided. The types of plants have been
specified. It is understood that the area not within the building pad or area designated for
parking will be landscaped. This should be in accordance with the approved PCD plat.



e Design - Preliminary architectural design drawings were submitted and need to be
reviewed by the Planning Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning and Zoning Department recommends that the proposed site plan not be
approved until with the following items are addressed:

e An exception be considered, for a recommendation to the City Council for approval,
regarding the north setback which currently shows a covered drive-thru with patio
space on top a few feet from the north property line.

e An exception be considered, for a recommendation to the City Council for approval,
regarding shared parking for the dining space.

e The preliminary architectural design drawings be recommended by the Planning
Commission and approved by the City Council.



Date: March 30, 2015

By: Jed Muhlestein, PE%’
Assistant City Engineer
Subject: Dominion Insurance Site Plan Review

1 Building, Lot B of Alpine Olde Towne Center

ENGINEERING REVIEW

This is the engineering review for the proposed Dominion Insurance Building Site Plan. A
separate Planning Review will also be completed. The building is proposed to be built on Lot B
of the Alpine Olde Towne Center Planned Commercial Development. The parking lot and
lighting for the parking have already been approved and built as part of the mentioned
development. All utilities exist and are stubbed to the property. The only thing left to be built is
the drive through access as shown in the proposal and on the plat.

Two options were submitted for the site plan. One option shows the building with underground
parking. In order to access the underground parking the drive through section of road would
have to dip down on the north side of the lot. Due to the location of an existing storm drain that
runs along the north easterly side of the lot, we do not believe elevations of the roadway to an
underground parking area would work without re-routing the storm drain.

The other option shows no underground parking and therefore there is no concern of conflicts
with the existing storm drain.

Both options do not show elevations for grading of the drive through. The developer is waiting
for a recommendation from the Planning Commission regarding which option is preferred before
they complete the drive through design and provide elevations. No matter which option is
chosen, a grading and drainage plan for the construction of the drive through would be required
and could be provided prior to Final Approval from the City Council.

The water policy has been met for this development.

E)\Engineering\Development\20135\Dominion Insurance Services\Dominion Ins Building - Site Plan Review 2015-03-12.doc



ENGINEERING RECOMMENDATION

Whichever option is chosen, we recommend that approval of the proposed site plan be
recommended provided the following items are addressed:

¢ A grading and drainage plan is provided for the drive through showing no conflicts

with the existing storm drainage system
o A bond be provided for the drive through roadway improvements

E:\Engineering\Development\2015\Dominion Insurance Services\Dominion Ins Building - Site Plan Review 2015-03-12.doc
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
1, K, EDWARD GIFFFORD, DD HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR, AND

SEc 25 T4s RIE o4y PG

B / THAT 1 HOLD CERTIFICATE NO, 162675 AS PRESECRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
$ Northeast Corner j4 / UTAH, I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE DESCRIPTION BELOW CORRECTLY DESCRIBES THE
Sectlon 25, T4S A 100 South LAND SURFACE UPON WHICH WILL BE CONSTRUCTED PLAT °A”, ALPINE OLDE TOWNE CENTRE, PLANNED
ectlon 25, ) e ————— . COMMERICAL DEVELOPMENT. I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE REFERENCE MARKERS SHOWN ON THIS
RI1E, SLB&M £ e PLAT ARE LOCATED AS SHOWN AND ARE SUFFICINET TO READILY RETRACE OR RE-ESTABLISH
2 Dry Creek _- THIS SURVEY.
NORTH L m——— - BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION:
-~ Red Pine Drive Parcel 1
' 2 Commencing at a point located S 0°02'38” E 592.875 feet along the Section Line ond West 878.878
- 0 20 40 60 80 100 150 200 . feet from the Northeast Corner of Section 25, T4S, R1E, SLB&M; thence S 307' W 460.505 feet
(] g olong the wesl boundary of Phase 1, Paradise Cove Planned Reaidentiol Devalopament; thence
43} g olong the baundary of Conyon Crast Raod o follows: N 66'26'30° W 279,983 fesl,
oS 5 N 4B'58'48° W 24318 fesl, N BE'20'38" W 100,68 feel, olong the orc of o 49.00 foot
1) O radius_curve to the rignt 51,400 (chord bears N 1Z°33'S6W 57.941 fest); thenca glong
(V] Main Street boundary az follownt along the arc of o 1B0.50 fool rodius curve to the rlghl
N ad 16.526 fesl (chord beors N 22'57'207 £ 16.52'), N 25'34'42° £ 16,25 feel, N 31°08'22" £ 10,94 feel,
.S I||I N V|C|n|ty Mop N 25'53'49" E 38,88 feet, along lhe arc of o 620.47 foot radius curve to the lsft 129 978 feet (chord
[¢] S | w bears N 20'10'02" E  129.74 feet), N 11°29'47" E  68.739 feel; thence S B4'50'54"
- NTS 311.495 feel along River Meadows Office Park Subdivsion boundary to the point of begmmng
oy o |
Py ™ Area = 3,2233 acres
I{ LE Y] Parcel 2 — Less and Excepting from Parcel 1, This Parcel to be added to the Plat
5 Aagarye ¢ g Open Space by seperate deed
A0 L
S 0r40'22" W ¥ Commencing at a point located S 0°02’38" E 565,388 feel along the Section Line and West 1183.758
50,185 183210 2]
g 5:\- S 84'50’54" E , Sy feet from the Northeast Corner of Saction 25, T4S, R1E, SLB&M, thence S 0'40'22" W 50.185 feet:
311.495 - Parking Table thence S 20'24'22" W B3.86 feel; lhence S 23'38'22" W 70.50 feet; thence S 31708'32" W 57.277 feet;
N 11°20'47" E -__‘___ West 878.878' - N 25'53'49" £ 38.88 feet, along the arc of a 620.47 foot radius curve to lhe Ieft 129.978 feet (chord
68.739" e ' n : = B A bears N 20710°02" E  129.74 feet), N 11°29'47" E 68.739 feet; thnce S B4'50'54" E
g . — v Parking Allocation Table — See Drawing for Location 5,358 feet along Rivar Meadows Office Park Subdivision boundary to the point of beginning.
L L e ] Area = 0.0403 acres
LOt B 3 S eenosir ¢ POB 7 Sl PAD Numbers of Stalls Allocated
'
P Fooprint “gas 3 30 A 37 MA’«‘L -20-0b
¢ warzr w , Lot C . N . Edward Gifford Date
63.86" Pad Footprint sasp s :
: C
22 “\ OWNER'S CERTIFICATE OF CONSENT TO RECORD
]' D 39 KNUW BY ALL MEN BY THES PRESENTS THAT WE THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF THE TRACT
- OF LAND DESCRIBED HERE DN AS
4 -t: . w | e S sros 3 33 PLAT ‘A", ALPINE DLDE TOWNE CENTRE, PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELDPHENT
[]] : “lel D ‘ !, ‘ (Saep W LHCATED DN SAID TRACT OF Lmn HAVE CAUSED A SURVEY TO BE MADE AND THIS RECORD
_": < b Note: Al lhe Parking Areo is Common Area OF SURVEY MAP COMSISTING OF 1 SHEET TO BE PREPMI]. ) HEREBY GIVE OUR CONSENT
& Goncrote Fonce East 1/4 Cor Sec 25 \ TO THE RECORDATION OF THIS RECORD OF Eﬂi WITHESS HEREDF WE MAVE
. Common Area “operty Gne T4S, RIE, SLB&M HERELMTO SE:T OUR HANDS THIS 29 Mpay oF ki, AD 2006
s 233822 c\_-: . — ) | , RIE, \ 7 5 .
500 C .““ ; b
S ‘ | =
— anfon (oista A eﬂ!-C'
S 31'08'32° W a PAD Area Is Private Area T CTON L0y ThC
57.277 . Lart Unlt koundary lines are parallel or perpindicular to one another
<
A Bl & 10/ - STATE OF UTAH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
38.68 % I:! Common Area - All common area Is o Public Utlilty Easement (PUED COUNTY OF UTAH S.S. s
=1 State Plane Coordinate Toble
T 2 Fr e oN THISQT DAy OF SEPTS_AD. 2004 PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME THE SIGNERS OF THE
N 3}00332 £ ' FOREGDING DEDICATION WHD DULY ACKNDWLEDGED TD ME THAT THEY DID EXECUTE THE SAME.
; ) Pt North East 4
N 2534°42" Eay Pod Faolprint 45 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES H=1l-09 -
1625" 6188 sr E B Boundary Property Corners Address Table 5.3 N 1630 E A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSIONED)IN UTAH
A 771,16857  1,924,088.96 g &l
& . [ PLEassNT QOB UT §Y0LZ Saps R Tavley
Bid [ g, ;;&51765136 iggggg;ﬁs Lot Address NOTARY ADDRESS PRINTED FULL NAME OF NOTARY
) . ; . 5 ) A 375 South Main Street
R T —r | £ D 77022804 192292918 ST ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY
| 1824 —— r 0 7)) E 77024401 1922910.85 B 341 South Main Street
o4 . F. 77028439  1922816.65 E 345 South Main Strest THE CITY OF ALPINE, COUNTY OF UTAH,
g- ;;gggg% ggg%?g-lsg ; APPROVES THIS PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND HEREBY ACCEPTS THE DEDICATION OF
k) P I 77037040 195581659 D 363 South Main Street ALL EASEMENTS, AND OTHER PARCELS LAND INTENDED FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES
iy J. 77037977  1922825.25 E 395 South Main Street FOR THE PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC THIS : , AD. 2006
i E 77041473 192284222 R
r Common Area . 7709536.48 1922886.94 o
o M 77060382 192290063 Utility Approvals
2 N 77042878  1922854.86 -
. ] 77049334 192288312
=~ g ;;ga?a_m 1925905.38 ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER
X 334  1922905.97 .
/v Approved this ____ Day of _______ o s‘lnl am«) L Clerk—Resarder
’%%‘e":?e A.D. 2006 By ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER (See Seal Below)
“6gva” w
Lot Corners n{ PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL
o sfgf.,g. / d o ;;3119526302 %gggé@%"% ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER APPROVED THIS_A% pay or’ﬂhlﬂ_ . AD. 200fp , BY THE ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
QI)J,O s ; 7 CC. 77028482 192292134 QWEST COMMUNICATIONS -
DD.  770374.43 1922929.42 . —————— "
EE.  770538.59 1922920.74 Approved this ___ Doy of _______ ) Director—Secretary Choirman, Planning Commission
FF.  770530.96 1923005.37 .
GG 77056219  1923195.31 A.D. 2006 By Qwest Communications
HH 77057207 1923085.79
I 770421.44 192319291 APP,R‘ OVAL AS TO FORM
JJ 77031590 1923183.40 O
d as i Day of 7 . AD. 2006
QWEST COMMUNICATIONS (i % i OZ
City Attorney
& QUESTAR
Approved this Day of ,
~ punnediue S PLAT "A" 62006,y DY
- H
S AD. 2006 By QUESTAR e O
B Al SO [
QUESTAR
COMCAST ALPINE OLDE TOWNE CENTRE
Curve Data Table Approved this ____ Day of _______ '
PLANNED CO CIAL DEVELOPMENT
4 Arc Chord Delta Radlus Tangent A.D. 2008 By COMCAST SCAML:AE?. A 40
COMCAST -
€l 61499 N 12°33'S9" W  57.541'  71°54'38’ 49,00° 35,542 ALEWNE, JTAH _COUNTY, LTAR
£2 16526' N 22°57'20° £ 1652’  5'14'45° 18050/ 8.269' arvayar' Clly € Seal
€3 129978' N 20°1002° £ 12974’ 12700°09° 62047° 65227 UTILITY DEDICATION el einnidng

U’RER(SI OF THE PARCEL OF LAND WHICH
I5 SHOWN UPON 1 ALPINE OLIVTOWN CENTRE, PLANNED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
CONSENT TO THE PREPARATIEIN AND RECORDATION OF THIS PLAT AND DOES HEREBY
OFFER AND CONVEY TO ALL PUBLIC UTILITY AGENCYS AND THEIR SUCESSORS AND
ASSIGNS A PERMANENT EASEMENT AND RIGHT-DF-WAY AS SHOWN BY THE COMMON AREAS
THE PLAT FOR ON THE CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE OF SUBTERRANEAN ELECTRICAL,
TELPHONE, NATURAL GAS, SEWER AND WATER LINES AND ALL OTHER PUBLIC
UTILITIES, APPURTENANCES, TOGETHER WITH THE RIGHT OF ACCESS THERE TO.
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

SUBJECT: East View Plat F Final Plat - Phase 1

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 14 April 2015

PETITIONER: Patterson Construction

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve the Final Plat
APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Section 4.6.3 (Final Plat)
PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

The proposed East View Plat F subdivision has received Preliminary approval for 9 lots
on 4.15 acres. The developer proposes to phase the development and is seeking final
approval for 6 of the 9 lots on 2.26 acres. The remaining future lots have structures on
them which the developer wishes to leave in place for the time being. The proposed 6

lots range in size from 10,029 to 16,383 square feet. The development is located south of
East View Drive and west of Quincy Court and is in the TR-10,000 zone.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

We recommend approval of the proposed development, East View Final Plat F, be
approved with the following conditions:

e The Developer address the redlines and provide an updated cost estimate.

e The Developer meet the water policy with Alpine Irrigation Company
shares.

e The proposed road “Patterson Lane” be changed to a different name due to
it not being connected straight across from the current Patterson Lane.

e The Southwest corner of lot 9 as shown be dedicated to the City as right-
of-way.




Date: April 2, 2015

By: Jed Muhlestein, P.E. JA—

Assistant City Engineer

Subject: East View Plat F Phase 1 Subdivision — Final Review
6 lots on 2.26 acres

Background

The proposed East View Plat F subdivision has received Preliminary Approval for 9 lots on 4.15
acres. The developer proposes to phase the development and is seeking Final Approval for 6 of
the 9 lots on 2.26 acres. The remaining future lots have structures on them which the developer
wishes to leave in place for the time being. The proposed 6 lots range in size from 10,029 to
16,383 square feet. The development is located south of East View Drive and west of Quincy
Court and is in the TR-10,000 zone.

Street System

The proposed development shows access from East View Drive via Patterson Lane. The plan
shows a new cul-de-sac being built to provide the required frontage for the lots. Plan and
profiles have been submitted for the streets and are in compliance with the development
standards pending a few minor redline corrections. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk are shown on
both sides of proposed streets.

The developer has supplied a right-of-way dedication that will be recorded with the Phase 1 plat
on lot 9 where the Robert Patterson home is located. This was to ensure alignment and
connection of Patterson Lane when the rest of the property is ready for development.

Sewer System

There is an existing 8-inch sewer line running between East View Drive and Patterson Lane that
can serve the development. Profiles have been submitted for the sewer design and are in
compliance with the standards. 4-inch sewer laterals are shown for each new lot, including the
two future lots.
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Culinary Water System

There is currently a 6-inch water line stubbed southward down Patterson Lane off East View
Drive. A new 8-inch line is shown to replace this stub and connect to the 6-inch main in East
View. The Fire Chief will need to approve the location of the proposed fire hydrants. 3/4-
inch service laterals and water meters are shown for each new lot, including the two future lots.

Pressurized Irrigation System

There are currently two 2-inch pressurized irrigation lateral lines stubbed from East View Drive
that are used for agricultural purposes. Both connections would be required to be capped and
abandoned at the main line in East View. The westerly service could be relocated more southerly
(closer) to the property it serves.

The plans show a new 8-inch main connecting at East View Drive and running along Patterson
Lane with a 4-inch line installed to serve the Robert Circle cul-de-sac. 1-inch pressurized
irrigation laterals are shown for the each new lot, including the two future lots.

Storm Water Drainage System

The storm drain system is designed to flow to the existing storm drain system located in Grove
Drive. There is currently a 15-inch storm drain line stubbed on the west side of Quincy Court for
this purpose which the plans show connection to. Also, there is a storm drain sump at the
southwest corner of East View Drive and Patterson Lane which has had drainage problems. The
plans show corrections for this area. The city will participate in the costs associated with
connecting this intersection to the East View storm drain system. There are some redlines on
the storm drain system to be addressed. These details must be worked out prior to final
approval and an updated cost estimate will be provided.

A storm water pollution prevention plan would be required for the site addressing best
management practices that will be implemented to control erosion on the site during
construction. A UPDES and Land Disturbance Permit will be required prior to construction.

General Subdivision Remarks

There are redlines to correct on the construction drawings and plat which must be corrected
before Final Approval by the City Council.

The developer has acquired boundary line agreements from surrounding property owners to fix
overlapping property boundary issues. A copy of those agreements will be included in the
packet.

The water policy will need to be met for this development. The applicant shows they will use
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credits to meet this; however, Alpine Irrigation shares have been used to irrigate the property. It
has been the policy of Alpine City to require irrigation shares to meet the water policy on
properties that have been historically irrigated with irrigation shares.

We recommend that approval of the proposed development be recommended and
approved with the following conditions:

e The Developer address the redlines and provide an updated cost estimate
e . The Developer meets the water policy with Alpine Irrigation Company shares
e The Fire Chief approves the location of the proposed fire hydrants
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EAST VIEW SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

nwen LOCATED IN THE NW 174 OF SECTION 19, T4S, R2E, S.L.B.6M
PLAT F ALPINE CITY, UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH \_________ DOHEREBY CERTIFY THAT i AM A REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT | HOLD CERTIFICATE
NO. AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. | FURTHER CERTIFY BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, |
~ ~ HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED BELOW, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID
o TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS, BLOCKS, STREETS, OPEN SPACES, AND EASEMENTS AND THAT THE SAME HAS BEEN CORRECTLY
‘“‘“-.\E SURVEYED AND STAKED ON THE GROUNO AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

i

! DATE SURVEYOR =omm

i = e

i = -
s 0]1QIARY e
£ S52°18'05" E BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
gl o 23,01
Slw 2 N 15°29'42" E Beginning 2t a pont located Sauth 00"07'05* st along thesection ine 462 86 feet and st 33114 feetfrom the Northwest Corner of Secton 19,
== l% |7 69 ! Township 4 South, Range 2 Easl, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; thence Sourth 72°27'33" East along East View Plat “C" as recorded In the offic of the Utah
w | s a County Recorder a distance of 132,65 feet; thence along a fence e the following six cowrses and distances: 1 South 14°47'59" West 1,77 feet, 2) South
e =t o . | 12'59'39" West 13.48 feet, 3} South 76°35'59" East 52,58 feet, 4) South 79"12'28" East 28 76 feet, 5} South 75*37°53" East 106,39 feet, and 6) Sou
-OI.-U_ 69°30'20" E 0.93 ' South 763559" feet, 4)South 79°1228" feet, 5} South 75" eet, and 6} South
i T e 72'19'03" East 90,03 feet; thence South 17°23'50" West 14 88 feet; thence South 19'47'28" West 149 19 feet; thence North 89°01'46" West 20,56 feet;
21 “q thence North 76"18'18" West 58.08 feet; thence North 65°14'23" West 41.48 feet; thy dius of 60.00 feet

a

»nl £

West 58.02 feel; thence North 65°32'12" West 163.99 feet; thence North 18'41'53" East 78 64 feet; thence North 19°11'11" East 4940 feet; thence on 3
non-langent curve Lo the lefl iaving a radius of 173.00 feet and a length of 17,57 feet, dwrd of sald curve bears North 69'3400° West 17,56 feet; thence
Narth 72°28'33" Wes 6.72 feet; thence North 19°51'05" East 13449 urve to the left having a radlus of 123,00 feet and a length of
9.35 feet, chord of sald T4 23" Ea19.35 15°29'42" East 17,69 feel; 18'05" East 23.11 feet; thence
o _/: EAST 39L.I4' (TIE) Nosth 63'30728" East .93 fee; thence South 72°2733" East L47 fet to the palnt of beglhnig.

— Area =2 2645 Arres

\ and alength of 12002 feel, chord of sald curve bears South 84°25'02" West 100,99 feet; thence South 28°35'59" West 42.11 feet; thence South 36°38'18"

-
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BROUGHTON
OWNER'S DEDICATION
KNOWN ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT WE, ALL THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF ALL OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED N THE
SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE HEREON AND SHOWN ON THIS MAP, HAVE CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS, STREETS, OPEN
EDWARDS SPACE, AND EASEMENTS AND DO HEREBY DEDICATE THE STREETS AND OTHER PUBLIC AREAS AS INDICATED HEREON FOR PERPETUAL
USE OF THE PUBLIC.
IN'WITNESS HEREOF WE HAVE HEREUNTOQ SET OUR HANDS THIS DAY OF JAD 20

~— =2 -
K““&—H S "‘”‘f““‘ S0 05:
LoT3 S =
N 72°28'33" W 12,793 SF _S_|17a°_§350 W
" Tj\‘“ ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF UTAH

COUNTY OF UTAH

ON THE DAY OF , AD. 20— PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME THE SIGNERS

OF THE FOREGOING DEDICATION WHO DULY ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME THAT THEY DID EXECUTE THE SAME.
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

LOT 4 £ NOTARY PUBLIC
16,383 SF IS
/’ :f’.\ ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY

THE CITY COUNCIL OF ALPINE CITY, COUNTY OF UTAH, APPROVES THIS SUBDIVISION AND HEREBY ACCEPTS THE DEDICATION OF
ALL STREETS, EASEMENTS, OPEN SPACES, AND OTHER PARCELS OF LAND INTENDED FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES FOR THE

;' - PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC THIS DAY OF AD 20
. [
10,452 SF : h"‘:g'?é‘:w. ' J
y EASEMENT 9§ “N 89°0I 46"
29.56' \
SCRE # INNOCENTI APPROVED ATTEST
LOT 208D CITY ENGINEER CLERK - RECORDER
EASEMENT (SEE SEAL BELOW) (SEE SEAL HELOW)
a PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL
<
~\
a APPROVED THIS DAYOF —, AD. 20 —BY THE ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION,
CURVE TABLE
| OE | mgas | Lenoid QELTA HORD BEARNG | DIRECTOR - SECRETARY CHAIRMAN, PLANNING COMMISSION
o 00 20 waw | s SEEE N T AB Ul_ AT | ONS 'L\\
2 17300 1.5 05°49'08 17.56 N 60°3000" W e ¢2‘ AST VIEW
o 230 9.5 Qgigic 85 NIy € PLAT NOTES 006 TRIKD N
[ 150.00 Jigy 02170 1140 SN TOTAL AREA 2,26 AC E“ PL AT HF "
% %ﬁ P é::%?i’s', T i:;;ﬁ{‘-f—— . CURRENT ZONING: CR-40,000 #OFLOTS 6 (j' \\l
- Bt <y - LOCATED IN THE NW 174 OF SECTION 19, T4S, R2E, S.L.B.8M
— — — Ly L LA 2. DESIGN CRITERIA FOR ELEVATION OF 5,000 FEET ?&-
o8 .00 T W S AP E ALPINE CITY, UTAH COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
{9 A0 by Ll L SIS | |5 DESIGN CRITERIA FOR SNOW LOAD OF 45 LB/SF ADDRESS TABLE SCALE: I*=_60 _ FEET
o] 15.00 208 TG By SERE LOT f ADDRESS '
)] 2E140 LA LIy 04 S333051 L 4. THE INTERNATION FIRE CODE MAY REQUIRE FIRE ! APPROVAL AS TO FORM
i Y] kb e 5L — SPRINKLERS BASED UPON THE SIZE OF HOME AND FIRE 2 T ———— —— =i
G 50) 248 s TR [ FLOW CAPACITY. A FIRE FLOW TEST MAY BE REQURED 3 APPROVED ASTOFORM THIS
Cll 0.0 3123 S5y 6L NIyl € AT THE TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT. L DAY OF AD,, 20
o5 500 00l 521809 5754 S EASSQL2'E 5
Qg 0t 1600 FLaLl S L 5. IFFIRE SPRINKLERS ARE PROPOSED  THE FIRE FLOW 6
& 4000 21,81 s L e REQUIREMENT IS REDUCED BY 50%.
£ 15,00 1,28 62°0'25" 15,69 N 30°LL'LE" W CITY ATTORNEY
L9 2100 [1Fa] (=20 SLOG NO20O2L" W
£20 2300 3207 1261 3200 N 60°3007" W EV-FINAL PLAT F.ow  23.MAR 2015




EAST
VIEW

2. ALL CONSTRUCTION TO CONFORM TO ALPINE CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. ALPINE CITY
USES APWA STANDARDS AND DETAILED DRAWINGS IN MOST CASES.

GENERAL NOTES > < VAR
/
1. SETBACKS =FRONT 30', REAR 20/, SIDE 10 MIN2Z' TOTAL, CORNER LOT SIDE YARD 30", / o

3, ALLROADWAYS ARE PUBLIC ROADWAYS TO BE MAINTAINED BY ALPINE CITY. \ AN O P L AT F

4, P.UESAS FOLLOWS =10' FRONT, & REAR AND SIDES. . EAS.F‘ Ew P T C

5, PATTERSON LANE BY LOT 1 CONNECTING TO EAST VIEW DRIVE WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AS A FULL 54' K
i SUBDIVISION

6,  ALL SEWER LATERALS TO BE 4 WITH MINIMUM 2% SLOPE WITH CLEANOUT BEHIND CURB. \

7. ALL WATER SERVICE LINES TO BE 1" LINE WITH %" METER AND STANDARD ALPINE CITY METER BOX "NW CO \\ PATTERSON LANE & ROBERT CIRCLE
AND SETTER. SEC19,

8, ALLROOF GUTTERS AND DRAINS TO DRAIN TO SEPARATE SUMP ON EACH LOT NEAR CORNERS OF DEVELOPER

PROPOSED HOMES. TWO SUMPS FOR EACH BUILDING AVERAGE. SUMP AND DRAINAGE DETAILS TO BE

|
| s -
PREPARED WITH PRELIMINARY PLAT. | % V — e
0, SEE SEPARATE STORM DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS. “ T o
| ~. S$521805"E
10, SEWER LATERALS TO BE PLACED 10 FEET FROM WATER LATERALS 5 - 23.11"
11, ADIOINING PARCEL TO THE WEST (NOW IN CR-20 ZONE) TO BE THIRD PHASE WITH THE ABILITY TO BE w2 o gem ' T B
SUBDIVIDED AT A LATER DATE. Ig g N 15°2042 'E —~ PA-ITERS N
| 17.69 T~ w. i
12 GEOTECHNICAL REPORT WILL BE PREPARED WITH PRELMINARY PLAT, wlE® \ s - OME
13 THE PREDOMINANT SOIL TYPE ON THIS SITE IS CSC (CLEVERLY GRAVELLY FINE SANDY LOAM). THE EI 3 o
SOIL IS WELL-DRAINED, >80° TO WATER DEPTH, AVAILABLE WATER CAPACITY =6.4", INFILTRATION RATE 5%
=06~ 20 INHR. OTHER SOILS ON SITE = CrD AND BB WITH SIMILAR CHARACTERISTICS > 3

14, ZONING BOUNDARY CLARIFICATION WAS AFFIRMED FOR TR ZONE ON APRIL 1, 2003 FOR ROBERT
PATTERSON PROPERTY.

15 SURVEYOR = DAVE OR AARON THOMAS, RL S, 801-224-7300

!
]
18 EXISTING CONTOURS FROM ALPINE CITY. - 4/1/7 — EA 'ST_:’%MI (ie) i /‘/’

7. THERE ARE NO KNOWN WATERWAYS, WATER COURSES, WETLANDS, FLOOD ZONES, FAULT LINES, ‘f

DEBRIS FLOWS, OR ROCKSLIDES LOCATED ON THIS PROPERTY. Ix / ‘

—~
e ! (801) 642-0119

N | ——
~/ L srousHTon | |/ T [ —
S / | s AW — / KOEFORD 7
{gﬁseag W 1348 ~ e L
X e —

J-N69°3029" E 093 / o / —~—— byt
/ W | =s2ar3p 147 e e B T
= 08 JMM FLP — 11038 N. Highland Blvd Suite 100
f’ ;’f /“‘EZ / = Highlend, UT 84003
— / FOX

18 THERE ARE NOIRRIGATION DITCHES ON THIS SITE THAT NEED TO BE MAINTAINED.

19 SEE SEPARATE GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION BY GEOSTRATA. GANG MAIL BOX

LOCATION

TABULATIONS

ZONING TR-10,000
TOTAL AREA 228AC -
#OFLOTS 6 Rt

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Beginning at a point located South 00°07°05" East along the section iine 462.86 feet and East
391,14 feet from the Northwest Corner of Section 19, Township 4 South, Range 2 East, Salt Lake
Base and Meridian; thence South 72°27'33" East along East View Plat “C” as recorded In the i
office of the Utah County Recorder a distance of 132.65 feet; thence along a fence line the Trma
following six courses and distances: 1) South 14°47'59" West 1.77 feet, 2) South 12'59'39"
West 13.48 feet, 3) South 76°35'59" East 52.58 feet, 4) South 79°12'28" East 28.76 fect, 5) N72°28'33" W
South 75°37'53" East 106,39 feet, and 6) South 72°19'03" East 90.03 feet; thence South 6.72'
17°23'50" West 14,88 feet; thence South 19°47'28" West 149,19 feet; thence North 89°01'46"
West 29.56 feet; thence North 76"18'18" West 58.08 feet; thence North 65°14'23" West 41.48
feet; thence on a non-tangent curve to the right having a radius of 60,00 feet and a length of
120,02 feet, chord of sald curve bears South 83°25'02" West 100.99 feet; thence South
28°35'59" West 42,11 feet; thence South 36°38'18" West 58.02 feet; thence North 65°32'12" CCB3
West 163.99 feet; thence North 18°41'53" East 78,64 feet; thence North 19°11'11" East 49.40
feet; thence on a non-tangent curve to the left having a radius of 173,00 feet and a length of
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17.57 feet, chord of said curve bears North 69°34'00" West 17.56 feet; thence North 72°28'33" i o
West 6.72 feet; thence North 19°51'05" East 134.49 feet; thence on a regular curve to the left 7 LOT 4 =
having a radius of 123.00 feet and a length of 9.35 feet, chord of sald curve bears North 5 /
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17°40'23" East 9.35 feet; thence North 15'29'42" East 17.69 feet; thence South 52°18'05" East = o
23.11 feet; thence North 69°30'29" East 0.93 feet; thence South 72°27'33" East 1.47 feet to the

polnt of beginning.
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WATER & PINOTES

. ALL CONSTRUCTION TO CONFORM TO ALPINE CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. ALPINE CITY

USES APWA STANDARDS AND DETAILED DRAWINGS [N MOST CASES.

ALL WATER SERVICE LINES TO BE 1° LINE WITH %" METER AND STANDARD ALPINE CITY METER BOX
AND SETTER.
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

SUBJECT: Questar — Easement Burgess Park

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: April 14, 2015

PETITIONER: Questar Gas Company

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Questar is requesting that the City grant
Questar a new natural gas line easement alignment and additional land for the easement
through Burgess Park.

INFORMATION: A map showing the proposed new alignment and Right of Way and
Easement Grant document are attached. Shane Sorensen, City Engineer and Public Works
Director, has been negotiating with Questar regarding both the ROW alignment and
compensation for the additional land. Shane will be able to update the Council on the
compensation discussion at the Council meeting.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council come to an agreement with Questar on
the easement alignment and the compensation amount.




WHEN RECORDED MAIL TGO
Questar Gas Company

P.O. Box 45360, Right-of-way
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0360

FL24/ alpine city corporation

Space above for County Recorder's use
PARCEL I.D.# 11:018:0079,
02:003:0008, 02:003:0051, 02:003:0057

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT

ALPINE CITY CORPORATION , a municipal corporation of the State of Utah Goan
does hereby convey and warrant to QUESTAR GAS CONIPAa corporation of the State of
Utah, Grantee, its successors and assigns, fosuimeof ONE DOLLAR ($1.00) in hand paid
and other good and valuable consideration, recéiptich is hereby acknowledged, a right-of-
way and easement 30 feet in width to construct, fagintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect,
protect, make connections to, remove and replapelipes, valves, valve boxes and install
cathodic monitoring and mitigation facilities antther gas transmission and distribution facilities
(hereinafter collectively called "Facilities"), daright-of-way being situated in the County of
Utah, State of Utah, and more particularly descrige follows, to-wit:

A strip of land thirty (30) feet in width, fifteef15) feet either side of the
following described center line, situate in the hadalf of the Southwest Quarter
of Section 24, Township 4 South, Range 1 East,.%dk& Base and Meridian.

Beginning at a point in the westerly boundary laiehe Grantor's land, said point
being North 798.02 feet and West 375.49 feet froenSouth Quarter Corner of
said Section 24 and running thence South 72°3&#&5t 416.51 feet; thence
South 59°59'44" East 73.84 feet; thence South 6991&ast 237.12 feet; thence
South 54°22'43" East 98.51 feet; thence South 0285&ast 397.27 feetto a
point in the northerly right of way line of 200 ShiStreet, said point being the
southerly boundary line of the Grantor's land dr@lROINT OF TERMINUS.
(contains 36,698 square feet in area or 0.843 .acre)

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto said QUESTAR GE®MPANY, its successors

and assigns, so long as such facilities shall bataiaed, with the right of ingress and egress to
and from said right-of-way to construct, lay, maint operate, repair, alter, inspect, protect,
make connections to, remove and replace the samis. right-of-way and easement shall carry
with it the right to use any available access reptlfr the purpose of conducting the foregoing
activities. During temporary periods, Grantee mag such portion of the property along and
adjacent to said right-of-way as may be reasonabbessary in connection with construction,

Page 1 of 3 Pages



maintenance, repair, removal or replacement ofabidities. Grantor shall have the right to use
said premises except for the purposes for which tight-of-way and easement is granted to
Grantee, provided such use does not interfere thighfacilities or any other rights granted to
Grantee hereunder.

Without limiting the generality of the foregoinGrantor does hereby covenant, warrant
and agree as follows:

1. Grantor shall not build or construct, nor pértaibe built or constructed, over or
across the right-of-way, any building, retainingligiarock walls, footings or improvement which
impairs the maintenance or operation of the Faaslit

2. Grantor shall not change the contour withinrigkt-of-way without prior written
consent of Grantee.

3. Grantor shall not plant, or permit to be pldantany deep rooted trees, or any
vegetation with roots that may damage the Fadglitiwithin the right-of-way, without prior
written consent of Grantee.

4. Grantor shall not place personal property withie right-of-way that impairs the
maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

5. Grantee shall have the right to cut and rentowuber, trees, brush, overhanging
branches, landscaping and improvements or othéruaitisns of any kind and nature which may
injure or interfere with Grantee’s use, occupatwnenjoyment of this easement and right-of-
way, without liability to Grantor, and without apligation of restoration or compensation.

This right-of-way shall be binding upon and indcethe benefit of the successors and
assigns of Grantor and the successors and asdi@ramtee, and may be assigned in whole or in
part by Grantee.

It is hereby understood that any parties secuting grant on behalf of Grantee are
without authority to make any representations, oams or agreements not herein expressed.

WITNESS the hand of said Grantor this afay , 20

ALPINE CITY CORPORATION
ATTEST:

By:
Clerk Mayor
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STATE OF UTAH )

) ss.
COUNTY OF )

On the day of , 20 personally appeared
before me , and who,
being duly sworn, did say that they are the and ,
respectively, of , and that the foregoing instrument <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>