
 
 

ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 
NOTICE is hereby given that the PLANNING COMMISSION of Alpine City, Utah will hold a Public Hearing and a 
Regular Meeting at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah on Tuesday, August 18, 2015 at 7:00 pm as follows: 
 
I. GENERAL BUSINESS 
 

A. Welcome and Roll Call:                Steve Cosper  
B. Prayer/Opening Comments:             Steve Swanson 
C. Pledge of Allegiance:  By Invitation 

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENT            

 
Any person wishing to comment on any item not on the agenda may address the Planning Commission at this point by  
stepping to the microphone and giving his or her name and address for the record.  
 

III. ACTION ITEMS 
 
A.   PUBLIC HEARING – Beck Zone Change Request 

The Planning Commission will review a request to change the zoning for property from CR-40,000 to CR-20,000. 
 
B.   Eagle Pointe PRD Final Plan - Mark Wells and Taylor Smith - Approx. 800 W 600 N 

       The Planning Commission will review a final plan for the proposed Eagle Pointe planned residential development.  
 
C.   Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot “D” Office Building – 363 South Main Street – April Cooper 

The Planning Commission will review a site plan for an office building on lot “D” of the already approved Alpine Olde Towne 
Centre Planned Commercial Development.  

 
D. Virgil Keate Site Plan 

The Planning Commission will review a site plan for a residential lot that is not in an approved subdivision.  
 
E. T-mobile Cell Tower Modification (Lambert Park) 

 The Planning Commission will review a proposed modification to a wireless telecommunication tower located in Lambert Park. 
  

IV.   COMMUNICATIONS 

  
V.     APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES:   July 21, 2015 
        July 28, 2015 (Work Session) 
        August 4, 2015 
         
ADJOURN      

 

      Chairman Steve Cosper 
      August 14, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO ATTEND ALL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS. If you need a special accommodation to participate 
in the meeting, please call the City Recorder's Office at 801-756-6347 ext. 5.  
 
CERTIFICATION OF POSTING. The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted 
at Alpine City Hall, 20 North  Main, Alpine, UT. It was also 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 the City’s web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public Meeting 
Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html.  

 



 
PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE 

 
 

 
Please remember all public meetings and public hearings are now recorded.  
 

 All comments must be recognized by the Chairperson and addressed through the microphone.  
 

 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.  

 

 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.  

 

 Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
 

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

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

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

 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. 

 

 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.  
 
 



ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Beck Zone Change Request 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 18 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Dana and Annalisa Beck 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve the Zone Change 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Section 3.1.9.2 (Zone Change) 

       

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 
Dana and Annalisa Beck are requesting that the zoning for their property located at 621 Westfield 

Road be changed from CR-40,000 zone to CR-20,000.  The ordinance requires that the Planning 

Commission make a recommendation to the City Council.  The City Council may approve or 

deny the proposed amendment to the zoning map, either as proposed by the Planning 

Commission or after making any revision the City Council considers appropriate.   
 

 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

That the Planning Commission discuss the request for a zone change and make a 

recommendation to the City Council. 

 

 









ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Eagle Pointe PRD Final Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 18 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Taylor Smith and Mark Wells 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Recommend Approval of the Final  

Site Plan 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: See Engineer Review 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

This development was formerly known as the Vista Meadows PRD subdivision.  The 

proposed Eagle Pointe PRD Subdivision consists of 14 lots on 32.929 acres.  Technically 

there are only 13 new lots as Lot 14 is an amended Lot 3 of Falcon Ridge Plat A.  The 

lots range in size from 23,190 to 71,766 square feet which meets the minimum lot size 

requirements as set forth in the PRD section of the Development Code, section 3.9.6  The 

Development is located west of the Falcon Ridge Development.  The proposed 

development includes approximately 17.54 acres (53.5%) of open space.  The proposed 

development is in the CR-40,000 zone. 

 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff recommends that final approval of the proposed development be postponed 

until all of the following items are addressed: 

 

 The Planning Commission and City Council make a decision as to 

the secondary access width, curb, crash gates and timing of 

construction. 

 The Planning Commission and City Council make a decision as to 

whether or not grading onto city open space by 30 feet will be 

allowed. 

o If needed, the Developer provide a retaining wall design prior 

to construction or recordation of the plat, whichever comes 

first. 

 The Developer submit a revegetation plan based on the 

recommendations of the geotechnical report. 

 The Developer provide a booster station design prior to construction 

or recordation of the plat, whichever comes first. 

 The Developer provide and engineer’s cost estimate. 

 The Developer meets the water policy. 

 The Planning Commission discuss and provide direction to the 

Developer in regards to the Trail Master Plan (Section 3.17) 

 The Develop address redlines on the plans. 
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development area.  This would provide sufficient open space to receive the maximum density 
bonus of 25 percent.  Assuming the maximum density bonus, up to 17.52 lots (rounded to 18 
lots) is possible if topography allows it.  Because of the topographic challenges of the area, and 
the Development Code which protects the city from lots being developed on a hillside, the 
developer is proposing a plan with only 13 new lots.  As mentioned earlier, Lot 14 is an existing 
lot (Lot 3 Falcon Ridge Plat A) which is proposed to be amended to accommodate the secondary 
access required by code.  This existing lot is owned by an LLC which the developer is a part of.   
 
The slope analysis has three main purposes; (1) is used to calculate base density, (2) helps 
evaluate building pads and (3) shows the percentage of land with slopes greater than 25% within 
a lot.  The Developer has shown the building pads on the proposed Final Plat.  The pads appear 
to meet section 3.1.11.7 which requires no areas of ground greater than 20% slope to be within 
the buildable area.  Section 3.9.4 details how much slope above 25% that can be contained within 
a lot.  All the new lots contain minor amounts of ground that is steeper than 25%.  The Developer 
has been granted an exception for those slopes.     
 
Street System 
 
The proposed development shows access from Lakeview Drive and Hog Hollow (600 North).  
The general layout of the development meets code in regards of frontage, road alignments, and 
road design.   
 
The proposed plans show an approximate line where fill material would extend beyond the 50-
foot clear zone as identified in the Cut/Fill Ordinance (Section 4.17).  The original plan showed 
three minor retaining walls at the extension of Lakeview Drive so as to not require an exception 
to the ordinance regarding cut/fill slopes.  The Engineering department recommended that the 
Developer eliminate these minor walls and request an exception for the 50-foot clear zone in this 
area.  We are in support of an exception at this location as it is not wise to have a small retaining 
wall at the end of a long fill/cut slope, when the better design is to simply run the cut/fill slope 
another 10-20 feet to existing ground.  An exception to the 50-foot clear zone (4.17) to eliminate 
three minor retaining walls has previously been recommended by the City Engineer, Planning 
Commission, and approved by the City Council as outlined in section 4.1.2 of the Development 
Code.   
 
Secondary Access.  Since Preliminary Approval the Developer has modified the secondary 
access road design to eliminate retaining walls.  It is proposed with 18.5’ of paved surface with 
curb and gutter on one side of road and crash gates on each end.  With crash gates, the secondary 
access road would not be maintained/plowed through the winter months.  The previously 
approved design was 26’ of pavement with no crash gates, yet had significant retaining walls.  
There are four issues to discuss with the proposed design; crash gates, street width, curb and 
gutter, and timing of construction.  The applicable section of code is included herewith for 
reference: 
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“ 3.12.7.4    ROADS 

3.12.7.4.1  Access. All developments in the Urban/Wildland Interface area shall have more than 
one access route which provides simultaneous access for emergency equipment and 
civilian evacuation. The design of access routes shall take into consideration traffic 
circulation and provide for looping of roads as required to ensure at least two access 
points. Looped roads with a single access are not allowed. 

3.12.7.4.2      Exceptions. Where terrain features or other physical obstacles make provision of a 
second access impractical, a single access may be approved by the City Council after 
obtaining the recommendation of the Fire Chief and the Planning Commission. 

3.12.7.4.3      Specifications. All secondary access roads shall have a minimum paved width of not 
less than 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 
inches to permit two-way traffic. These provisions will apply in lieu of those provided in 
Article 9.02-2-1 of the Uniform Fire Code.”  

 
1. Crash Gates.  The Preliminary Approval was for a secondary access road that was to be 

maintained year around for vehicular travel.  The proposed option is to have crash gates 
to only allow access during an emergency.  The Planning Commission and City 
Council need to make a recommendation and decision as to whether or not crash 
gates will be accepted.   

2. Street Width.  Section 3.12.7.4.3 requires a minimum of 20’ of paved width.  Where only 
18.5’ is proposed due to “terrain features or other physical obstacles” as mentioned in 
section 3.12.7.4.2, an exception would be required for this design.  From an engineering 
stand point, the lesser width is not a cause for concern where the proposed road use is for 
secondary access only and gated off to ensure that use.  If the crash gates are not installed 
as proposed, we would rather the road be 26’ as previously approved.  The reason for the 
reduced width was strictly to eliminate retaining walls.  An exhibit was submitted by the 
Developer to show the differences in wall design from Preliminary (approved) to this 
proposal.  See attached.  The Fire Chief and Fire Marshall have both signed off on the 
proposed design width and crash gates, though an exception will still need to be 
recommended and granted for it. 

3. Curb and Gutter.  The City standard road cross sections show curb and gutter on both 
sides.  Having curb and gutter on both sides helps maintain and preserve the road integrity 
as well as facilitates drainage.  It would be recommended from Staff that curb be 
installed on both sides of the road per the standard road cross-sections.  An 
exception to the design standards (4.1.2) for curb and gutter on just one side of the 
secondary access road is being requested by the Developer.   

4. Timing of Construction.  The Developer has proposed to phase the development.  It 
appears that the timing of construction of the secondary access wouldn’t occur until Phase 
2 of the development.  Section 3.12.7.4.1 requires all developments within the 
Urban/Wildland Interface area to have more than one access.  The Fire Marshal has 
written a letter requiring the secondary access road to be built during phase 1 of 
construction.  This would be Staff’s recommendation as well.   

 
An exception has been granted for 2:1 cut/fill slopes shown on the plans which are steeper than 
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shown in the Cut/Fill Ordinance (4.17).  This was granted based on the geotechnical report for 
the development which was backed up by a letter from Earthec Engineering ensuring that the 
report is still valid for the development.  That report specifies the methods, material, and erosion 
control standards used to build 2:1 slopes.  The City Engineer accepts and recommends the 
methods described in the report.  The plans need to specify a revegetation plan.  Revegetation 
of the slopes will be critical for stabilization of the cut/full slopes.   
 
The use of retaining walls in a PRD (3.9.7.4) has been granted for this development.  Previous 
designs showed walls upwards of 28 feet tall.  Though preliminary approval for the design was 
granted, the developer has found alternate ways to eliminate or greatly reduce the height of the 
walls.  This can be accomplished via the previously mentioned more narrow secondary access 
road.  Vertical alignment of the road was also altered to follow the natural terrain more closely, 
which in turn helps reduce the need for retaining walls.  The current plan shows one remaining 
retaining wall which is 325 feet long with a maximum height of 7 feet.  The developer has 
mentioned that even this wall could potentially be eliminated if allowed to grade onto the city 
open space property by approximately 30 feet.  The open space in question is a non-developable 
piece of property granted to the city as part of the Alpine Valley View Estates Plat A.  That 
development was not a Planned Residential Development (PRD) with open space requirements.  
Grading onto city open space property would require a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission and City Council approval.  If not allowed to grade onto city open space property, 
a final recommendation for retaining wall approval from the City Engineer’s office would be 
subject to review of a final design, bearing in mind that the Planning Commission and City 
Council have already recommended and approved the Redi-Rock style and colors as proposed at 
Preliminary (see attached Exhibit A).  Because of this approval, the engineering specifications 
for a retaining wall could come after Final Approval but before recordation or prior to 
construction, whichever comes first.   
 
Due to some roadway cuts/fills that extend well into some of the lots, the developer was asked to 
and has submitted driveway alignments for lots 1-3 & 14 to show driveways can be built for the 
lots that would comply with ordinance (Dev. Code 3.1.11.7).   
 
The improvements for this development cannot take place without an amendment to Lot 3 of 
Falcon Ridge Plat A.  Lot 3 is proposed to be included in this plat, with a note on the final Eagle 
Point plat vacating Lot 3 of Falcon Ridge Plat A. 
 
Currently Falcon Ridge Plat A shows an easement alignment for the road dedication of Lakeview 
Drive through the open space on the northerly road connection.  For the southerly road 
connection there is a small piece of open space (931 SF) proposed to be dedicated to road right-
of-way for the new road alignment.  The Developer has previously received approval from the 
City Council for 931 SF of dedicated open space to be changed to road right of way in exchange 
for 7,280 SF of new open space taken from the existing Lot 3 of Falcon Ridge.   
 
Sewer System 
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The proposed plans show a new sewer system connecting to the existing line in 600 North which 
has been modeled and built to handle the flow.  In the proposed Vista Point cul-de-sac, a portion 
of the new sewer line is shown to be constructed outside of the street.  As the City has increased 
its efforts to flush sewer lines our awareness of the issues associated with lines being constructed 
outside of the street has also increased.  One of these issues is access for maintenance.  The plans 
do show an access road to the manhole being constructed outside the roadway which is 
acceptable.  A commercial grade driveway approach for the access shown.  Besides lot 14, which 
is an existing developed lot, new sewer laterals are shown for each new lot.   
 
Culinary Water System 
 
Due to its elevation, this development will need to be served by the Grove pressure zone.  Each 
lot has an area below the 5350 foot elevation, which is the highest elevation the existing water 
system can serve and still provide the minimum 40 psi required by the ordinance. The only 
connection available to this zone is an existing 8-inch water line at the end of Lake View Drive.  
Based on current water modeling (see attached letter), 150’ of that 8-inch line would need to be 
upsized to 12-inch, and that 12-inch line would need to be extended to the intersection of Vista 
Point and Lakeview Drive.  The remaining portions of the development would require 10-inch 
and 8-inch lines as shown.    
 
As proposed the system would provide minimum fire flows to the development.  But on a larger 
scale, because this development would have service lines which are higher than any other service 
in the water pressure zone, if developed this development would lower the fire flow level of 
service to the entire pressure zone to which it is connected (affecting one third of the city). Please 
see memorandum letter dated October 2, 2014 “Development Hydraulic Modeling Results and 
Recommendations” from Horrocks Engineers.  In order to maintain the existing fire flow level of 
service to the entire water pressure zone offsite improvements would be required.  There are 
several options available for offsite improvements; the most likely solution is the construction of 
a new water tank just above the development.  There are also culinary water improvements in the 
City’s master plan that would improve fire flows in this area.  However, the timing of 
construction of these improvements is unknown.  Since Preliminary Approval the Developer has 
proposed the idea of constructing a booster station that would connect to the low zone water tank 
main line.  This connection point would be made somewhere along the access road to the low 
zone water tank, located just north of Lake View Drive.  The concept of the booster station is that 
during a fire flow emergency when fire flow would drop below acceptable levels, the booster 
station would be able to pull water from the low zone main line and boost it into the high zone 
line.  Staff has discussed this with Horrocks Engineers and found the idea to be acceptable.  The 
timing of engineering approvals for the design of a booster station could be before 
recordation of the plat or prior to construction, whichever comes first.   
 
Lots 1 – 3 currently show areas within the lot above the 5350 elevation.  The Public Works 
department frequently gets low water pressure complaints from home owners who have 
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landscaped above this elevation.  The Developer has proposed to put a landscaping restriction on 
the plat for the portions of these lots which are above the 5350 elevation, which is has been 
discussed at the DRC and is acceptable to the City Engineer’s office.   
 
The Fire Chief has approved the locations of the proposed fire hydrants. 1-inch water laterals will 
need to be constructed for each new lot and are shown on the plan. 
 
Pressurized Irrigation System 
 
With the previous development plan for this property we reviewed in detail and discussed many 
options of how best to provide outdoor water for this development.  We have concluded that 
since this development is towards the upper end of the pressure zone and since we have 
experienced some pressure issues in the Grove pressure zone on the west side of the City, that the 
best option would be to require dry pressurized irrigation lines and services to be installed 
throughout this development that could be used at some point in the future when improvements 
increase the operating pressure in the irrigation system for this area.  In this case, we would 
provide outdoor water for this development through the culinary system with adjusted culinary 
water rates (just like Box Elder).  Since there is a relatively low demand on this water system as 
opposed to that of the irrigation system, more consistent pressure can be provided for outdoor 
use.  A minimum 6-inch pressurized irrigation main would be required as shown on the plans, 
with 1-inch laterals to each lot. 
 
Storm Water Drainage System 
 
Storm drain plans and calculations have been submitted and approved.  The existing storm drain 
line in the Falcon Ridge subdivision and 600 North is shown to be extended to serve the 
development. As with the sewer system, some storm drain lines are shown to be constructed 
outside of the City streets.  An access road is provided at station 18+00 for maintenance.   
 
All storm water is collected and detained in four local detention ponds then released at pre-
development run-off rates into the existing storm water system in 600 North.  Storm drain 
calculations and a detailed design have been provided for what is shown and are accepted. 
 
A storm water pollution prevention plan has been submitted for the site addressing best 
management practices that will be implemented to control erosion on the site during 
construction.  Before construction this will be evaluated and any minor corrections would be 
made at that time.  A Land Disturbance Permit and UPDES permit would be required prior to 
construction.  As mentioned in the streets review section, details pertaining to post 
construction revegetation need to be addressed per the geotechnical report and 
incorporated into the plans.  A preliminary SWPPP (storm water pollution prevention 
plan) added to the plans could satisfy this requirement. 
 
General Subdivision Remarks 
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The developer indicated on the application that a request will be made to meet the water policy 
with cash in lieu of water rights.  This will be a condition of final approval. 
 
Section 3.12 of the City’s development codes outlines the requirements for areas considered as 
sensitive land.  The applicability of this ordinance to lands is based on hazard maps that have 
been adopted by the City showing the location and extent of potential hazards with the City and 
other factors.  Upon reviewing the hazard maps, it appears that Geologic Hazards and the 
Urban/Wildland Interface Overlay areas need to be addressed.  The entire property falls within 
the Geologic Hazards Overlay Zone.  The potential hazards identified on this property are debris 
flow, rockfall and slide hazards.  The developer has previously submitted environmental studies 
for the Vista Meadows development.  In addition, a geologic hazards assessment was also 
submitted.  A letter has been submitted by Earthtec Engineering assuring that the previously 
submitted studies are valid for what is currently being proposed.  We recommend that the 
documents be kept on file and disclosed to potential lot buyers. 
 
The current plan does not show any trail easements within the development. It appears that there 
are one or more trails shown through this property on the trail master plan.  This should be 
discussed to provide direction for the Developer.   
 
We recommend that final approval of the proposed development be postponed until the 
following items are addressed: 
 

• The Planning Commission and City Council make a decision as to the secondary 
access width, curb, crash gates, and timing of construction.   

• The Planning Commission and City Council make a decision as to whether or not 
grading onto city open space by 30 feet will be allowed.  

o If needed, the Developer provide a retaining wall design prior to construction 
or recordation of the plat, whichever comes first.  

• The Developer submit a revegetation plan based on the recommendations of the 
geotechnical report.   

• The Developer provide a booster station design prior to construction or recordation 
of the plat, whichever comes first   

• The Developer provide an engineer’s cost estimate  
• The Developer meets the water policy  
• The Planning Commission discuss and provide direction to the Developer in regards 

to the Trail Master Plan (Section 3.17) 
• The Developer address redlines on the plans 

 
Attached: 

- Exhibit A - Redi-Rock Retaining Wall Aesthetics 
- Preliminary Approved to Proposed Retaining Wall Comparison (submitted by 

Developer) 
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- John E. Schiess, PE.  Horrocks Engineers, “Development Hydraulic Modeling 
Results and Recommendations” October 2, 2014 

- Timothy A. Mitchell, PE.  Earthtec Engineering, “Update of Geotechnical Report 
(Revised)” December 5, 2014 (Includes all geotechnical files submitted) 

- Fire Chief Letter of Approval 
- Fire Marshal Letter of Approval 
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EXHIBIT A - Redi-Rock Retaining Wall Aesthetics 

 
The above photo was submitted as an example of a Redi-Rock retaining wall, with 
proposed colors to match existing terrain.  This was the style proposed for the walls within 
Eagle Point on March 10, 2015 to the City Council.  The use of retaining walls was 
approved based on the looks and style.  Following is the motion that was made: 
 
“ MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the use of retaining walls with Ready Rock and the darker coloration 
shown to match the hillside. Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 1. Will Jones, Lon Lott, Troy Stout, Roger Bennett 
voted aye. Kimberly Bryant voted nay. Motion passed”  



Jed
Text Box
PRELIMINARY APPROVED vs PROPOSED RETAINING WALL COMPARISON



  To:  Shane Sorensen, P.E. 
  Jed Muhlestein, P.E. 
  Alpine City 
 
 From: John E. Schiess, P.E. 
 
 Date:   October 2, 2014  Memorandum 
 
 Subject: Development Hydraulic Modeling Results and Recommendations 
 
 

The proposed Eagle Point development consist of 15 lots at the end of Lakeview Drive in the Northwest part of 
the City.  The proposed culinary water improvements are to connect to the existing 8 inch line in Lakeview Drive and 
extend 10 inch lines throughout the development.  The pressure zone is the Grove Zone.  This analysis has been 
completed in the latest updated water model which includes the latest connections and latest State drinking water 
supply standards. 

 
Currently the highest service lateral in the Grove Zone is at the east end of Lakeview Drive which is an elevation 

of 5275 feet.  Pressures during the peak day are approximately 67 psi and available fire flow is approximately 1,707 
gpm at this location.  The proposed Eagle point development as designed will have a high service lateral location of 
approximately 5314 which is 39 feet higher than the previous high point in the zone.  The pressure would be 
approximately 51 psi with a fire flow available of 950 gpm. 

 
As designed the improvements will meet minimum standards for pressure but will not meet the minimum 

standards for fire flow (1000 gpm for 3,600 sf home).  It is assumed that the proposed homes in the area will be 
larger than 3,600 sf.  In addition the proposed improvements actually decrease the amount of fire flow available in the 
rest of the pressure zone.  At the current high point in the zone the available fire flow decreases from approximately 
1,707 gpm to 1,080 gpm.  The reason for this decrease is because the definition of available fire flow is the amount of 
flow available at any one location without dropping the pressure below 20 psi at any point in the pressure zone.  This 
development will have a higher service lateral than anywhere else in the zone and effectively lowers the fire flow 
available everywhere in the zone. 

 
In order to bring the fire flows up to the minimum standards of 1,000 gpm I recommend replacing the existing 

150 feet of 8 inch waterline in Lakeview Drive with 12 inch and extending the 12 inch line to the intersection of Vista 
Point and Lakeview.  This will allow for the construction of 3,600 sf homes in the proposed subdivision.  If fire 
sprinklers are installed the size of home allowed goes up to 6,200 sf.  These changes to the proposed water system 
will not address the reduction in fire flows for the rest of the zone.  Significant offsite improvements are required to 
address the reduction in fire flows and to increase the available fire flows in the subdivision itself. 

 
One possible solution to both the development needs for additional fire flow and the loss of available fire flow in 

the overall Grove Zone would be the construction of a tank in the northwest portion of the City on the Grove pressure 
zone.  The required elevation of the tank is above the proposed subdivision boundary.  In addition the elevation 
should match the existing Willow Canyon Tank as the master plan calls for the reconstruction of the Grove Tank to 
match Willow Canyon elevation.  The size of the tank should be based on the fire flow needs of the proposed homes 
to be constructed (a 10,000 sf home would need 330,000 gallons).   Another tank location would be up Fort Canyon 
which would be better for the overall zone but may not provide the fire flow necessary for the Eagle Point without 
additional pipeline improvements.  It would provide up to 2,250 gpm which would be adequate for a 7,700 sf home. 

 
When and if the development moves forward with a tank I should review proposed sizes and locations to fine 

tune the model and any recommendations.  Please let me know if you have any questions. 

2162 West Grove Parkway Suite 400     Pleasant Grove, UT  84062      Telephone (801) 763-5100 
 

O:\!2014\PG-014-1401 Alpine General\2014 General\Project Data\!Hydraulic Modeling\Eagle Point Hydraulic Modeling Review Memorandum.docx 











































ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot “D” Building Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 18 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: April and Gary Cooper 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve the Site Plan 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 3.7 (B/C Zone) 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 

The proposed office building is proposed to be located on lot D within the approved 

Planned Commercial Development known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre.  The 

designated building footprint is 6,188 square feet and is located in the Business 

Commercial zone.  Office buildings are a permitted use in the BC zone.  The proposed 

building will be 3 stories with 5,719 square feet on the main floor, 3,522 square feet on 

the second floor and 2,169 square feet for the third floor. There is a basement planned for 

the building that would be a total of 3,100 square feet. 

 

The parking Lot, sidewalk and lighting for the lot have already been approved as part of 

the development.  The lighting exists: the parking and sidewalk will need to be built.  All 

utilities (sewer, water, pressurized irrigation, storm drain) exist and are stubbed to the 

property.  The water policy has been met for this development. 

 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

The Planning and Zoning Department recommends approval of the proposed site 

plan provided the following items are addressed:    

 

 The parking requirement is met or the deed restriction proposal for the 

basement level be approved. 

 Trash storage be designated. 

 The height of the building shall not exceed thirty four (34) feet from the 

average elevation of the finished grade to the roofline of the structure as 

best defined in Section 3.21.8 of the Alpine City Development Code. 

 A landscaping plan be provided. 

 The preliminary architectural design drawings be recommended by the 

Planning Commission and approved by the City Council. 

 

The Engineering Department recommends that approval of the proposed site 

plan be recommended provided the following items are addressed: 

 

 A bond be provided for the parking improvements associated with Lot D. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Date:  August 14, 2015 

 

By:  Jason Bond 

City Planner 

 

Subject: Planning and Zoning Review - Revised 

Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot “D” Building Site Plan (April Cooper) 

363 South Main Street 

 

Background 

 

The proposed office building is proposed to be located on lot D within the approved Planned 

Commercial Development known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre.  The designated building 

footprint is 6,188 square feet and is located in the Business Commercial zone.  Office buildings 

are a permitted use in the BC zone.  The proposed building will be 3 stories with 5,719 square 

feet on the main floor, 3,522 square feet on the second floor and 2,169 square feet for the third 

floor. There is a basement planned for the building that would be a total of 3,100 square feet. 

 

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 already been approved and recorded for the Planned Commercial 

Development.  The plat shows a 10’ setback from the property to the east.  It is understood that 

the entire building will be within the lot. 

 

Street System/Parking  

(Sections 3.7.8.3 and 3.24.3)  

 

The recorded plat designates 39 parking stalls for Lot D.  The off-street parking requirements for 

an office are as follows: 

Office - Four (4) spaces per 1,000 sf 

Residential Single-unit Dwelling - Four (2) spaces per unit 

 



 

The third floor (2,169 square feet) is proposed to be used as an apartment.  This dwelling unit has 

2 parking spaces designated for it and would comply with the parking requirement. 

 

With the total office square footage of the building (12,452 square feet), 50 parking stalls are 

required. The applicant proposes to use the basement square footage (3,211 square feet) as 

storage and requests that the basement square footage not be included in the calculation and a 

deed restriction be put on the building that would make the basement uninhabitable.   

 

If the basement square footage were not counted towards the requirement for parking stalls, the 

building would need 37 stalls and would comply with the parking requirement. 

 

Special Provisions 

(Section 3.7.8) 

 

 Trash Storage - The applicant has not designated a spot for trash storage.  A location was 

discussed at the last meeting but a spot has not been officially designated. 

 

 Height of Building - The maximum height requirement of the building is no more than 

thirty four (34) feet from the average elevation of the finished grade to the roofline.  The 

“roofline” of the building has different definitions depending on the style of roof.  This 

type of roof is not designated in the ordinance (Section 3.21.8).  The plans show a 

measurement from the “first floor bearing” to the “upper roof bearing” of just under thirty 

three (33) feet.  The Planning Commission and City Council need to offer clarification on 

the designated style of this roof and how the height of it should be determined. 

 

 Landscaping - A landscaping plan has not been provided.  Landscaping was shown and 

discussed briefly at a previous meeting but no plan has been submitted in relation to the 

proposed new design of the building. 

 

 Design - Preliminary architectural design drawings were submitted and need to be 

reviewed by the Planning Commission. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Planning and Zoning Department recommends approval of the proposed site plan 

provided the following items are addressed:    

 

 The parking requirement is met or the deed restriction proposal for the basement 

level be approved. 

 Trash storage be designated. 

 The height of the building shall not exceed thirty four (34) feet from the average 

elevation of the finished grade to the roofline of the structure as best defined in 

Section 3.21.8 of the Alpine City Development Code. 



 

 A landscaping plan be provided. 

 The preliminary architectural design drawings be recommended by the Planning 

Commission and approved by the City Council. 

 







Date

8
0

1
.4

4
8

.6
8
7

6

S
e

n
d
 b

id
s
 t
o

 b
id

s
@

e
z
ra

le
e

.c
o

m
S

e
n

d
 i
n

v
o
ic

e
s
 t

o
 i
n

v
o
ic

e
s
@

e
z
ra

le
e
.c

o
m

e
z
ra

le
e

.c
o

m

All designs, drawings and written
material appearing herein constitute the
original and unpublished work of Ezra

Lee Design + Build (ELDB) and may not
be duplicated, used or disclosed without

the written consent of ELDB.

E
Z

R
A

 L
E

E
 D

E
S

IG
N

 +
 B

U
IL

D

Sheet

#

3
6
3
 S

o
u
th

 M
a
in

 S
t.

A
lp

in
e
, 
U

ta
h

8
/1

1
/2

0
1
5
 4

:2
9
:4

8
 P

M
L
:\

P
ro

je
c
ts

\2
0
1
5
\1

5
0
1
0
 C

o
o
p
e
r 

B
u
ild

in
g
\R

E
V

IT
\1

5
0
1
0
 C

o
o
p
e
r 

B
u
ild

in
g
 V

1
1
.r

v
t

363 South Main St.
Alpine, Utah

A000

11 AUG 2015

C
o

o
p

e
r 

B
u

il
d

in
g

Cover Sheet

P
R

E
L
IM

IN
A

R
Y

Cooper Building
Code Compliance

2012 IRC
2012 IECC
2011 NEC

Area Schedule
Name Area

First Floor 5719 SF

Second Floor 3522 SF

9240 SF

Third Floor Residential
Apartment

2169 SF

2169 SF

Basement (Non-Inhabited) 3211 SF

3211 SF

Owner Information

Alpine Companies
Gary Cooper

1136 Birch Circle
Alpine, Utah 84004

801-836-2667

NOTE:
Commercial Parking Stalls: 37
Main Floor Square Footage: 6,188 sq. ft. Max
Commercial Sq. Ft. Allowed By Parking Stalls: 9,250 sq. ft. Max

Residential Parking Stalls: 2

Total Parking Stalls: 39
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ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Keate Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 18 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Virgil Keate 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Residential Site Plan 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 4.14 (Site Plan to Comply) 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

The proposed Keate Residence project is located at 155 North Alpine Blvd.  The site plan 

consists of a residential home to be built on a 1.27 acre lot.  This plan is presented to the 

Planning commission because it is not in an approved subdivision.  Article 4.14 of the 

Development Code requires the site plan to be recommended by the DRC and approved 

by the Planning Commission.  The property is in the CR-40,000 zone. 

 

 
 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

We recommend that approval of the proposed site plan be approved provided the 

following items are addressed: 

 

 The Fire Marshall sign off on the existing location of hydrants. 

 The water policy be met. 
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Alpine City Engineering 
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Alpine, Utah  84004 
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August 6, 2015 
 
Jason Bond, City Planner 
Alpine City 
20 North Main 
Alpine, Utah 84004 
 
Subject: Keate Residence - Water Requirement 

1 lot on 1.27 acres 
 
 
Dear Jason: 
 
We have calculated the water requirement for Keate Residence which sits on 1.27 acres. 
 
The owner will be required to provide 2.55 acre-feet of water to meet the water policy for the 
project.   
 
Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
ALPINE CITY 
 

 
Jed Muhlestein, P.E. 
Assistant City Engineer 
 
cc: File 

Developer 

 



Water Requirements
Keate Residence

Lot Area    Indoor Requirement Outdoor Requirement Total

(sf)     (0.45 ac-ft per home) (1.66 ac-ft/acre) (ac-ft)

1 55,161    0.45 2.10 2.55

Total 2.55

Jed Muhlestein, P.E.
Asistant City Engineer

August 6, 2015



ALPINE PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: T-Mobile Cell Tower Modification (Lambert Park) 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 18 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: T-Mobile (Daren Johnson) 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Modification and 

Additional Antennas 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 3.27  

       (Wireless Telecommunications) 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

A wireless telecommunication tower sits at the south end of Lambert Park.  There are 

three levels of the tower with T-mobile being on the top level. See the submitted 

documents from T-mobile regarding the proposed replacement of existing antennas.      

T-mobile recently expressed plans to also add a few more antennas to some existing 

vacant mounts on the same level.   

 

Section 3.27.3.1 of the Development Code says: 

 

State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities request 

for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially 

change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station. For purposes of this 

subsection, the term ‘‘eligible facilities request’’ means any request for modification of 

an existing wireless tower or base station that involves: 

 

(A) collocation of new transmission equipment;  

(B) removal of transmission equipment; or  

(C) replacement of transmission equipment. 

 

 
 

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 

That the Planning Commission review the proposed modifications to the wireless 

telecommunication tower in Lambert Park and make a recommendation to the 

City Council. 
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ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING at 1 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah 2 

July 21, 2015 3 

 4 

I.   GENERAL BUSINESS 5 
 6 

A.  Welcome and Roll Call:  The meeting was called to order at 7:00pm by Chairman Steve Cosper. The following 7 

commission members were present and constituted a quorum.  8 

 9 

Chairman: Steve Cosper 10 

Commission Members: Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve 11 

Swanson, Judi Pickell  12 

Commission Members Not Present: Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham 13 

Staff:   Jason Bond, Marla Fox, Jed Muhlestein 14 

Others: Lon Lott, Roger Bennett, Will Jones, Joshua Wright, Gary Rogers, Jim Harris, Judy Harris, Dave Shattuck, 15 

Nelda Shattuck, Ezra Lee, Robert Peterson, Kathy Whiting, Lee Beckstead, Robert Jackson, Carole Leavitt, Jennifer 16 

Anderson, Ross Welch, Pam Welch, Paul Bennett, Sue Lambert, Erin Darlington, April Cooper, Mariann 17 

Richardson, Olin Johnson 18 

 19 

B.   Prayer/Opening Comments: Steve Swanson   20 

C.   Pledge of Allegiance: By Invitation 21 

 22 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT 23 
No Comment 24 

III. ACTION ITEMS 25 
 26 

A.  PUBLIC HEARING – Box Elder South Annexation Discussion 27 
At the June 23, 2015 City Council Meeting, Lon Lott made a motion to send the Box Elder South annexation 28 

question to the Planning Commission to have it vetted out and have them make a recommendation.  Lon Lott, Roger 29 

Bennett and Will Jones voted Aye, Troy Stout and Kimberly Bryant voted Nay.  The motion passed. 30 

 31 

Box Elder South is an approved subdivision in Utah County.  The development will happen whether Alpine City 32 

annexes it or not.  If the annexation policy plan were to be amended the lane use could potentially be in the CR-33 

40,000, TR-5 zone with 59 lots. 34 

 35 

Jason Bond said this property is owned by Patterson Construction. He said the Fire Chief said he considered this 36 

development very safe and meets all the codes as long as they adhere to all the items they are supposed to do. At the 37 

end of August this development will move forward recording the development with the County and there is still time 38 

to discuss it with the city. 39 

 40 

Steve Cosper wanted to know how this development will benefit the city rather than keeping it with the County.  41 

Jason Bond said an educated guess would be that it will be a wash.  All the utilities will be serviced by the city 42 

anyway.  Rich Nelson said the city took the homes in Heritage Hills and looked at the one time building revenue for 43 

impact fees and inspections.  He said they also looked at ongoing costs and all of these compared to box Elder was 44 

were pretty much a wash from a finance standpoint.  He did say snowplowing may take a little bit longer to get to 45 

those streets.  He said annexing this development is not money driven. 46 

 47 

Jane Griener asked what the finances would be if this development stayed in the city.  Rich Nelson said the sewer 48 

costs double if they are outside of the city. He said water costs would be the same and they wouldn’t have secondary 49 

PI water.  Jason Bond said the Police and Fire coverage would be provided by the city just because of the proximity.  50 

The HOA would pay the city for that service.  If the development stays in the County, the County would pay their 51 

share to the Police and Fire. Steve Swanson asked about liability for the city. Rich Nelson said the city would have 52 

the same liability if the development was in the city or in the County; the costs would be the same and we would 53 

respond the same way. 54 

 55 
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Rich Nelson said the city attorney said with regard to liability, there’s two types of liability.  One would be if you do 1 

something really stupid and the other is if an emergency happens like a fire or a flood.  He said in an annexation, it 2 

would be the same as if it was already inside the city and we were approving it as a development.  3 

 4 

Steve Cosper wanted to know if the second access is through Lambert Park.  Rich Nelson said in the settlement, the 5 

road has to be there and be serviceable for the developments use in an emergency but it doesn’t have to be paved.  6 

Steve Cosper asked how we would ensure that the road isn’t being used all the time.  Jed Muhlestein said there is a 7 

sign stating the road is for emergency only and Jason Bond said this is an enforcement issue.  Rich Nelson said there 8 

would be a police presence to let people know they can’t drive on the road. He said they are proposing 12,000 9 

dollars to have police officers up there on Saturdays and for the first little while, on Sunday mornings. 10 

 11 

Steve Cosper asked if there would be a big push to pave the road through Lambert Park .Judi Pickell asked who 12 

owned the road. Jason Bond said the city owns the road and the second access came about by litigation. He said the 13 

road is on city property and it is the intention of the city to maintain the road in its current state.   14 

 15 

Judi Pickell said if we keep the property in the city, we could have more control over the development because they 16 

would be required to follow city code.  Jed Muhlestein said we would have control of the environmental wildlands 17 

and how the lots are landscaped and the materials on their roofs.  Steve Swanson asked if there would be any issues 18 

with the slope and would it require any retaining walls. Jed Muhlestein said the slope is generally pretty flat and 19 

won’t cause an issue with the city ordinances. 20 

 21 

Judi Pickell asked why the City Council wanted the Planning Commission to look at this again. Rich Nelson said 22 

there is the finance issue because we have the one time money and you also have the fact that since we’re going to 23 

be delivering water, sewer, police, garbage and everything else, why shouldn’t we just make them part of the 24 

community. He said there are only a few sections in that area that have the ability to be developed and we need to 25 

decide if we want to include this property and bring them into Alpine. 26 

 27 

Jane Griener said the City Council had an issue because the owner had this approved in the County and then tried to 28 

get it annexed in the city and circumvented the city process.  They were worried that this would set a precedence 29 

that developers can get approval with the County and then be added to the city later on. 30 

 31 

Jane Griener said when the first annexation discussion took place, the property owner hadn’t come to the city to ask 32 

if they could be annexed.  She wanted to know if any discussion has taken place since.  Rich Nelson said feelers 33 

have been sent out, but no more formal discussion has taken place. He said he didn’t think any formal discussion 34 

would take place until after a recommendation was made by the Planning Commission and had been discussed by 35 

the City Council.  He said two City Council members called him and asked if this discussion could be put on the 36 

agenda. 37 

 38 

Judi Pickell wanted to know if the city would have more control if the development was in the city.  Jed Muhlestein 39 

said the developer proposed this development to the County with Alpine City standards already in place.  Steve 40 

Swanson wanted to discuss what the traffic would do to our roads.  Steve Cosper said the traffic would be there 41 

whether the development was in the city or the County. 42 

 43 

Ross Welch said in 1992 there was an agreement with the city and Patterson Construction.  He said there was an 44 

agreement that the city should provide water to this development.  He said in 1995 the city came out with a new 45 

ordinance that no hillsides would have septic tanks.  He said the arrangement was to have the developer build a 400 46 

gallon water tank which will benefit them and the city. 47 

 48 

Ross Welch said the city wanted this property to be a park.  Patterson’s said the city will have to buy the property if 49 

they want to use it for a park.  The city didn’t have the money to purchase the property and told Patterson’s if they 50 

wanted to develop the property with homes, they would have to go through the county.   51 

 52 

Ross Welch said they hired 4 different firms to create geotech reports for the property.  He said they sat down with 53 

the Fire Chief and said they wouldn’t allow wood decking, they would have special roofing materials, and they 54 

would control landscaping.  The Fire Chief agreed with this plan and said this was a safe development.  Mr. Welch 55 

said if the concern is the secondary road and if the area is safe for Box Elder it should be safe for Box Elder South.   56 
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 1 

Jane Griener asked how many homes are in Box Elder.  Mr. Welch said it is approximately the same amount as their 2 

development, so this will basically double the amount of homes.  Mr. Welch said he understands that the city 3 

liability could be a concern but he feels like that has been addressed.  The pro is that this development could be part 4 

of the community and pay taxes and fees for using the roads and parks and other amenities. He said the benefit to 5 

them is to sell the lots and the city will phase it which means the development doesn’t have to be done all at one 6 

time.  The other benefit is to be part of the community. 7 

 8 

Jane Griener asked if this development will get recorded with the county and they at a later date be annexed into the 9 

city once it’s already done.  Ross Welch said they have invested a lot of money in this development and they are not 10 

changing their plans at this point. 11 

 12 

Steve Cosper opened the Public Hearing. 13 

 14 

April Cooper said the bulk of the homes in that area are all one acre. She wanted to know how this development is 15 

zoned for half acre. She said she recalls that Box Elder South was designed for a park and she feels like the property 16 

owner circumvented the process and that’s not right; she doesn’t want the city to cave into this.  She said she would 17 

rather the development stay in the County. She said she would be against paving the emergency road through 18 

Lambert Park. 19 

 20 

Ron Peterson said we should annex this property so the city can decide how the property is going to be used.  He 21 

said if we can’t purchase a property to help control our own destiny, then we need to raise our impact fees so the 22 

developers have to have some skin in the game.  He said we would have never had this problem if we had enough 23 

funds in our coffers to purchase this property when we had the chance.  He said we should not leave this 24 

development up to the County giving us no control of our own destiny.  What will the impact be and what is our 25 

negotiation power.  He said Patterson’s went with the path of least resistance. 26 

 27 

Paul Bennett asked how the County ended up driving the bus in this whole deal.  He wanted to know how 28 

Patterson’s got the water deal.  Rich Nelson said it was through litigation through a previous lawsuit.  He said we 29 

have unintended consequences in this city because of issues between the city versus the County. 30 

 31 

Marianna Richardson said the bottom line is that the County is split on this issue as well because they want the city 32 

to take care of these issues.  She said we need to work on these issues as a team because if these developments stay 33 

in the County, they still have to drive on our roads to get out of the city and we are still neighbors and we need to 34 

work together to have a happy ending. 35 

 36 

Steve Cosper closed the Public Hearing. 37 

 38 

Jane Griener said if she looks at the facts she doesn’t really have anything to help her make a decision. She said her 39 

only concern is the road issue. Judi Pickell said the development will use the road either way.  She said we need to 40 

decide if the development will benefit the community. Steve Swanson asked if we would be setting a precedent by 41 

allowing more density in this area.  He wanted to know how this development came to be one half acre lots.  Ross 42 

Welch said the city signed an agreement in 2011 for 59 lots when the water and sewer agreement was made.  Jason 43 

Bond said our attorney said each application is on its own and the city has to look at each application separately.  He 44 

said the property owner came to the city originally and proposed one acre lots and bigger and the city turned the plan 45 

down and the owner had no choice but to go to the County.   46 

 47 

Judi Pickell said the process of annexation will take a lot of communication and she said the city having some 48 

control over this development will have some benefit to the city. 49 

 50 

MOTION:  Judi Pickell moved to recommend to the City Council annexation of the proposed Box Elder South 51 

subdivision with these findings to include in that recommendation: 52 

 53 

1. That it will provide the City greater control than if it were to remain in the County.  54 

2. That it would foster a sense of community for the residents coming in. 55 

 56 
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Steve Swanson seconded the motion. The motion was not unanimous and did not pass with 3 Ayes and 1 Nay.  Judi 1 

Pickell, Steve Swanson and Steve Cosper voted Aye. Jane Griener voted Nay.  2 

 3 

Jane Griener asked for a revote.  Steve Cosper asked for a new motion. 4 

 5 

MOTION:  Judi Pickell moved to recommend to the City Council annexation of the proposed Box Elder South 6 

subdivision with these findings to include in that recommendation: 7 

 8 

3. That it will provide the city greater control than if it were to remain in the County.  9 

4. That it would foster a sense of community for the residents coming in. 10 

 11 

Steve Swanson seconded the motion. The motion was unanimous with 4 Ayes and 0 Nays.  Judi Pickell, Steve 12 

Swanson, Jane Griener and Steve Cosper voted Aye.  13 

 14 

B. Izzy Ice Conditional Use Permit 15 
The proposed Izzy Ice stand would be considered a seasonal sale and will need to acquire a Conditional Use permit 16 

from the Planning Commission.  Section 3.23.6 states that a permit “may be issued for a maximum of six (6) 17 

months, with renewals at the direction of the Planning Commission for not more than three (3) successive periods 18 

thereafter.” 19 

 20 

The conditions that were placed on another shaved ice stand were: 21 

 22 

1. The location of the building be changed to meet the side setback requirement. 23 

2. The structure meet the Historical overlay zone and guidelines 24 

3. That the Planning Commission approves of the proposed medium brown color. 25 

4. That the applicants meet the applicable Utah County Health Department requirements. 26 

5. That the applicant obtain the approval of the building official for the power. 27 

6. That a garbage can with a closing lid be provided next to the stand.  28 

7. The building will be moved off-site after the six month conditional use permit expires. 29 

8. The gray water be dumped somewhere other than the storm drain. 30 

 31 

Jason Bond said this business is proposed to be at the round-a bout on the south east corner.  He said his concern is 32 

that in a Planned Commercial Development, each business is required to have so much parking.  He said we need to 33 

make sure there is enough parking for this business without taking from another business. 34 

 35 

Steve Cosper said Jewel Kade can’t just give away some of their parking if their required to have it for their 36 

business.  Joshua Wright said that Dana Goff is allotted 37 parking spaces but they only need 4 spaces for every 37 

1000. Dana Goff told this business that he only needed 25 parking spaces. Spencer Glasgow said Jewel Kade has 38 

about 8 parking spots left over that they aren’t using.  The Planning Commission said that isn’t correct because the 39 

building has a second story.  Mr. Glasgow said they have spoken with all the owners of the building and they have 40 

given permission for this business to be put in the parking lot.  Mr. Glasgow is asking if they can turn the space 41 

under the bank drive through into extra parking spaces. 42 

 43 

The Planning Commission had a discussion on the city ordinances and the parking issues.  They discussed whether 44 

the area under the drive through is in common area or not.  They asked the applicants if they could go inside the 45 

building and use the drive through.  They also said the parking issues need to be worked out first and suggested that 46 

the applicants go to the HOA and get approval from all the business owners to use the common space within the 47 

development.  The Planning Commission asked the applicants to bring back signed letters from the HOA owners 48 

and also a better plan showing exactly where their business would be located along with all the other details such as 49 

gray water disposal, garbage, electricity, bathrooms, and lighting. 50 

 51 

C.  Alpine Olde Towne Center Lot D Office Building – April Cooper 52 
The proposed office building is proposed to be located on lot D within the approved Planned Commercial 53 

Development known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre.  The designated building footprint is 6,188 square feet and is 54 

located in the Business Commercial zone Office buildings are a permitted use in the BC zone.  The proposed 55 
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building will be 2 stories with 5,906 square feet on the main floor and 3,457 square feet on the second floor.  There 1 

is a basement planned for the building that would be a total of 3,100 square feet. 2 

 3 

The parking lot, sidewalk and lighting for the lot have already been approved as part of the development.  The 4 

lighting exists: the parking and sidewalk will need to be built.  All utilities (sewer, water, pressurized irrigation, 5 

storm drain) exist and are stubbed to the property.  The water policy has been met for this development. 6 

 7 

Steve Cosper wanted to know if these two Ezra Lee buildings should be postponed until after the Gateway Historic 8 

Design Standards have been amended.  Ezra Lee said that would be unfair to make him wait because he has put a lot 9 

of time and money into this project.  Judi Pickell said in fairness, Ezra Lee had a copy of the design standards and 10 

still came in with very modern designs.  Ezra Lee said he interpreted the code and put in brick, wood, and glass.   11 

 12 

The Planning Commission said it’s not just about the materials, but the look of the finished product.  They just 13 

thought it looks too fashion forward for Alpine.  The roofline needs to be more historical with cornices on the top 14 

and have a small town feel.  15 

 16 

April Cooper said she has been here three times and was told the building is beautiful and she left here thinking they 17 

were on the right track.  She said she didn’t feel like this was a modern building at all but patterned after old 18 

building in Boston. 19 

 20 

Jason Bond said they still need to address the landscaping design and the trash receptacle and that will be done 21 

tonight.  Ezra Lee showed a video showing what the whole development could look when completed. 22 

 23 

Ezra Lee said they could take a look at the roof design but the current roofline has function along with the form to 24 

take advantage of the mountain views from the conference room.  Judi Pickell said the Planning Commission has to 25 

be careful because they have made mistakes in the past.  She said she would like them to bring back a building that 26 

is not so modern.  Steve Cosper said the building is beautiful and not offensive but the Planning Commission is just 27 

trying to find common ground with other buildings.  He said the angles of the roof don’t fit in and asked Jason Bond 28 

show some examples of approved rooflines in the design standards. All of the buildings and rooflines had more of a 29 

flat roofline and the look of an old historic town.  Judi Pickell said we have to stand by the design standards and not 30 

make any more mistakes.  She strongly feels like this building doesn’t fit in with the Alpine vision.  31 

 32 

Kathy White said there are 19 units in Paradise Cove with 30 residents.  She said they want to be good neighbors but 33 

her house is right up next to this proposed building at about 12 feet away.  She said she has a problem with all the 34 

windows facing her community.  She said it’s great for all the employees looking out the windows and enjoying 35 

their view, but her view will be taken away and she will have a glare off the windows and people looking into her 36 

community.  She is asking the Planning Commission to think about the additional traffic and the possibility their 37 

property values going down.  She is also concerned that the two building that are already there are pretty much 38 

vacant so she doesn’t see the need to build any more. 39 

 40 

Judi Pickell said there has been some miscommunication and it is frustrating on both ends.  She doesn’t want the 41 

applicant to waste any more time or money.  Steve Cosper said Ezra Lee could email designs and ideas to the 42 

Gateway Design Committee and to staff and put together a special work session together.  The Planning 43 

Commission discussed having the work session in one week and then putting it to a vote in 2 weeks at the next 44 

Planning Commission meeting. 45 

 46 

D.  Alpine Olde Towne Center Lot E Office Building – Ezra Lee 47 
The proposed office building is proposed to be located on lot E within the approved Planned Commercial 48 

Development known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre.  The designated building footprint is 5,162 square feet and is 49 

located in the Business Commercial zone.  Office buildings are a permitted use in the BC zone.  The proposed 50 

building will be 2 stories with 5,101 square feet on the main floor and 3,025 square feet on the second floor.   There 51 

is a basement planned for this building that would be a total of 5,101 square feet. 52 

 53 

The parking lot, sidewalk and lighting for the lot have already been approved as part of the development.  The 54 

lighting exists: the parking and sidewalk will need to be built.  All utilities (sewer, water, pressurized irrigation, 55 

storm drain) exist and are stubbed to the property.  The water policy has been met for this development. 56 
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 1 

Steve Cosper postponed this agenda item until the next meeting. 2 

 3 

E.  PUBLIC HEARING – PRD Amendment (/Retaining Wall Approval Process) 4 
The Retaining Wall Ordinance (Article 3.32) was recently adopted by the City Council.  Section 3.9.7 of the PRD 5 

ordinance talks above an approval process for the use of retaining walls.  This proposed amendment will simply 6 

clean up some language and refer people to the new retaining wall ordinance. 7 

 8 
Steve Cosper opened the Public Hearing. 9 

 10 

MOTION: Steve Swanson moved to recommend approval to the City Council for the new wording of the 3.9.7 11 

design criteria of the PRD Amendment (Retaining Wall Approval Process). 12 

 13 

Jane Griener seconded the motion. The motion passed with 4 Ayes 0 Nays.  Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve 14 

Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 15 

 16 

Jane Griener said that in a City Council meeting Councilman Will Jones had some questions about this amendment.  17 

He wanted to make sure we read through it were being really careful.  She wanted to know if anything was done 18 

about that.  Jed Muhlestein said Will Jones asked him to go back and look at some specific lots.  He wanted him to 19 

take some of the most extreme lots that he could think of and then apply the ordinance to those lots to see if the 20 

ordinance would actually work.  Jed Muhlestein said it did work.  21 

 22 

Lon Lot said we need to control the rock walls and clarify the height restrictions and the setbacks before you can 23 

terrace the wall. 24 

 25 

Steve Cosper closed the Public Hearing.  26 

 27 

 28 

F.  Gateway Historic District Design Standards 29 
The Planning Commission has discussed the creation of some Gateway Historic Design Standards for several 30 

months.  This draft has been created for the consideration to be adopted.  This is a more concise version of the draft 31 

design standards that were created in 2002.  This document will provide much needed direction to both the 32 

Developer and the Planning Commission in designing buildings located within the Gateway Historic District. 33 

 34 

Steve Swanson said there’s enough latitude in the wording of the purpose and intent that the Design Standards could 35 

be confusing to a builder.  Jane Griener said if the standards are taken out of context, a builder could build how they 36 

interpret. She said the wording still states that you have to preserve the character of a Historic District and respect 37 

the heritage of Alpine.  Steve Swanson said the wording also states dynamic and progressive and forward.  Steve 38 

Cosper said those are the concepts that confused Ezra Lee in his designs.  39 

 40 

Judi Pickell said builders are the ones who are following these standards and they are progressive and innovative by 41 

nature and so those are the words that are going to pop out.  Steve Cosper said that Ezra Lee, to his credit, is trying 42 

to make a bold, modern statement.  He said if we want that in Alpine, fine.  He said he is not trying to offend Mr. 43 

Lee, but is frustrated because he is trying to follow the Gateway Historic Standards. 44 

 45 

The Planning Commission went through the Historic Design Standard and made changes to it by making the 46 

language more clear to reflect the historic feel they are after.  They took out wording like innovative, vibrant, 47 

because designers could interpret that to mean forward thinking, industrial or modern.  They wanted to Design 48 

Standard to reflect a clear understanding that the buildings need to have a historic, small town feel. 49 

 50 

Steve Cosper said we need to change this to Guidelines instead of Standards. 51 

 52 

MOTION: Jane Griener moved to recommend to the City Council the adoption of the Gateway Historic Design 53 

Guidelines with the changes noted and discussed. 54 

 55 
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Judi Pickell seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 4 Ayes and 0 Nays.  Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve 1 

Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 2 

 3 

COMMUNICATION: 4 
Jason Bond said Lawrence Hilton is taking away the drive through canopy, the basement and the café that was on 5 

his original design that was approved by the Planning Commission and City Council. He has now added a second 6 

tower on the roof and a sitting plaza area outside the building. 7 

 8 

Steve Cosper said this needs to come through as an agenda item so it can be recorded in the minutes. He said to 9 

bring a new presentation to the next Planning Commission agenda. 10 

 11 
VI.   APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF:  July 07, 2015 12 

 13 

MOTION:  Steve Swanson moved to approve the Planning Commission Minutes for July 07, 2015 subject to 14 

changes. 15 

 16 

Jane Griener seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously with 4 Ayes and 0 Nays. Steve Cosper, Steve 17 

Swanson, Judi Pickell and Jane Griener all voted Aye. 18 

  19 

Steve Cosper stated that the Planning Commission had covered all of the items on the agenda and adjourned the 20 

meeting at 10:33 pm.  21 
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ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION at 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah 

July 28, 2015 

 

I.   GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

A.  Welcome and Roll Call:  The meeting was called to order at 6:00pm by Jason Bond. The following commission 

members were present and constituted a quorum.  

 

Chairman: Steve Cosper 

Commission Members: Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve 

Swanson, Judi Pickell  

Commission Members Not Present: Bryce Higbee, Steve Swanson, David Fotheringham  

Staff:   Jason Bond 

Others: Ezra Lee, April Cooper, Gary Cooper, Erin Darlington 

 

 

I. ACTION ITEMS 

 

A.  Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot D & E – Ezra Lee and April Cooper 

Jason Bond said the purpose of this meeting was to have a work session with the developers of Alpine Olde Towne 

Centre Planned Commercial Development lots D and E.  At the last Planning Commission meeting, there was some 

direction given to the applicants on the design of their building. The applicants have come with some new designs 

they would like to show and discuss. 

 

Judi Pickell said she appreciated how much work has gone into this design and she said the applicants took what 

was said at the last Planning Commission meeting and did a great job changing the roof angles and the gable on the 

front entrance. 

 

April Cooper said they are spending a lot of money on a building they don’t like but said she will try to move past 

that.  She would like to take the elevator on the left side and take it to a three story and build a studio apartment on 

the third floor since she has about 400 square feet she would like to get max use out of. Jason Bond said the 

maximum height is thirty four feet and Ezra Lee said the building would be a couple of feet under that.  Judi Pickell 

asked if there was enough parking for the additional square footage.  April Cooper said there was and said she wants 

to use every square foot available. 

 

Jane Grainer asked how the studio apartment would fit into the housing ordinance.  Jason Bond said the ordinance 

does allow for a mixed use but it doesn’t allow for multifamily but they are allowed to have one apartment.  He also 

said parking requirements for residential are different because they only require two parking spots per residence. 

 

Judi Pickell showed some pictures of some Boston style buildings because April Cooper said that is what she was 

patterning her building after.  Judi Pickell said she didn’t see any angled roof lines like Ms. Cooper is talking about 

and all the buildings had flat roofs.  April Cooper said that is why she wants to do three levels so the building will 

stair step so it’s not so boring.  Jason Bond asked April Cooper to make those changes to her plans so they would be 

ready for the next Planning Commission meeting. 

 

Judi Pickell asked if Ezra Lee’s building was being discussed as well.  Ezra Lee said he would not be discussing his 

building because he was offended and wanted to rethink investing in a building in Alpine.  He said he didn’t 

understand how they were being treated because they followed the design standards they were given at the time and 

he does not feel welcome.  He said he doesn’t want to sell out to shrinking windows.   

 

Ezra Lee said he is upset because the design standards he was given and has been following are completely different 

now than they were three months ago.  He said the reason Boston style buildings have smaller windows is because 

they had single pane windows in the olden days but we now have double pane windows and have options to have 

bigger windows.  He said he doesn’t see why we wouldn’t want to be innovative in our design.  He said the design 
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standards are being changed as he is currently working on a project and then delivered to him in a bad way.  He also 

said he is upset that this whole thing is subject to personal opinion. 

 

Jason Thelin said he was really frustrated as well and said he has never seen anything in his ten years on the 

Planning Commission like this.  He said Will Jones and the auto body shop came through along with twenty other 

buildings and we have never had a meeting like this before.  Steve Cosper said it’s because the Planning 

Commission was tasked just recently as being the Gateway Historic Committee.  Jason Thelin said it’s hard when 

someone on the Planning Commission is leading the group and has such a strong opinion.  He said he doesn’t feel 

the same way.  He said he would like the applicant to be able to take the plan that she likes and the plan the Planning 

Commission recommended to the City Council and have them decide which one they like better.  Steve Cosper said 

we should just dissolve the Gateway Historic Committee then and send everything directly to the City Council.  He 

said he doesn’t enjoy offending people or trying to figure out how to preserve a historic feel in Alpine.  He said if 

we’re not going to do what we’ve been tasked to do, then get rid of it. 

 

Gary Cooper said he doesn’t plan on building a building that he doesn’t like.  Steve Cosper asked him to put himself 

in the Planning Commission’s position where they have been tasked to be the Gateway Historic Committee.  Gary 

Cooper said if he doesn’t like what he gets, he will call an attorney and let him decide because this group has let 

other buildings pass but now are singling out a minority woman owned company.  He said the city has dumped 

weeds and garbage on his driveway and he wants to know what the city has against the Cooper’s.  April Cooper said 

Pine Valley Realty got what they wanted because Will Jones is on the City Council.  Judi Pickell said she has 

nothing against women or minorities and she’s not on the City Council nor was she here when Mr. Jones’s building 

got approved.  She did say Mr. Jones building has taken a lot of push back since it’s been built because it does not 

preserve Historic Alpine and that is recorded in the ordinance.  She said that is what the Gateway Historic 

Committee is supposed to judge; does it preserve the historic nature of Alpine? 

 

Judi Pickell said when the auto body shop was built, it went through a very strict process.  She said because of a mix 

up, it was built differently but that’s not how it was intended to be. She said that building went through a lot of 

critical review.  She said the guidelines were created so situations like this can be avoided in the future. 

Unfortunately, those guidelines didn’t come fast enough because they were done by and unpaid, volunteer 

committee which you’re welcome to be a part of if you’re a resident of Alpine. 

 

April Cooper said she thinks it’s amazing that the Planning Commission gets one negative comment about Mr. 

Jones’s building and they think that represents the opinion of Alpine.  Jason Thelin asked again if both designs could 

go to the City Council.  Jason Bond said he would be happy to show both designs to the City Council. 

 

Gary Cooper said he appreciates the work that has been but wanted to know if these guidelines are enforceable by 

law.  Jason Bond said they are only guidelines and said that at the next Planning Commission meeting there will be a 

Public Hearing on those guidelines and the public has a right to come and make comments on those guidelines.  He 

said all are welcome to come make comments and then it will move on to the City Council to be adopted and used as 

guidelines for the Gateway Historic District which consists of the whole Commercial Business zone. 

 

Steve Cosper told Ezra Lee he could go to the City Council meeting and ask them what exactly they would like to 

see the Gateway Historic Committee do.  Do they still want to preserve a historic feel or are they open to a more 

modern design.  Steve Cosper told Ezra Lee that he is arguing with the wrong people because the Planning 

Commission has been tasked to do this job by the City Council.  He said the Planning Commission serves to 

recommend to the City Council.  Jason Bond said the City Council will ultimately have the final say. 

 

  

The work session adjourned at 7:00pm. 
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ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING at 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah 

Aug 04, 2015 

 

I.   GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

A.  Welcome and Roll Call:  The meeting was called to order at 7:00pm by Chairman Steve Cosper. The following 

commission members were present and constituted a quorum.  

 

Chairman: Steve Cosper 

Commission Members: Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve 

Swanson, Judi Pickell  

Commission Members Not Present:  

Staff:   Jason Bond, Marla Fox 

Others: Roger Bennett, Erin Darlington, Lon Lott, Larry Hilton, Olin Johnson, Greg Darlington 

 

B.   Prayer/Opening Comments: Judi Pickell  

C.   Pledge of Allegiance: Roger Bennett 

 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Jane Griener said a resident is concerned about the stop sign on Heritage Hills because it’s not very visible.  The 

Planning Commission said people are just driving too fast on that road.  Jason Bond said the resident should come 

make a comment in City Council about it because the City Attorney and City Engineer will be there for direction. 

 

III. ACTION ITEMS 

 

A.  Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot B Office Building Revised Site Plan – Larry Hilton 

The City Council previously approved this site plan in April.  However, since that approval, the applicant has 

decided to change some things and was directed to go back to the Planning Commission and City Council to have 

those changes addressed.  The proposed office building is proposed to be located on lot B within the approved 

Planned Commercial Development know 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 B/C zone.  

This plan shows two levels at a total square footage of 6,533square feet. 

 

Jason Bond said Larry Hilton made some changes to his building where he eliminated the basement, the drive 

through and the dining area.  Jason Bond showed some renderings of the new building where it shows two towers on 

the roof and the windows are a little smaller.  The parking requirements have been met and a plaza has been added 

out in front of the building.  Jason Bond said Mr. Hilton meets the ordinance with the changes made and no 

exceptions are needed.  

 

Larry Hilton said he would be happy to go over the changes and why they were make.  Steve Cosper asked if the 

egress stairway would still be there.  Mr. Hilton said he will no longer need the stairway and said it has been taken 

out of the plans.  He said he has moved his front door to the center of the building which will make it safer for 

people to get out of the building. 

 

Steve Cosper asked about the lighting plan.  Mr. Hilton said the association already has a lighting plan but said that 

he will add two additional lights on the property.  He said he would like to install a lamp post style to match what 

the city already has. Judy Pickell asked if the air conditioner would be hidden from view.  Mr. Hilton said it would 

be located on the roof and would be hidden from view.  He said his architect said it will have to be ten feet back 

from the edge of the building so it won’t be seen. 

 

MOTION:  Jason Thelin moved to recommend approval of the Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot B Office Building 

Revised Site Plan. 
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David Fotheringham seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimous and passed with 7 Ayes and 0 Nays. Bryce 

Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted 

Aye. 

 

B.  PUBLIC HEARING – Gateway Historic District Design Standards 

The Planning Commission has discussed the creation of some Gateway Historic Design Guidelines for several 

months.  The design of buildings in the Gateway Historic District is key to the identity of Alpine City.  The Planning 

and Zoning Department highly recommends that the Planning Commission and City Council carefully consider what 

the residents of this City want the identity of the community to be then adopt guidelines that will portray that desired 

look.  Good guidelines will ultimately provide much needed direction to both the Developer and the Planning 

Commission in considering the design of buildings located within the Gateway Historic District. 

 

This draft has been created for the consideration to be adopted.  This is a more concise version of the draft design 

standards that were created in 2002. 

 

Steve Cosper said we used to have a committee in Alpine but that committee was disbanded and those 

responsibilities were assigned to the Planning Commission by the City Council.  He said from his perspective, the 

work that has been done by the new Gateway committee has given him some good direction.  He said the committee 

has done a great job and he appreciates their work. David Fotheringham said he feels the same way and that the 

Planning Commission can now go forward and look at a building to see if it meets these standards. 

 

Judi Pickell said the majority of the Design Standards come from a previous draft along with some language from 

surrounding communities. Jason Bond said the guidelines before us now are a lot more concise and easier for the 

Planning Commission and the Developer to reference. Steve Cosper said Alpine hasn’t had a good standard or at 

least a concise one.  He said these guidelines are better late than never and he feels that we need them to be able to 

do the job effectively and fulfill our responsibility. 

 

David Fotheringham asked about existing buildings and what happens if they want to make changes to their 

building. Judi Pickell said we couldn’t make an existing building change their building, but if a building wanted to 

remodel, they would have to come in and get a building permit and the building could be looked at again at that 

time.  Bryce Higbee said most remodels are done on the inside and not on the outside and they would have to go 

through the permit process. Jason Bond read from the ordinance and said this only addresses commercial buildings 

and not residential buildings.  He said you would have to ask the City Council if they wanted to have a Historic 

Gateway area that would include all buildings in that area including residential. 

 

Erin Darlington said there are quite a few residents in the Gateway area.  Steve Cosper said he thought this area 

should have an overlay because it didn’t make much sense to push it through the whole business district.  Erin 

Darlington said the city needs to have some direction on where they want this area to end up so we don’t have 

business, house, business, house.  Jason Bond said rezoning of this area is not going to happen for a while, but we 

need to decide where we want the commercial zone to be. Jane Griener said we could have a commercial zone and 

then have an overlay in a specific area. 

 

Steve Cosper opened the Public Hearing. 

 

Jennifer Gubler said she likes the guidelines because they create a cohesiveness on Main Street and will make the 

city look beautiful. 

 

Erin Darlington said that this is a good start but said she would like to see the regulations more defined.  She said 

this will make a better downtown environment for the citizens.  She said she would like to see more of the dollars 

that are leaving the city, stay in there city.  She said we do this by inviting new business into the city.  She said we 

have to create the commercial zone in order for business to come.  Steve Cosper asked Erin Darlington what she 

would like to see done with all the old homes on Main Street.  Erin Darlington said she would like to see a 

consultant brought in to look at the potential of Main Street and tell us what businesses would work.  She said she 

would like to see something walk able, restaurants, places to shop and visit with neighbors.  She said Main Street 

needs to be groomed and invested in and she said there is great opportunity here in Alpine.  She said this is a great 

first step but more needs to be done. 
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John Gubler said he understands small towns and is sensitive towards them but said if you fail to plan, you plan to 

fail.  He said there is tremendous potential here and would love to see businesses here in town instead of always 

having to drive out of town for services. 

 

Steve Cosper closed the Public Hearing and opened the discussion up to the Planning Commission. 

 

Jane Griener said she too loves the idea of walking somewhere to get a sandwich but said most businesses have tried 

to do that kind of business and have failed.  She said she herself would be very wary of starting a business here 

because she’s not sure we have the customer base to support businesses. 

 

Judi Pickell said there are companies that could help us find the right kind of business.  She said before we do that 

though, we have to come up with a set of guidelines so that when businesses are invited into the community, they 

would know their investment would be somewhat protected.  She said we need to create a foundation, a sense of 

security for businesses to know what to expect.  She said this is just the first step and said there is money and 

funding out there to help us. 

 

Jason Bond said there are things the city can do to help businesses such as not charging them sales tax for a few 

years until they get established.  Judi Pickell said there are State programs that do similar things as well such as the 

School District.  Jason Bond also said that he believes we need an anchor business that can hold it all together. 

 

Jason Thelin wanted to know if a building meets the requirements in size, can it be built even if the scale doesn’t 

match the neighboring buildings.  Bryce Higbee said this would be an exception to the ordinance.  Judi Pickell said 

the design of the building can also help with how big it looks. 

 

Erin Darlington said the ordinance will be at odds with the guidelines in regard to the size of the building.  She said 

we need to use good design principles and put some thought into the details of the buildings and not just allow a big 

box because it’s allowed in the ordinance.  Jason Bond said we have a General Plan but it isn’t a binding document; 

it’s not ordinance. He said the ordinance should be a tool for implementing the General Plan.  Jason Thelin said an 

ordinance will always trump a guideline.  He wanted to know why setbacks are referenced in the guideline when we 

have them in the ordinance already.  Jason Bond said we felt like it’s a good thing to have the commercial buildings 

closer together and the ordinance allows for exceptions.  David Fotheringham said the property will dictate the size 

of the building. Steve Swanson said he doesn’t want to have a new discussion every time a new business comes in. 

 

Erin Darlington said the reason the setbacks were put in there was because the committee didn’t want businesses 

building really far back on the property.  The Planning Commission had a discussion about setbacks and granting 

exceptions for odd shaped lots. Judi Pickell said we are dealing with old pioneer lots that are long and deep and we 

need to find a way to help property owners build on their property.  She asked what the benefit would be of not 

helping these property owners build.  Jason Thelin said it would prevent density on Main Street.  Judi Pickell said 

these lots are in the Business Commercial zone and we want to Commercial zone to have businesses. 

 

Jason Bond said we need to address the ordinance.  Bryce Higbee said we could add in the guidelines that in the 

event that a guideline conflicts with an ordinance, the ordinance will be followed.  Jane Griener said she would like 

to move forward with the guidelines and then work on the ordinances if necessary.  Jason Thelin had a question 

about the wording of flat roofs.  The Planning Commission had a discussion about roofs and changed language 

relating to flat roofs.  Judi Pickell sad we need to be clear about stating that we want a traditional roof line. 

 

MOTION:  Judi Pickell moved to recommend approval of the Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines with the 

following conditions: 

 

1.  A statement be included that in the event that these guidelines conflict with the ordinance, the 

 ordinance will be followed 

2.  Section 7: traditional rooflines are preferred 

3.  Section 7: mechanical equipment shall not be visible from the street 

4.  Flat roofs may be considered for use on structures 
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Steve Swanson seconded the motion.  The motion passed but was not unanimous with 6 Ayes and 1 Nay.  Bryce 

Higbee, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye.  Jason 

Thelin voted Nay. 

 

 

COMMUNICATION: 

Lon Lott said he has learned from Mountainland Association of Governments that there is grant money sitting there 

and if the city is willing to go through the process, we can get it.  He said our presence at these meetings is critical 

we need to vote on projects and help other communities with their projects and then they will help us with ours.  Lon 

Lott said the County will vote to fix roads but they are picky on what projects they do and sometimes it’s a tug of 

war between cities. 

 

Jason Bond said that Lon Lott has been going to these meetings and discussing in particular the intersection of SR 

92 and Canyon Crest.  Mr. Lott said there is plenty of money there to put towards this intersection but issues need to 

be resolved between Cedar Hills and Highland city first. 

 

Lon Lott said we have some County roads in our area that are in disrepair and we need to let the County be aware of 

this. He said we need to have a presence and let them know that we care about safety issues like our culverts.  

 

VI.   APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF:   
 

Steve Cosper stated that the Planning Commission had covered all of the items on the agenda and adjourned the 

meeting at 8:38pm.  
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