
 
 

 
 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 

 

NOTICE is hereby given that the CITY COUNCIL of Alpine City, Utah will hold a public hearing and meeting on Tuesday, August 25, 

2015 at 7:00 pm at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah as follows: 

 

I.   CALL MEETING TO ORDER*  

   A.  Roll Call:       Mayor Don Watkins           

 B.  Prayer:       Troy Stout 

C.   Pledge of Allegiance:          By Invitation  

 

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

 

III.    CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

A. Approve the Minutes of July 28, 2015 

B. Bond Release - Heritage Hills #6 - Downing Akin - $99,114.00 

C. Bond Release - Heritage Hills #7 - Downing Akin - $106,807.20 

 

IV.     REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS  

 

V.      ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS  

   

A. Eagle Pointe PRD Final Plan – Mark Wells and Taylor Smith – Approximately 800 W 600 N. The City Council will 

review a final plan for the proposed Eagle Pointe planned residential development. 

B. Westfield Road Sidewalk.  The Council will discuss the proposed Westfield Road sidewalk. 

C. Alpine Olde Town Centre Lot “B” Office Building – 363 South Main Street – Larry Hilton.  The City Council will 

review a site plan for an office building on lot “B” of the already approved Alpine Olde Towne Centre Planned Commercial 

Development. 

D. Gateway Historic Guidelines. The City Council will consider approval of design guidelines that would give direction on the 

appearance of Main Street and the Gateway Historic District. 

E. Alpine Olde Town Centre Lot “D” Office Building – 363 South Main Street - April Cooper.  The City Council will 

review a site plan for an office building on lot “D” of the already approved Alpine Olde Towne Centre Planned Commercial 

Development. 

F. Resolution No. 2015-09 Alpine City Council Rules of Procedure for Public Meeting of the City Amendment.  The City 

Council will continue its discussion on amending the Council Rules of Procedure for Public Meetings of the City. 

G. Alpine City Cemetery.   The Council will consider the state of the cemetery and what next steps the City wants to take to 

prepare for the future needs of the City.  

H. T-Mobile Cell Tower Modification (Lambert Park).  The City Council will approve a proposed modification to a wireless 

telecommunication tower located in Lambert Park. 

I.      Three Falls Ranch Secondary Access Road Operation.  The City Council will decide if they want a portion of the Three 

Falls Ranch Secondary Access Road to be open year round or to have a crash gate in operation to the winter months. 

J.      Creekside Park Pavilion Reservation Fees.  The Council will discuss modification of the reservation fees for Creekside 

Park and amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule to reflect such changes. 

 

VI. COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS  

 

VII. STAFF REPORTS  

 

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

personnel.   

  

 ADJOURN   

 

*Council Members may participate electronically by phone. 

 

              Don Watkins, Mayor 

August  21, 2015 

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

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING.  The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was on the bulletin board located 

inside City Hall at 20 North Main and sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, UT, a local newspaper circulated in Alpine, UT. This agenda is also 
available on our web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public Meeting Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

http://www.alpinecity.org/


 

PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE 
 

 

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

 

 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.  
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 1 
Alpine City Hall, 20 N. Main, Alpine, UT 2 

July 28, 2015 3 
 4 

I.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Mayor pro tem Troy Stout.  5 
 6 
 A.  Roll Call:  The following were present and constituted a quorum: 7 
 8 
Council Members:  Troy Stout – Mayor pro tem, Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott 9 
Mayor Don Watkins and Councilwoman Kimberly Bryant were excused.  10 
Staff:  City Administrator Rich Nelson was excused.  Charmayne Warnock, David Church, Shane Sorensen, Jason 11 
Bond, Chief Brian Gwilliam, Joe McCrae 12 
Others:  Michael Carver, Hayden Carver, Jane Griener, Joe McRae, Carla Merrill, Ross Welch, Pam Welch, Jim 13 
Ireland, Asher Ireland, Erin Darlington, Marianna Richardson, Cammie Archibald, Steve Zolman, John Stansfield, 14 
April Cooper 15 
 16 
 B.  Prayer:     Roger Bennett 17 
 C.  Pledge of Allegiance:   Asher Ireland 18 
 19 
II.  PUBLIC COMMENT  None 20 
 21 
III.  CONSENT CALENDAR 22 
 23 
 A.  Approve the minutes of July 14, 2015 24 
 25 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to approve the Consent Calendar with the minutes of July 14, 2015 approved as 26 
corrected. Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.  Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion 27 
passed.  28 
 29 
IV.  REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS:  None 30 
 31 
V.   ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 32 
 33 
 A.  Lambert Park Motorized Vehicle Park Usage Plan.  At the meeting of July 14, 2015, the City 34 
Council approved a motion by Councilman Troy Stout to continue allowing motorized vehicles in Lambert Park for 35 
a trial period of six months. The motion included a number of requirements, which were:  36 
 37 
 1. Speed limits and access will be strictly enforced by dedicating a police officer to Lambert  38 
  Park.  Staff will return with a recommendation at the next meeting with possible time for   39 
  enforcement and will include penalties which will be enhanced and defined. 40 
 2. Road closures for routes deemed unnecessary such as the south end of the poppy loop. 41 
 3. Seasonal closures (rain and snow) subject to the judgment of city staff. 42 
 4. Signage to specify motorized vs non-motorized trails.  43 
 5. Continual assessment of compliance will drive the decision in January regarding future   44 
  use and take into to account the following:   45 
   a.  citation counts 46 
   b.  public input 47 
   c.  condition of the park 48 
 6. City will evaluate the cost and feasibility of park cameras on trails, access and signage to   49 
  enforce signage vandalism.  50 
 51 
In response to the motion, City Staff met with Mayor Watkins, Chief Brian Gwilliam and Trail Committee member 52 
Evertt Williams to draft a Park Usage Plan for Lambert Park.  53 
 54 
Shane Sorensen reviewed the plan which was organized into four parts.   55 
 56 
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1. Methods of informing the public about the rules in Lambert Park and the consequences if those rules are 1 
 violated. They included handouts, information on the Alpine City webpage, and Facebook page and Joinin. 2 
 The Friends of Lambert Park would also create a website about Lambert Park. The Youth Council would 3 
 place informational door-hangers throughout the areas of Alpine most likely to have ATV users in the park. 4 
 The state law regarding ATV usage and drivers would be followed.  5 
 6 
2. Signage and trail markers in the park. The City had already purchased some Carsonite dual-sided trail 7 
 markers and would hire someone to put them up.   8 
 9 
3. Traffic reduction in key areas.  The top and bottom of the emergency access road from Moyle Drive to Box 10 
 Elder would be narrowed. The southern portions of the loops roads to the Lambert ruin and the Lambert 11 
 tank would be taken out of service. 12 
 13 
4. Police enforcement.  Alpine City would budget $12,000 for the Lone Peak police to enforce traffic rules in 14 
 Lambert Park. They would provide enforcement on Saturdays and random times during the week year-15 
 round.  16 
 17 
The Council discussed the Park Usage Plan and had several suggestions. Regarding the website, they suggested the 18 
rules be posted on the City website and made as obvious as possible. There could be a link to the website devoted to 19 
Lambert Park and possibly have a dropdown menu listing all the parks in Alpine with their particular rules. Troy 20 
Stout suggested they have a venue during Alpine Days to inform people about the rules.  21 
 22 
Regarding the state law and ATV usage, Shane Sorensen said the City already had an ordinance defining what 23 
constituted street legal vehicles. David Church said that just because a vehicle was legal on the street, it didn't mean 24 
it was legal in the park. The City owned the park and had the right to say no to motorized vehicles in the park except 25 
on a designated road.  26 
 27 
The Council discussed signs and trail markers. It was suggested that they wait until it rained and the ground was a 28 
little softer so the post could be adequately anchored. It was suggested that the trail marker signs for motorized trail 29 
be a different color than the signs for other trails.  30 
 31 
The Council was in agreement with closing the southern loop roads. Troy Stout asked if they could revegetate the 32 
closed routes. They needed to disappear visually or people would try to use them. Shane Sorensen said it would take 33 
a couple of season to revegetate.  34 
 35 
The Council asked if the police enforcement would be for six months only or if it would be ongoing? Chief Brian 36 
Gwilliam said he didn't remember it being done annually. He said that once enforcement went away, the behavior 37 
came back. He suggested that they take the next week or two to get the word out about enforcement in Lambert Park 38 
then they would begin ticketing. Troy Stout said he would like to have intense enforcement during the first few 39 
months so the word got out. They expected the $12,000 would be used in the six month period.  40 
 41 
Roger Bennett said he didn't have great faith in the motorized vehicle drivers obeying the rules. Troy Stout said that 42 
if enforcement didn't inspire the citizens to obey the rules, they would have to ban motorized vehicles.  43 
 44 
Lon Lott commented that they would still need enforcement in the park even if they banned the vehicles. Roger 45 
Bennett agreed but felt it would be easier to enforce if they were completely banned.  46 
 47 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to approve $12,000 for enforcement in Lambert Park during the next 6 months. At 48 
the next meeting they would determine exactly where the funds were coming from. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 49 
Nays: 0 Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.  50 
   51 
MOTION:  Lon Lott moved to accept the Park Usage Plan for Lambert Park as written with the following 52 
clarifications: 53 
 54 
 1. Initial enforcement would be for six months and then they would evaluate.  55 
 2. The Alpine City website would be the primary website with a link to the other website. 56 
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 3. Installation of trail markers would be prioritized with the markers on the motorized trails installed  1 
  first. 2 
 4. A new Lambert Park trail map would be adopted showing the elimination of the southern portion  3 
  of the loop road to the Lambert ruin and the southern portion of the loop road to the Lambert tank.  4 
 5 
Troy Stout seconded Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Lon Lott, Troy Stout, Will Jones, Roger Bennett voted aye. Motion passed.  6 
 7 
 B.  National Forest Service/Patterson Construction Land Trade:  This item was for information only.  8 
 9 
John Stansfield introduced himself as the District Ranger in the Pleasant Grove Forest Service District. He informed 10 
the Council about a proposed land exchange by the Dry Creek trail head between the Forest Service and Patterson 11 
Construction. The land that would be exchanged was identified on the map. Mr. Stansfield said it would be 12 
advantageous to the Forest Service because they would be able to create a contiguous boundary and pick up some 13 
riparian area. He said land exchanges did take a lot time but if it went well, he anticipated it could be accomplished 14 
in under a year.   15 
 16 
Shane Sorensen said the land to be acquired by the Forest Service was in the county, but Alpine City and Alpine 17 
Irrigation Company had an interest in the land because they had a diversion point and pipeline in that area. They 18 
wanted to make sure the Irrigation Company and the City could maintain those facilities, and would like to see 19 
something written into the trade agreement regarding the maintenance.   20 
 21 
Mr. Stansfield said he was aware of that and they wanted to enjoy a good partnership with Alpine City since a lot of 22 
the citizens used the trailhead. He asked if the City currently had a right-of-way for the pipeline and diversion.  23 
 24 
David Church said they had not been able to find a recorded document for the easement or the diversion. Under state 25 
law, there wasn't a problem with maintaining an easement with a private property owner, but they would have a 26 
problem with the Forest Service if they didn't have an agreement in advance of the trade. They would prefer to have 27 
a recorded agreement with the landowners prior to the Forest Service getting it, but they didn't want it to get in the 28 
way of the trade. John Stansfield said he thought they would have time to address it.  29 
 30 
Shane Sorensen said the City currently had some agreements with the Forest Service and there was a cost to the 31 
City. He asked if it would be subject to a fee if it the ground was owned by the Forest Service. They didn't pay 32 
anything to the current property owner. John Stansfield said he believed it would be subject to a fee.  33 
  34 
Lon Lott asked if the exchange would result in a bigger trailhead. Mr. Stansfield said it would change the trajectory 35 
of the trail head. Since the flooding two years ago, they were trying to detour people from going the way they used 36 
to go, and move the trail to the south. The Forest Service had done work on the flow out of Phelps Canyon to take it 37 
back to its original channel so it would drain into Dry Creek.  38 
 39 
Troy Stout asked if this was a public process? Mr. Stansfield they had already noticed it in the local paper and sent it 40 
out to their mailing list, which was how Alpine City had been informed. He said they would need to establish an 41 
easement on the roadway to ensure access. He would like to engage Alpine residents and do more partnering on the 42 
trailhead. The Forest Service had plans to put in a restroom facility at the trail head and would like to have Alpine 43 
City help maintain it. Troy Stout suggested he bring the proposal to have the City maintain the restrooms back in 44 
March when they were working on the budget.  45 
 46 
 C.  Box Elder South Annexation:  Jason Bond said that at their meeting of June 23, 2015, the Council 47 
made a motion to send the question of annexing Box Elder South to the Planning Commission. The Planning 48 
Commission reviewed the financial estimates, the geotech reports, and weighed the pros and cons of annexation. 49 
Only four of the seven Planning Commission members were present at the meeting but they had a good discussion 50 
and the vote was unanimous. The Planning Commission made a motion to recommend annexing Box Elder South 51 
and forwarded it to the City Council  52 
 53 
Troy Stout asked Steve Cosper, Planning Commission Chairman, to comment.  54 
 55 
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Steve Cosper said he liked having the facts presented in order to make an informed decision, and a lot of good 1 
information was presented which he appreciated. He'd come to the Planning Commission without knowing which 2 
way he would go. They discussed the liability issues, financial issues, the geotech reports, and the Lambert Park 3 
road which was controversial. They discussed whether there would be pressure to pave the road if the subdivision 4 
was annexed into Alpine City. They discussed having a sense of community since the subdivision would be located 5 
right next to a subdivision in city limits. They felt there would be better control over the subdivision if it was in 6 
Alpine City. He felt the pros and cons were almost neutral with a few unknowns. A public hearing was held in 7 
which four people spoke about the topic. Three were in favor of annexing and one person was against it. He said he 8 
was more of a fact-based person and liked to make his decision based on facts rather than emotional issues. Others 9 
may not be so much that way. On the first vote there was one person on the Planning Commission who voted against 10 
it and three who voted in favor. A second motion was made and all four voted in favor of it. However, since that 11 
time that Planning Commission member had sent out an email to everyone saying she wished she hadn't voted the 12 
way she had. She may have felt some pressure to vote that way.   13 
  14 
Troy Stout asked if safety issues were addressed. Steve Cosper said they were. They talked about the emergency 15 
access road and the fire break. There was a letter from the Fire Marshal, and based on the presentation he gave, there 16 
didn't seem to be undue safety concerns.  17 
 18 
Troy Stout asked David Church if there would need to be more public hearings and further consideration by the 19 
Council before it could be annexed. He said he hoped no one was expecting a decision that evening. The emergency  20 
road was still a hot issue. He asked if they would be required to pave it.  21 
 22 
David Church said the emergency access road was a the result of a contract in 1992 in which the City agreed to 23 
development of the Box Elder subdivision. The obligation for the road was established at that time and that 24 
obligation would not change whether it was in the city or in the county. But when people lived in the subdivision, 25 
whether in the city or in the county, they would probably want that road paved, not for safety, but for convenience. 26 
The pressure would be there whether they were residents or not.   27 
 28 
Troy Stout said he didn't think the sense of community would be limited if they weren't annexed. People in Alpine 29 
Cove attended the City Council meetings and commented. Some of them were happy not to be annexed into the 30 
City.  31 
 32 
Will Jones said the fact was that Box Elder South was going to be there. It was approved. There were still a lot of 33 
things to be done before the plat was recorded. It was important to understand that the subdivision did not need to 34 
come into the city to be recorded. If it was within city limits, they could develop in phases and there was a slight 35 
benefit to that because  they could take up to ten years to develop the 60 lots. In the county, they would have to 36 
develop the whole subdivision at once. If it was in city limits, the benefit would be that Alpine City received 37 
$500,000 in impact fees. The physical impact on Alpine would be the same whether the subdivision was in the city 38 
or the county. They would still using Alpine roads and parks and water and sewer. The difference would be that the 39 
city would be getting the impact fees if they were annexed instead of them going to the county. He said Alpine City 40 
had been servicing Alpine Cove for years with fire and police and EMT services. It took two years for Alpine to 41 
finally get a payment from the county for those services, and what the Cove paid was less than what Alpine citizens 42 
paid for the same services.  43 
 44 
Troy Stout said the Cove paid a higher fee for sewer and water. Will Jones said Alpine Cove had their own water 45 
system but they did use Alpine's sewer system and paid a higher monthly fee. However, the City still had the general 46 
overhead costs whether the residents paid into it or not. If more people were paying into it, the costs would be spread 47 
among more people and the cost per Alpine resident would be less.  48 
 49 
Troy Stout said he was not saying he was opposed to it. He used Hurricane, Utah as an example where the town had 50 
annexed every piece of ground around them and were stretched to provide services to people who were far away.  51 
 52 
Will Jones said the City would already be serving Box Elder South. There was an agreement that they would 53 
provide water and sewer to the subdivision.  54 
 55 
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Lon Lott said he had attended the Planning Commission meeting where this issue was discussed. One of the reason 1 
he had proposed they send it on to the Planning Commission in the first place was because they were a body who 2 
would be unbiased and evaluate the facts. He said that at the meeting there was a counterpoint to every issue that 3 
was raised. As they discussed it, the answers seemed to be consistent. They discussed hazards and safety issues. As 4 
they went through the process, they came to the same conclusion Steve Cosper did. He said one thing that would 5 
make the issue easier to decide was if there was a very serious hazard that couldn't be mitigated.  They had talked 6 
about putting crash gates on the emergency access road. David Church had talked about getting a lot of pressure 7 
from residents to pave the road, but they were already getting pressure, one way or another.  8 
 9 
Roger Bennett said that as he had studied the issue, no one had given him a good argument not to annex it. There 10 
was no compelling reason not to annex it, and he supported annexation.  11 
 12 
Troy Stout said the next step would be a planning phase if they wanted to annex it. The landowner was not 13 
petitioning for annexation. What would the next step be?  14 
 15 
David Church said annexations were typically initiated by the landowner, but there was a provision in the law that 16 
allowed for annexation without a petition if the property was less than 50 acres and was urban. If the city and the 17 
county came to an agreement to have the city annex it, then the landowner would receive a notice and could protest 18 
the annexation if he wanted to. It could not be annexed without the consent of the county and the landowner. If 19 
Alpine City wanted to consider annexing Box Elder South, they would want to inform the county and the landowner 20 
of their intent. He said he had heard that the county may not want Alpine to annex it.  21 
  22 
Troy Stout invited Ross Welch, who represented the landowners, Patterson Construction, to speak.  23 
 24 
Ross Welch said he would revisit the information he had given to the Planning Commission at their last meeting. 25 
Going back in history, there was a Settlement Agreement in 1992 and part of that agreement defined Box Elder 26 
South as part of the water service area. Subsequent to the Settlement Agreement, Alpine City designated Box Elder 27 
South as a park in Annexation Policy Plan.  28 
 29 
In 2006, the landowner of Box Elder South came to Alpine with a petition to annex the Box Elder South area in the 30 
city with a development plan that showed 27 lots. Alpine City turned it down because they wanted that area to be a 31 
park. The landowner had the property appraised and offered it to the City for 13 million dollars. The City turned it 32 
down and told the landowner that any development requests would need to go to the county.  Patterson then 33 
approached Utah County about developing the land in the county. 34 
 35 
In 2011 there was another Settlement Agreement which included a confirmation that water services would be 36 
provided to the Box Elder South subdivision provided Patterson Construction built the tank and dedicated it to the 37 
city. A 400,000 gallon tank was constructed which would serve that area. In 1995, Alpine City passed an ordinance 38 
requiring anything on the north and east sides of Alpine to be sewered. Patterson Construction said they would put 39 
in a sewer line. Regarding the secondary road access, he said it was just that - a secondary access.   40 
 41 
Mr. Welch said that they went to the County with a development proposal and had public involvement in the 42 
process. They wanted to make sure the proposed subdivision would be safe so they had more than one geotech 43 
review done. There were actually three studies done. All three said they needed to have a berm, which they built and 44 
made it even higher than recommended. They met with the fire chief and agreed to mitigate all his concerns. After 45 
those improvements were made, the fire chief said it would be the safest hillside development in Alpine for fire, and 46 
possibly in the county. The developer had gone overboard to make it safe.  47 
 48 
Regarding the liability issue, Mr. Welch said it had already been addressed.  49 
 50 
Mr. Welch said that at the Planning Commission meeting, some people asked why they wanted to annex into Alpine 51 
City. He said one advantage of being in Alpine City was that they could phase the development. On the other hand, 52 
the impact fees in the county were significantly less than the fees in Alpine City. He said that financially, it would be 53 
a wash for them whether they developed in the county or in Alpine City. A nonfinancial reason for them to annex 54 
was that it made more sense relative to creating a sense of community. It made more sense to be part of Alpine. The 55 
impact fees for parks would go to Alpine City instead of the county. They would be paying Alpine City for fire 56 
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service instead of paying the county. If they were in the county they would pay the county who would determine 1 
how much came back to the Lone Peak fire district. Mr. Welch suggested there would be some benefits to the City if 2 
the development was annexed. For the developers, it would be a wash.  3 
 4 
Troy Stout asked Mr. Welch if they would revise the number of lots if they chose to move forward with the 5 
annexation.  6 
 7 
Ross Welch said they started the process in 2009. It had been through several iterations and they had a lot invested 8 
in the plans. This was their business and they were trying to make a return on their investment, not a loss. It wouldn't 9 
make sense to go back and reengineer and redo. The smallest lots was 20,000 square feet. Some were 30,000 square 10 
feet.  11 
 12 
Troy Stout asked Mr. Welch if they desired to be annexed provided they could work out a mutually beneficial 13 
situation.  14 
 15 
Ross Welch said they did. As residents of Alpine, it made sense for the development to be in Alpine. That was why 16 
they designed it with roads that met Alpine City standards. At the end of the day, they felt it should be in the city. It 17 
didn't have to be done today, but he felt it should be annexed before they started selling lots. He expected that would 18 
be in the spring of 2016.  19 
 20 
Troy Stout recommended they continue the discussion on Box Elder South at the next meeting when they had more 21 
members present.  22 
 23 
Will Jones made a motion to extend formal notification to Utah County and to the landowner to find out if they were 24 
willing to allow Alpine City to annex Box Elder South. The motion was not acted on until later in the discussion. 25 
 26 
Troy Stout asked David Church to outline the steps that would take place if the motion passed.  27 
 28 
David Church said that if the City was annexing without a petition, the City would first make some kind of semi-29 
formal contact with the County to see if they agreed to having the property annexed into Alpine. If the County was 30 
not opposed, the City Council would pass a resolution of intent to annex which started a public notification process 31 
and protest period and a public hearing. That's what they would do if they were annexing without a petition from the 32 
landowners. If they got a petition from the landowner, it was a different process.  Notices were published and mailed 33 
out to affected entities. There would be a protest period. He said that process took longer than annexing without a 34 
petition. He said what he had heard Mr. Welch say was that they wouldn't want to annexed until the plat was 35 
recorded. If they annexed before it was recorded, the County would want a plat approved by Alpine City. He said 36 
Mr. Jones' motion was appropriate. They needed to know the position of the County.  37 
 38 
Lon Lott clarified that the motion to notify the County and the landowner did not obligate the City to annex Box 39 
Elder South whether the County agreed to it or not. Mr. Church said that was correct. Until the Council held a public 40 
hearing and adopted an ordinance of annexation, it was not annexed.  41 
 42 
Troy Stout asked David Church if there was anything about the motion that would obligate the City to annex Box 43 
Elder South. David Church said no. It was only a notification which could begin a process if the County was 44 
amenable to annexation. At the end of the process, the City would decide whether or not to annex.  45 
 46 
Ron Madson said he was a resident of Alpine Cove and he had a business in Alpine.  He said he was a codefendant 47 
with the mayor and Alpine City in a lawsuit. He asked if the motion was a legislative act or not. David Church said 48 
it was not. Mr. Madson said he wanted that to be in the record.  49 
 50 
Marianna Richardson asked if the lawsuit between Patterson and Alpine City was still going on and was told that is 51 
was. She asked if it had been discussed whether or not Patterson would be willing to drop the lawsuit if Box Elder 52 
South was annexed.  53 
 54 
David Church said they hadn't had any discussions about the annexation as part of the lawsuit.  55 
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Troy Stout questioned if it would be the in City's best interest to deal with someone they were in a lawsuit with. As a 1 
Councilman, he would like to be part of that discussion. 2 
 3 
Marianna Richardson clarified that the lawsuit had to do with Box Elder South and asked if Mr. Welch could 4 
address that issue.  5 
 6 
Ross Welch said he probably shouldn't address it but since he wasn't an attorney he could possibly speak. He said it 7 
was their feeling that the City did breach the contract. He said they had extended multiple requests to Alpine City to 8 
sit down and resolve the issue before the lawsuit was filed. They were told to speak to the attorneys and eventually a 9 
lawsuit was filed. He said they had been willing to talk about the lawsuit all along. He thought they would be willing 10 
to sit down and talk about settling the lawsuit.  11 
 12 
Ron Madson asked if the lawsuit against Alpine City and the Mayor was covered by insurance then said he was told  13 
that it did not. He suggested they should estimate the cost of attorney fees to see that case through. They had talked 14 
about being good citizens and yet the cost of the attorney fees could far exceed anything they were talking about. 15 
That needed to be part of the equation.  16 
 17 
Will Jones said those things would still be the case whether the development was in Alpine or not. There was still a 18 
question of whether or not the City breached the contract.  19 
 20 
Troy Stout said he would like to wrap up the discussion and asked for a vote on the motion which was restated. 21 
 22 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to extend formal notification to Utah County and to the landowner to find out if they 23 
were willing to allow Alpine City to annex Box Elder South.  Roger Bennett seconded. Ayes: 4  Nays: 0.  Will 24 
Jones, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout, Lon Lott vote aye. Motion passed.  25 
 26 
Troy Stout clarified that there was no commitment on the annexation made that night. They were merely opening it 27 
for further discussion.   28 
 29 
 D.  Resolution No. R2011-04 - Amending the Rules of Procedures for Public Meetings.  David Church 30 
said that an earlier Council adopted Rules of Procedure for Public Meetings based on Roberts Rules of Order. Since 31 
that time, some members of the current Council proposed amending them, particularly Rule #9 which dealt with the 32 
ability of the Council to reconsider an issue that had already been acted on.  33 
 34 
The proposed amendment, which was drafted by David Church and based on state law, was discussed at the 35 
previous meeting of July 14, 2015. Action on the proposed amendment was postponed until all the Council members 36 
were present.  37 
 38 
The Council continued the discussion on the proposed amendment that evening and considered different scenarios 39 
and to what extent the current rule could bind a future council. The discussion came down to a definition of what it 40 
meant to "reconsider" an issue. Would the Council be restrained from reconsidering an identical issue on which a 41 
previous Council had acted and was there a time period that would come into play?  42 
 43 
David Church said the intention of the state code was to prevent a minority from hijacking the majority by holding a 44 
special meeting when it was known that certain members of the council would be absent.  45 
 46 
Troy Stout was hesitant to amend the Rules of Procedure as proposed, but thought a six-month period before a 47 
decision could be reconsidered would be reasonable. If something needed more urgent reconsideration, the Council 48 
could vote to suspend the rules.  49 
 50 
MOTION:  Roger Bennett moved to adopt Resolution No.R2015-09 amending the Rules of Procedure for Public 51 
Meeting. Will Jones seconded. Ayes:  2 Nays: 2. Roger Bennett and Will Jones voted aye. Lon Lott and Troy Stout 52 
voted nay. Motion failed.   53 
 54 
MOTION:  Lon Lott moved to direct David Church to bring the Council a definition of "reconsider" as it pertained 55 
to Rule # 9 in the currently adopted Rule of Procedure, and address a time limit for Rule #9, and create a new Rule 56 
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#11 giving the Council the option of voting to suspend the rules. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Lon Lott, 1 
Troy Stout, Roger Bennett, Will Jones vote aye. Motion passed.   2 
 3 
 E.  Ordinance No. 2015-11 - Amending the Retaining Wall Process in the PRD Ordinance:  Jason 4 
Bond said the Council had already adopted Ordinance No. 2015- 07 regulating retaining walls.  There was residual 5 
language in the PRD Ordinance pertaining to the process of approving retaining walls that would need to be updated 6 
to be consistent with the currently adopted ordinance on retaining walls.  7 
 8 
MOTION:  Lon Lott moved to approve Ordinance No. 2015-11 amending the retaining wall process in the PRD 9 
Ordinance and verify the ordinance number. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.  Lon Lott, Will Jones, Roger 10 
Bennett, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.  11 
 12 
 F.  Art Exhibit Agreement:  David Church said that he had put together an agreement to exhibit art in 13 
City Hall in response to an offer from a local artist, Mary Ann Judd Johnston, who had painted a number of  14 
paintings of historic homes and sites in Alpine. He felt the agreement protected the City and protected the artist. He 15 
said that when the issue first came to the Council, Will Jones had some concerns about the proposed agreement, 16 
which Mr. Jones would address. 17 
 18 
Will Jones said he felt the opportunity to exhibit local art in City Hall should be extended to other artists under the 19 
same agreement, regardless of the art form. He was bringing the issue back for reconsideration to allow other artists 20 
to participate. It was noted that Mr. Jones was in the majority on the previous vote.    21 
 22 
Lon Lott said he wanted the City to have the ability to rotate the art if they had other artists who wanted to display 23 
their work. David Church said that the agreement allowed the artist to loan the City their art and it would be hung at 24 
the City's discretion.  25 
 26 
The Council discussed various art forms and what constituted acceptable art and agreed that they wanted to be able 27 
to approve any art that was exhibited in City Hall. 28 
 29 
MOTION: Will Jones moved to approve the Art Exhibit Agreement with Mary Ann Judd Johnson with the 30 
condition that the same type of agreement be open to other artists, and that it be Alpine art which was approved by 31 
the Council, and that the City be able to make a change in the art that was displayed as needed.  Lon Lott seconded. 32 
Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.  Will Jones, Lon Lott, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.  33 
 34 
The following item was handled out of order after Staff Reports and Council Communication.  35 
 36 
 G.  Ordinance No. 2015-10, Amending the Condominium Conversion Ordinance:  Jason Bond said 37 
amendment would take out language that required a 2-hour fire wall between units in a condominium project. It 38 
would make it consistent with the Uniform Building Code, which required a one-hour fire wall. The Fire Marshal 39 
from the Lone Peak PSD had submitted a letter supporting the amendment. The Building Inspector from Sunrise 40 
Engineering also approved the amendment. Will Jones asked Shane Sorensen if he approved the amendment who 41 
said he was fine with it.  42 
 43 
Roger Bennett said he would like the two hour fire wall just for added protection but no other city required it so it 44 
wasn't fair for Alpine City to require it.  45 
 46 
Troy Stout questioned if they should beef up the requirements for other construction and require a two-hour fire wall 47 
for all commercial buildings. There was a question if the two-hour fire wall would also apply to homes with an 48 
accessory apartment since they were also, in a sense, a commercial use.  49 
 50 
Jason Bond said that a two-hour fire was enough of an additional expense that it could discourage commercial 51 
construction in Alpine.  52 
 53 
Lone Lott clarified that the Uniform Building Code only required a one-hour fire wall and it was supported by the 54 
Building Inspector and the Fire Marshal.  55 
 56 
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MOTION:  Lon Lott moved to adopted Ordinance No. 2015-10 amending the Condominium Conversion Ordinance 1 
to require a one-hour fire wall between units. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 3 Nays: 1.  Lon Lott, Will Jones, Roger 2 
Bennett vote aye. Troy Stout voted nay. Motion passed.  3 
 4 
Accessory Apartment Enforcement:  This item was postponed. 5 
 6 
STAFF REPORTS 7 
 8 
Jason Bond said the Planning Commission had held a work session prior to the City Council meeting to discuss 9 
buildings that were proposed for the Gateway Historic zone and also discuss guidelines for the Gateway Historic 10 
zone. The Planning Commission would also hold a special meeting on August 4, 2015 to discuss those same items. 11 
Three new buildings were proposed belonging to Larry Hilton, April Cooper, and Ezra Lee.  12 
 13 
Shane Sorensen reported on the following: 14 
 15 
 There were projects in the budget that would need to be done before the Council met again so he would bring 16 

them back for ratification.  17 
 18 

 They would be repaving the roads in the cemetery.  19 
 20 

 Water Report/Discussion. Shane Sorensen said they'd had to pump the small wells in April for PI since there 21 
was no runoff. Fortunately May was very wet or they would have been pumping the big wells in May. They had 22 
struggled to keep water in the high zone during June and July, and had to work out a deal with Lehi City to use 23 
water for the high zone. Right now they were pumping the Healey, Ranch, Carlisle, Fort Creek and 300 North 24 
wells. At night they were using all the water in the reservoirs. With all the demand, it pulled the pressure down 25 
so some high zones had issues with sprinklers. He recommended getting another well to serve the high zone.  26 
 27 
Lon Lott said he'd received a complaint from a resident about the restrictions on using the PI system while 28 
residents in Box Elder used culinary water to water their yards as long and as often as they wanted. Shane 29 
Sorensen said the water in Box Elder was metered but the City had to pump it up there so there was an 30 
additional cost. They would have to review the rates. Roger Bennett said the residents in Box Elder were not 31 
paying a fair rate compared to the rest of the residents.  32 
 33 
David Church suggested they change the wording on the watering restriction to Outdoor Water Use instead of 34 
Pressurized Irrigation Use so it would applied to residents who were not on the PI system.  35 
 36 
Shane Sorensen said there were some residents who had PI but did not have a sprinkler system and had to drag 37 
a hose so they allowed them to water during the day.  38 
 39 

 Shane Sorensen said that Greg Kmetzch had been taking care of the water system fulltime for 15 months and 40 
was doing a great job.   41 

 42 
 In response to a question from Troy Stout, Shane Sorensen said the line in his street would be upsized but not as 43 

soon as hoped.   44 
 45 
 The lights were in on the tennis courts and they would be surfaced in August. The pickle ball courts would be 46 

ready for Alpine Days. Will Jones said they would have someone giving instruction on pickle ball for Alpine 47 
Days.  48 

 49 
 The sewer project on 100 West was completed. It was the last major sewer project and almost completed the 50 

sewer master plan. The street would get an overlay. 51 
 52 

 Questar would be helping pave the roads in Alpine that were affected by their work.  The area in Burgess Park 53 
affected by the gas line was almost ready for sod.  54 

 55 
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COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 1 
 2 
Lon Lott asked about filling the potholes in the asphalt throughout town. Shane Sorensen said to let him know where 3 
they were. Mr. Lott also reported on the MAG meeting and open house on transportation. He said he didn't know 4 
how soon it would happen but they planned to make improvements to the intersection of the SR-92 and the road to 5 
Lone Peak high school. There would be a right-hand turn lane going east bound and traffic turning right wouldn't 6 
have to stop at all because of a concrete barrier. That would mean the green light for southbound traffic would be on 7 
longer. He said he would continue to be a presence at the MAG meetings to capitalize on projects the County might 8 
want to do. Shane Sorensen said the County had it in their budget to replace the culvert on Dry Creek but had taken 9 
it off so he might want to remind them about it. 10 
 11 
Roger Bennett said he been talking to Alice Winberg about the cemetery and was told they were about out of 12 
cemetery plots. He wondered if the City was planning to expand in the future. Shane Sorensen said they had some 13 
areas that they were looking at. Charmayne Warnock said that in the past when they were running low on lots they 14 
limited the sale of lots only to families that had an immediate need.  It was suggested it be on a future agenda to 15 
address cemetery issues. 16 
 17 
Will Jones reported on the following:  18 
 19 
 He wanted to know who was taking the rocks out of the trails in Lambert Park.  It was suggested they have 20 

groomed trails for those who wanted smooth trails and natural trails for the others. Troy Stout said they needed 21 
to get some signs that said alteration of trails was prohibited, including removal of rocks.  22 

 23 
 GPS system for Lambert Park that Steve Richardson had brought up. It was thought that Mr. Richardson said he 24 

would do it. He said they also needed to look into how young riders were getting their vehicles to Lambert Park. 25 
Were they hauling them in a trailer or riding them on the streets? They needed to address that. David Church 26 
said the City had passed a street legal ATV ordinance but the driver had to be licensed.   27 

 28 
 Bat houses in the open space to control mosquitoes. It could be an Eagle scout project.  29 
 30 
 Accessory Apartment Enforcement. Jason Bond said Tucker Hanson, the attorney who handled enforcement, 31 

had a prior commitment. He would try to set up a meeting with him. 32 
 33 
Troy Stout asked when the ballots would be mailed out and what the regulations were on election signs. Charmayne 34 
Warnock said they would be mailed out the first part of October. Regarding signs, there was no restriction on when 35 
election sign could be put up.  36 
 37 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to adjourn. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0.will moved to adjourn. Troy 38 
seconded. Ayes:  4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Troy Stout, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott voted aye. Motion passed.  39 
 40 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 pm.  41 
 42 
 43 
 44 







ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Eagle Pointe PRD Road Alternative 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 25 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Taylor Smith and Mark Wells 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Consider Alternate Road that 

would Reduce the Size of the 

Retaining Walls. 

 

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. 

 

The Planning Commission reviewed the final plan and was not ready to recommend 

approval.  However, they made a recommendation regarding the alternate road that was 

presented to them and are looking for guidance from the City Council before moving 

forward with the review of the final plan.  This will also allow the Developer to 

understand what changes need to be made to the final plans as they continue to work with 

the Planning Commission. 

 
 

 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Jason Thelin moved to recommend to the City Council that the secondary access road in 

the Eagle Pointe PRD stay at 26 feet wide as previously approved. 

 

Judi Pickell seconded the motion.  The motion passed but was not unanimous with. 5 

Ayes and 1 Nay.  Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener and 

Judi Pickell all voted Aye.  Steve Swanson voted Nay. 
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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 CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Westfield Road Sidewalk 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  August 25, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Council Members Will Jones and Roger Bennett 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  That the City move ahead on a plan to make 

a walk way or sidewalk on Westfield Road. 

 

INFORMATION:  Residents have appeared before the City Council asking for the City to 

construct a sidewalk on a section of Westfield road were school age children walk to school 

where there is no sidewalk.  A meeting was held with Highland City, Alpine City, Alpine 

School District and the residents about this issue.  An email from Council Member Will 

Jones regarding this issue is attached. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   That the Council decide how they wish to address this issue. 

 





ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot “B” Revised Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 25 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Larry Hilton 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve the Revised Site Plan 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 
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 known as Alpine Olde Towne Centre.  The 

designated building footprint is 3,936 square feet and is located in the Business 

Commercial zone.  Office buildings are a permitted use in the B/C zone.  This plan shows 

2 levels at a total square footage of 6,533 sf.  

 

See attached review letter and plans for more information concerning the revised site plan 

and building design. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMEDNATION: 

 

Jason Thelin moved to recommend approval of the Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot B 

Office Building Revised Site Plan.  

 

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.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Date:  July 31, 2015 

 

By:  Jason Bond 

City Planner 

 

Subject: Planning and Zoning Review - Revised 

Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot B Building Site Plan 

341 South Main Street 

 

Background 

 

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

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

footprint is 3,936 square feet and is located in the Business Commercial zone.  Office buildings 

are a permitted use in the BC zone.  This plan shows 2 levels at a total square footage of 6,533 sf.  

 

The Gateway/Historic zone will also apply to this proposal.  The Gateway/Historic zone gives the 

Planning Commission the ability to allow flexibility to the requirements set forth in the BC zone. 

The Planning Commission may recommend exceptions regarding parking, building height, 

signage, setbacks and use if it finds that the plans proposed better implement the design 

guidelines to the City Council for approval (Section 3.11.3.3.5). 

 

Location  

(Section 3.7.5) 

 

The setbacks have been designated for the Planned Commercial Development.  The recorded plat 

shows a 20’ setback from the property to the north and a 24’ setback from Main Street.  These 

setbacks should be upheld.   

 

Street System/Parking  

(Sections 3.7.8.3 and 3.24.3)  

 

The recorded plat designates twenty-one (21) parking stalls for Lot B.  The off-street parking 

requirements for an office is as follows: 

 

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

 



 

Dining - One (1) space for every four (4) seats 

 

The parking to the south of the lot has been redesigned and six (6) parking stalls have been added 

to the east side of the building within the drive-thru. The revised parking layout shows twenty-six 

(26) parking stalls.  The total office square footage requires twenty-six (26) stalls. The proposed 

office building meets the off-street parking requirement.  

  

Special Provisions 

(Section 3.7.8) 

 

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

 

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

thirty four (34) feet.  The height of the proposed building (top of the tower) is 36 feet.  

The height for a gable, hip or gambrel roof is “the elevation measured at the midway 

point between the highest part of the roof ridge line and the lowest elevation of the eaves 

or cornice of the main roof structure (not including independent, incidental roof structures 

over the porches, garages and similar add-on portions of the structure.” (Section 3.21.8.1) 

The height of the building meets the ordinance. 

 

 Landscaping - A landscaping plan has been provided.  The types of plants have been 

specified.  The plan specifies that 2,797 square feet needs to be landscaped to meet the 

20% requirement.  2,999 square feet of area will be landscaped. 

 

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

reviewed by the Planning Commission. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Planning and Zoning Department recommends that the proposed site plan be 

approved with the following conditions:    

 

 The preliminary architectural design drawings be recommended by the Planning 

Commission and approved by the City Council. 
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Gateway Historic Design Guidelines 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 25 August 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Planning Commission 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  Adopt Resolution 2015-11 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 
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 

that 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 this 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.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 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  

 

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.  
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Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines 

Adopted by Resolution 2015-11 

Purpose and Intent 

Gateway Historic District will become a village of mixed uses, promoting a pedestrian 

friendly atmosphere and providing excellence in landscaping and architecture, in a 

setting which honors and preserves the past while promoting the future. 

1. In the interest of preserving the character of the Gateway-Historic District, it is 

 necessary to regulate to a certain extent the new construction that is built there.  

 New structures should only affect the district in a positive manner, and not in 

 detrimental ways.  

2. Respecting the heritage of Alpine associated with the historical structures in 

 the district.  

3. Utilize approaches that have been shown to encourage the sustainability of 

 historic districts and neighborhoods. 

The guidelines for the following elements are intended to encourage compatible new 

construction.  In the event that these guidelines conflict with the Alpine City Zoning 

Ordinance, the Zoning Ordinance will be followed. 

 Guidelines 

     1.   New developments should: 

a. Mimic details of older buildings 
b. Use similar materials 
c. Make mundane uses look good 
d. Include design features on blank walls 

 

     2. All new development projects should achieve a determination of design 

 appropriateness from the Planning Commission. 

     3.   New construction should respect and build upon the historical legacy of 

 downtown Alpine and borrow historic features from the area. It should be 
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 designed for its specific context. Elements that should influence the design of 

 new development include building form, massing, scale, materials and colors.  

Gateway Historic District Design Criteria 

     1. Relation to the Surrounding Area  (Massing, Scale, Orientation) 

     2. Height 

     3. Setbacks 

     4. Exterior Walls and Surfaces 

     5. Windows and Doors 

     6. Exterior Trim and Decorative Detailing 

     7. Roofing 

     8. Materials (Texture, Color, Finishes) 

     9. Streetscaping 
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1 

Relation to the Surrounding Area 
(Massing, Scale, Orientation) 

New construction that utilizes appropriate massing and scale can affect historic districts 

in a positive manner.  New structures should take their own place in time. 

Design Standards 

• New structures should relate to the fundamental characteristics of the district, but 

may use their own style and method of construction.  

• Orientation of new construction should be to the street to establish a pedestrian-

 friendly quality.  

• One major entrance should orient to each street to which the building abuts for 

easy access by pedestrians from the street and sidewalk. 

• Corner entrances may be used for buildings orienting to two streets at an 

 intersection. 

• New construction should not be dramatically greater in scale than surrounding 

structures in the district.  

• The perceived width of new construction should be visually compatible with 

adjacent structures. Wider buildings should be divided into modules to convey a 

sense of traditional construction. 

• The building form of new construction should be similar to surrounding structures 

but should not necessarily a direct imitation. 
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2 

Height 

New construction should respect the overall height limits established in the city code for 

the underlying zone.  

Design Standards 

• The height of buildings should be compatible with adjacent historic structures.  

 

• Creative historic design elements fitting for the area can be considered. 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRxqFQoTCL-XwNmR78YCFZMQkgodi3YFDw&url=http://www.prweb.com/releases/2015/07/prweb12828870.htm&ei=FMKvVb-9KZOhyASL7ZV4&bvm=bv.98476267,d.cGU&psig=AFQjCNGSB-A8SS0VDmq1QaMvyCIakLYRjQ&ust=1437668236447650
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3 

Setbacks 

The location of new construction on a lot contributes greatly to the perception of 

accessibility by the pedestrian. Buildings that are located too far from the street 

generally do not have a positive effect on the streetscape.  

Design Standards 

• A minimum front setback of 10 feet is recommended. 

• Setbacks should not be more than 30 feet from the street for the primary façade. 

Exceptions may be considered for buildings proposing a public park area in front 

of the primary façade of the building. 

• Setbacks from the street should not include off-street parking.  Exceptions may 

be considered for access by the physically disabled. 

• Setbacks from the street should include usable public space – incorporating 

landscaping, plazas, seating, or public art.  

• Side setbacks for structures abutting commercial uses shall not be required. 

• Side setbacks for structures abutting residential uses should be 10 - 15 feet.  

• Rear setbacks for structures abutting commercial uses should be at least 30 feet 

and parking is encouraged in rear setback.   

• Sight buffering for rear parking is required for commercial uses abutting 

residential lots. 
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4 

Exterior Walls and Surfaces 

The type of materials used for new construction can greatly enhance the relationship to 

surrounding historical structures while maintaining individual identity. 

Design Standards 

• The use of stone, brick, wood, or stucco is encouraged for use as the primary 

exterior material. 

• Plastics, vinyl and CMU (concrete masonry unit) are prohibited. 

• Innovative use of other materials may be considered. 
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Windows and Doors 

Windows and doors of new construction should relate to the general character of the 

area. 

Design Standards 

• Windows with a vertical emphasis shall be encouraged over a horizontal 

 orientation. 

• Scale, proportion, and character of windows and doors should be carefully 

considered and should relate to the intended general character of the area. 

• The simple shape of windows is encouraged. 

• If new construction is built to the sidewalk, the use of awnings or canopies should 

be considered for providing protection to the pedestrian.  

• The ground floor of the primary façade should include transparency at the 

pedestrian level. 
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Exterior Trim and Decorative Detailing 

New construction can be enhanced by the wise use of exterior trim and decorative 

detailing. Using these details to break up uninspiring solid surfaces can help avoid the 

box-like appearance often seen in new construction.  

Design Standards 

• Trim and detailing should be simple in material and design. 

• Materials that are compatible to the primary exterior material should be used. 

• Excessive ornamentation is not recommended.  

• The following factors should be considered in determining whether or not a 

particular finishing material is acceptable: 

1. Durability and low maintenance characteristics. 

2. Consistency with the overall design goals. 

3. Location on the building. 

4. Potential shielding by landscaping or other feature. 

5. The visibility of the site from public streets and neighboring uses. 

6. A mansard roof is prohibited 
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Roofing 

The style and form of the roof on new construction can contribute to the success of 

blending in with surrounding historic structures. 

Design Standards 

• Traditional rooflines are preferred. 

• Smaller structures should use a hip, gable, or shed roof. 

• Flat roofs may be considered for use on structures where the context is 

 appropriate.  

• Flat roofs shall provide a cornice or other decorative treatment. 

• The character or design of the front and rear façades of all buildings shall 

demonstrate a variety in depth, relief, rhythm and roof line height, with changes 

occurring in all of these areas at least every forty feet.  

• Mechanical equipment shall not be visible from the street. 
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Materials – Texture, Color, Finishes 

Good attention to design and color is expected in the Gateway Historic District to help 

all buildings become more complimentary to each other and assist the creation of a 

unique and cohesive environment. The materials used for the finish of the exterior 

surface of new construction should be compatible with the nature of the surrounding 

area. 

Design Standards 

• The use of color schemes should be compatible with the surrounding area. 

Simplicity is encouraged – excessive amounts of different colors should not be 

used. 

• Avoid pure white as a façade color, and if masonry must be painted, it should be 

done in a natural hue. 

•  The natural colors of brick masonry, stone, or other existing building materials 

should dominate the color scheme of the building.  Other colors should be 

respectful of adjacent buildings.   

• A predominant color should be used with one or two other accent colors.  

• The texture and finish of new construction should attempt to convey a modern 

building while still respecting the historic character of the area. 

• The cornice, window frames, ornamental details, signs and storefronts should all 

blend in as an attractive harmonious unit. 
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Streetscaping 

Streetscapes should be incorporated in sidewalk areas adjacent to Main Street. 

Design Standards 

• At least one streetscape feature should be installed and maintained every thirty 

(30) linear feet along sidewalks, nearest to the curb.  

 

• Acceptable streetscape features include, but are not limited to, the following: 

trees, planters, benches, drinking fountains, decorative garbage canisters, 

outdoor clocks, bike racks, and water features. 

 

• Businesses are encouraged to coordinate the installation of streetscape 

elements with surrounding properties. 

 

• Installation of plazas and gathering spaces where people may linger is 

encouraged. 

 

• Installation of planters with trees and shrubs to create areas to sit are 

encouraged. 

 

• Providing benches in strategic areas to encourage mingling and gathering is 

encouraged.  
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RESOLUTION NO. R2015-11 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL 

Adopting the Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines 

 
 

WHEREAS, The City Council of Alpine, Utah has deemed it in the best interest of Alpine City 

to create design guidelines for the Gateway Historic District; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Alpine City Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed design guidelines 

for the Gateway Historic District, held a public hearing, and has forwarded a recommendation to 

the City Council; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Alpine City Council has reviewed and approved the proposed Gateway 

Historic District Design Guidelines: 

  

PASSED and APPROVED this 25th day of August. 

 

         ALPINE CITY 

 

         _______________________________ 

         Don Watkins, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ 

Charmayne G. Warnock, City Recorder 



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

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

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 25 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. 

 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Judi Pickell moved to recommend approval of the proposed Alpine Olde Towne 

Centre Lot D Office Building with the following conditions: 

 

1. A deed restriction be required for the basement level listing it as 

uninhabitable 

2. The height of the building shall not exceed thirty four (34) feet 

3. A landscape plan be provided in one week at City Council Meeting 

4. A bond provided for parking improvements associated with Lot D 

 

Steve Swanson seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 0 Nays.  

Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve Swanson and 

Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 
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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

Revisions
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Alpine City Council Rules of Procedure for the Public Meetings of the City 

Amendment. 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  August 25, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Council Members Will Jones and Roger Bennett 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  That the Council amend RULE NO 9 by 

eliminating that rule and it replacing it with the language in the State code and by creating 

a new RULE No 11 dealing with when the Council can suspend the rules. 

 

INFORMATION:  Resolution No. R-2011-04 “A Resolution of the Governing Body of 

Alpine City Adopting Rules of Procedure for the Public Meetings of the City” was 

approved on February 8, 2011.  It was drafted by David Church and sponsored by Council 

Member Kent Hastings.  It is attached.  The Council asked David to develop a rule #11 to 

deal with the Council’s ability to suspend the rules.  That will be emailed to the Council on 

Monday. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   That the Council decide if they want to replace Rule No. 9 or 

keep it the same or change it. 

 



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Cemetery 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  August 25, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  City Council 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  Review of the status of the Alpine City 

cemetery. 

 

INFORMATION:  Information on the cemetery address four parts: 

1. How many plots are left?  See attached open plots left handout. 

2. How does the cost of our cemetery plots, interments and holiday burials compare 

with other cemeteries?  See attached Comparison of Cemetery Pricing spreadsheet. 

3. How are we going to handle future growth?  See attached Plat H Proposal and 

attached Cemetery North Expansion Concept.   

4. What happens when the cemetery runs out of space?  Open discussion. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  That the Council consider eliminating the ex-resident category 

for plots, that the Council consider raising the non-resident plot cost, that the Council raise the 

interment/disinterment fees, the deed work fees and consider not allowing holiday burials. 

 

 



City Plots

Interment 

Weekday

Interment 

Wknd/Hlday

Infant Burial 

Weekday

Infant  

Wknd/Hlday

Cremation 

Burial Disinterment

Deed 

Work

Monumt.  

Fees

Holiday 

Burials?

Alpine City $400 $10 $75 Yes

   Resident $800 $150 $375 $125 $350 $125 

   Ex-resident $1,000 $200 $400 $150 

   Non-resident $1,300 $250 $450 $350 $400 $175 

Lindon $1,400 $20 N/A No

   Resident $550 $200 $475 $100 $375 $200 

   Non-resident $1,000 $300 $575 $250 $625 $300 

Orem $1,500 $15 $35 No

   Resident $1,200 $600 $1,000 $400 $800 $300 

   Non-resident $1,500 $750 $1,250 $500 $1,000 $400 

American Fork $1000/$1500 $50 N/A No

   Resident $1,200 $350 $650 $200 $400 $200 

   Non-resident $1,200 $350 $650 $200 $400 $200 

Highland $650/$980 $25 N/A Yes

   Resident $985 $600 $850 $500 $750 $500 

  Non-resident $1,375 $600 $850 $500 $750 $500 

Pleasant Grove $1,200 $50 N/A Yes

   Resident $700 $600 $900 $225 $525 $200 

   Non-resident $1,300 $1,000 $1,300 $300 $600 $350 

Lehi $800/$1200 $50 $35 Some

   Resident $550 $350 $600 $200 $450 $200 

   Non-resident $1,100 $700 $950 $300 $550 $300 

Comparison of Cemetery Pricing
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·Plat H Proposal Print Date:
Dec  2011



!

!¿

!¿

!¿

g

g

E
E

·Cemetery North Expansion Concept Print Date:
Dec  2011



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

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

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 25 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. 

 

 
 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Steve Swanson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the T-Mobile 

cell tower modifications in Lambert Park with the following condition.  

 

1. The additional antennas should match the color of what is currently on the 

tower 

 

David Fotheringham seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 6 Ayes and 0 

Nays.  Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Jane Griener, Steve Swanson 

and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Three Falls Ranch Secondary Access Road Operation 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  August 25, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Council Member Will Jones 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  That the Council make a decision on the 

Three Falls Ranch secondary access road operation.  

 

INFORMATION:  The Council has two options regarding the Three Falls Ranch 

secondary access road.  The first is to leave it open year around.  The second is to have the 

developer put in crash gates on the section of road where the drop off is.  Staff has asked 

the developer to make their recommendation to the Council.  As soon as that 

recommendation is received it will be emailed to you. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  That the City Council decide if they want the Three Falls Ranch 

secondary access road be open year round or have crash gates installed on the southern section 

of the secondary access road where the drop off is. 

 



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Creekside Park Pavilion Reservation Fees 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  August 25, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Rich Nelson, City Administrator 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  That the Creekside Park pavilion reservation 

fee be raised from $75 dollars to $100 dollars for non-residents and that the Consolidated 

Fee Schedule be amended to reflect this increase. 

 

INFORMATION:  Creekside Park is very popular park with residents and non-residents.  

The two pavilions on the south side of the park are popular.  It is recommended that 

because of the number of non-residents who rent the pavilions that the price for the rental 

be increased. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   That the City Council increase the non-resident fee for 

Creekside Park pavilions to $100 each and the Consolidated Fee Schedule be amended to reflect 

this change. 

 

 


	7-28-2015 minutes.pdf
	Bond Releases - Heritage Hills 6 & 7.pdf
	EAGLE POINT FINAL CS.pdf
	Developer Letter 1.pdf
	Developer Letter 2.pdf
	Eagle Point PRD FINAL 2015-08-12.pdf
	Westfield road sidewalk cover sheet.pdf
	Will Jones email on Westfield Rd sidewalk.pdf
	Larry Hilton Building Lot B CS.pdf
	City Planner Site Plan Review - Revised - Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot B.pdf
	15-009 Dominion site_floor plans.pdf
	Sheets
	A101 - MAIN LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
	A102 - SECOND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
	AS101 - ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN


	Design Guidelines CS.pdf
	Gateway Historic Zone Design Guidelines.pdf
	R2015-11 Gateway Historic District Design Guidelines.pdf
	April Cooper Building Lot D CS.pdf
	City Planner Site Plan Review - Alpine Olde Towne Centre Lot D.pdf
	Engineer Site Plan Review 2015-07-13 - Cooper Building.pdf
	Alpine Olde Towne Centre Plat.pdf
	15010 Cooper Building V11.pdf
	Sheets
	A000 - Cover Sheet
	A002 - Overall Site Plan
	A100 - Basement Plan
	A101 - First Floor Plan
	A102 - Second Floor Plan
	A103 - Third Floor Plan
	A200 - Elevations
	A201 - Elevations


	Rules of Procedure cover sheet.pdf
	cemetery cover sheet.pdf
	Alpine Antenna Pictures.pdf
	Alpine Picture.pdf
	Alpine antenna add pic.pdf
	Alpine antenna add pic 2.pdf
	Alpine picture 3.pdf
	Alpine antenna pic 4.pdf
	Alpine antenna pic 5.pdf




