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AGENDA – Planning Commission Meeting
Planning Commissioner Troy Cunningham, Chair
Planning Commissioner Ken Kilgore – Vice Chair
Planning Commissioner Bryce Anderson
Planning Commissioner Audrey Barton
Planning Commissioner Bryce McConkie
Planning Commissioner Reed Ryan
Planning Commissioner Josh Wagstaff

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
Thursday, May 27, 2021 @ 6:00 pm
City of Saratoga Springs Council Chambers
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, UT 84045
https://www.youtube.com/c/CityofSaratogaSprings
1. Pledge of Allegiance.
2. Roll Call.
3. Public Input: Time has been set aside for any person to express ideas, concerns, comments, questions, or
issues that are not listed as a public hearing on the agenda. Please limit comments to three minutes.
4. Public Hearing: Water’s Edge Rezone from Agriculture to R1-10. Located approximately 85 E. McGregor Ln.
Linda Keach as applicant. – Presented by Planning Director Dave Stroud.
5.

Public Hearing: Western Hills Concept Plan and Rezone from R1-10 to R1-9, located approximately 50 W.
Aspen Hills Blvd. Susan Palmer, Ridgepoint Management Group, LLC as applicant. – Presented by Planning
Director Dave Stroud.

6. Approval of Minutes: May 13, 2021.
7. Commission Comments.
8. Director’s Report.
9. Possible motion to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property; pending or
reasonably imminent litigation; the character, professional competence, or the physical or mental health of an
individual; or the deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems.

10. Adjourn.

Supporting materials are available for inspection on the City Website www.saratogaspringscity.com. Questions and
comments to Staff and/or Commissioners may be submitted to comments@saratogaspringscity.com
PLEASE NOTE: The order of items may be subject to change with the order of the planning commission chair. One or more
members of the Commission may participate electronically via video or telephonic conferencing in this meeting.
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary
communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Recorder at 801.766.9793 at least one day prior to
the meeting.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Water’s Edge Rezone & Concept Plan
May 27, 2021
Public Hearing
Report Date:
Applicant:
Owner:
Location:
Major Street Access:
Parcel Number(s) & Size:
Land Use Designation:
Parcel Zoning:
Adjacent Zoning:
Current Use of Parcels:
Adjacent Uses:
Previous Meetings:
Type of Action:
Land Use Authority:
Future Routing:
Planner:

A.

May 20, 2021
Linda Keach
Peter L. Belliston
~3700 McGregor Lane
Redwood Road
45:228:0028, 5.25 acres
Low Density Residential
Agriculture
R1-10, Agriculture
Vacant/Undeveloped
Vacant, Utah Lake
N/A
Legislative
City Council
City Council
Gina Grandpre, Planner II

Executive Summary:
The applicant requests that the City rezone property from Agriculture (A) to R1-10 at
approximately 3700 McGregor Lane as shown on Exhibit 1. The applicant also requests nonbinding feedback on the proposed Water’s Edge 15-lot concept subdivision plat. This request
affects approximately 5.25 acres.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing on the proposed rezone,
take public comment, review and discuss the proposal, and choose from the options in Section H
of this report. Options include recommendation of approval with or without modification,
recommendation of denial, or continuation.
Gina Grandpre, Planner II
ggrandpre@saratogaspringscity.com
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 • Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045
801-766-9793 x 185 • 801-766-9794 fax

B.

Background: The subject property is platted as Lot 28 of Lake Mountain Estates Plat A which was
approved in 1996 while under the jurisdiction of Utah County. The subject property is
undeveloped and is across the street from the similarly approved Wellspring single-family
subdivision. The applicant is proposing to rezone the property in order to develop a single-family
residential subdivision in the R1-10 zone.

C.

Specific Requests:
 Rezone: The land use designation is Low Density Residential with a current zone of
Agriculture (A). The applicant requests the zone be changed from A to R1-10, in compliance
with the current General Plan land use designation. R1-10 is a recommended zone in the LDR
land use designation.


D.

Concept: The applicant is also requesting informal feedback on the proposed Water’s Edge
concept subdivision (Exhibit 3) which has been submitted in conformance with the potential
R1-10 zone. At a concept level, the proposed subdivision meets all applicable planning
development standards of the requested zone. Open space and landscape requirements at
this time meet the minimum standards in regards to equivalent acres required. Specifics as to
amenities and points will be reviewed at the time of preliminary plat submission.

Process:
 Rezone: The table in Section 19.13.04 outlines the process requirements for a rezone. A
public hearing is required with the Planning Commission who then make a recommendation
to the City Council. The City Council shall then either approve, continue, or deny the request.


Concept Plan: Section 19.17.02 states “Petitions for changes to the City’s Zoning Map for all
land use zones shall be accompanied by an application for Concept Plan Review or Master
Development Agreement approval pursuant to Chapter 19.13 of this Code.” Per Chapter
19.13 of the City Code, the process for a Concept Plan includes an informal review of the
Concept Plan by both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The review shall be for
comment only, no public hearing is required and no recommendation or action made.

E.

Community Review: This item was noticed in the Daily Herald as a Planning Commission public
hearing and a mailed notice sent to all property owners within 300 feet. As of the date of this
report, no public input has been received. The notice has also been posted in the City building,
www.saratogspringscity.com, and www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html.

F.

General Plan: The land use designation of the parcel is LDR. The applicant’s request to change
the zone from A to R1-10 is consistent with the intent of the land use designation of LDR which is
defined as:
Single-family neighborhoods built on a highly connected street pattern and
interspersed with schools, public facilities, walkable neighborhood amenities,
parks and trails. The Low Density Residential designation is expected to be the
City’s most prevalent land-use designation.
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Staff conclusion: Complies. R1-10 is an appropriate zone in the LDR land use
designation and is in line with adjacent zoning across from this property on McGregor
Lane (i.e. Wellspring Subdivision and other undeveloped property). Stub roads are
provided to facilitate connections to any future subdivisions to the west and south, and
the Lake Shore Trail is proposed to be constructed along the Lake to the east,
connecting into the existing trail at Utah Lake Estates to the north.
G.

Code Criteria:
Rezones are legislative decisions. Therefore, the City Council has significant discretion when
making a decision on such requests. Because of this legislative discretion, the Code criteria below
are guidelines and are not binding.
Rezone:
Section 19.13.04 requires the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing and make a
recommendation to the City Council regarding rezones.
Staff finding: complies. A Planning Commission public hearing is scheduled on May 27, 2021.
19.17.03. Planning Commission and City Council Review.
1. The Planning Commission reviews the petition for a rezone and makes a recommendation to
the City Council within 30 days of the receipt of the petition. Staff finding: consistent.
Petition also included a concept plat that required a review process longer than 30 days.
2. The Planning Commission shall recommend adoption of proposed amendments only when it
finds the proposed amendment furthers the purpose of the Saratoga Springs Land Use Element
of the General Plan and this Title. Staff finding: consistent.
The Land Use Plan identifies desired land uses for all areas within the City of Saratoga
Springs and provides a framework to guide future planning for the community—where
people live, work, play, and shop. It supports a variety of land uses that can continue to
make Saratoga Springs an attractive place to live and work, while preserving Saratoga
Springs’ small-town charm. Stable and peaceful single-family neighborhoods are the
“building block” of the community, with a mix of smaller and denser residential units in
appropriate locations to help diversify the housing stock. Employment areas
accommodate a diverse array of businesses and support well-paying jobs.
3. The Planning Commission shall provide the notice and hold a public hearing as required
by the Utah Code. For an application which concerns a specific parcel of property, the City shall
provide the notice required by Chapter 19.13 regarding a public hearing. Staff finding:
consistent.
All required notices in compliance with State and local laws have been sent or posted
informing the public of the Planning Commission public hearing.
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19.17.04. Gradual Transition of Uses and Density.
It is the policy of the City Council, through exercising its zoning authority, to: (a) transition high
intensity uses to help prevent the impacts of high density uses on low density areas; and (b) to
limit inconsistent uses being located on adjacent parcels. The City Council may implement this
policy using its zoning powers. Through amendments to the General Plan and the Zoning Map,
the City Council intends to apply the following guidelines to implement this policy:
1. Residential lots, parcels, plats, or developments should not increase by more than 20% of
density as compared to adjacent lots, zones, parcels, plats, or developments to enable a gradual
change of density and uses. To appropriately transition, new lots should be equal to or larger
than immediately adjacent existing platted lots.
2. Exceptions
a. The City should avoid allowing high intensity uses (e.g., commercial, industrial, multifamily structures, etc.) adjacent to lower intensity uses (e.g., single family, low density
residential, etc.), however may allow these uses to be located adjacent to each other if
appropriate transitions and buffers are in place. Appropriate buffers and transitions
include a combination of roadways, landscaping, building orientation and facades,
increased setbacks, open spaces, parks, and trails.
3. Despite these guidelines, the City Council recognizes that it will become necessary to allow
high intensity next to low intensity uses in order to allow for the implementation of multiple
zones in the City. The City Council should use their best efforts to limit inconsistent uses and
zones being located on adjacent parcels and to mitigate inconsistent uses and zones through
transitions and buffers.
Staff finding: consistent. The proposed subdivision is low density residential and is similar in
density to adjacent approved residential subdivisions. No high intensity uses are proposed.
19.17.05. Consideration of General Plan, Ordinance, or Zoning Map Amendment.
The Planning Commission and City Council shall consider, but not be bound by, the following
criteria when deciding whether to recommend or grant a General Plan, ordinance, or zoning map
amendment:
1. The proposed change will conform to the Land Use Element and other provisions of the
General Plan. Staff finding: consistent, if approved.
The changes proposed are compatible with the surrounding land uses.
2. The proposed change will not decrease or otherwise adversely affect the health, safety,
convenience, morals, or general welfare of the public. Staff finding: complies.
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No adverse consequences are anticipated by the changing of the land use designations
and zones.
3. The proposed change will more fully carry out the general purposes and intent of this Title and
any other ordinance of the City. Staff finding: complies.
The purpose of Title 19 is to preserve and promote the health, safety, morals,
convenience, order, fiscal welfare, and the general welfare of the City, its present and
future inhabitants, and the public generally. The proposed development complies with
Title 19.
4. In balancing the interest of the petitioner with the interest of the public, community interests
will be better served by making the proposed change. Staff finding: complies.
The property has been identified on the land use map as LDR and the surrounding density
is “low” in nature so the proposed LDR designation is in the interest of the public; and
5. Any other reason that, subject to legislative discretion of the City Council, could advance the
general welfare.
Concept Plan Review
Section 19.17.02 states “Petitions for changes to the City’s Zoning Map for all land use zones shall
be accompanied by an application for Concept Plan Review or Master Development Agreement
approval pursuant to Chapter 19.13 of this Code.”
Per Chapter 19.13 of the City Code, the process for a Concept Plan includes an informal review of
the Concept Plan by both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The reviews shall be for
comment only, no public hearing is required and no recommendation or action made. The
following is a review of the general standards required of the R1-10 zone.

19.04.010 Requirements

R1-10

Category To Be Reviewed

Regulation

Compliance

Maximum Units per Acre

3 unit/acre

Complies.

2.67 units per acre proposed

Lot Size, Residential (Minimum)

Complies.

Minimum lot size is 11,000 sq. ft.

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Street Side Setback (minimum)

10,000 sq. ft.
25', 20' for enclosed entry or
porch
20'

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Interior Side Setback, (Maximum)

8'/20'(min/combined)

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Rear* Setback, (Maximum)
Lot Width (Minimum)
Lot Frontage (Minimum)

25'
70’
35’

Complies.
Complies.
Complies.

Setback detail matches code.
All lot widths are more than 70’
All lot frontages are more than 35’

Open Space Frontage (Minimum)

35’

N/A.

Front Setback (Minimum)

Findings

Setback does not apply to Open
Space proposed as a trail.
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19.05, Supplemental Regulations: complies.
19.06, Landscaping and Fencing: complies. Details of fencing and landscaping to be
determined at preliminary plat stage.
19.11, Lighting: complies. TBD at preliminary plat stage.
19.12, Subdivisions: complies. Concept plat meets proposed R1-10 standards.
19.13, Process: complies. Consistent with General Plan if proposed changes are approved.
City code outlines preliminary and final plat requirements.
19.19, Open Space: complies. Details of amenities to be determined at preliminary plat
stage. Square footage and equivalent open space is sufficient.
19.25, Waterfront Buffer Requirements: complies. Waterfront buffer is shown. Utah Lake
Shoreline Trail details TBD at preliminary plat stage.
H.

Recommendation and Alternatives:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public input, discuss
the application, provide feedback on the concept plan and choose from the following options.
Option 1 – Staff Recommendation: Positive
“I move to forward to the City Council a positive recommendation regarding the Water’s Edge
rezone generally at 3700 McGregor Lane as outlined in Exhibit 1 with the findings and conditions
in the staff report dated May 27, 2021:
Findings
1. The Rezone will not result in a decrease in public health, safety, and welfare as
outlined in the findings for approval in Section G of this report, which section is
hereby incorporated by reference herein.
2. The Rezone is consistent with Chapter 19.17 of the Code, as articulated in the findings
for approval in Section G of this report, which section is incorporated by reference
herein.
Conditions:
1. The Water’s Edge rezone is recommended as shown in the attachment to the Staff
report in Exhibit 1.
2. All conditions of the City Engineer, if applicable, shall be met.
3. All other Code requirements shall be met.
4. Any other conditions or changes as articulated by the Planning Commission:
_____________________________________________________________________.”
Alternative 1 – Continuance
The Planning Commission may also choose to continue the item.
“I move to continue the Water’s Edge rezone to another meeting on [DATE], with direction to
the applicant and Staff on information and/or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:
1. ______________________________________________________________
2. ______________________________________________________________”
Alternative 2 – Negative Recommendation
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The Planning Commission may also choose to forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council regarding the application.
“I move to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council regarding the Utah Lake
Estates rezone with the findings below:
1. The Water’s Edge rezone is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated by the
Planning Commission:
_______________________________________________________________, and/or,
2. The Water’s Edge rezone is not consistent with Section [XX] of the Code, as articulated
by the Planning Commission:
_____________________________________________________________________.”
Comments on Concept Plan:
1. All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met, including but not limited to those
in the attached report.
2. Additional items will require further review at the subdivision review level.
3. The plans shall comply with all Code requirements.
4. Any comments from the Planning Commission:
J.

Exhibits:
1. General Plan and Proposed Zoning maps
2. Aerial imagery
3. Concept subdivision
4. Planning review checklist
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Exhibit 1
General Plan Designation
Low Density Residential
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Rezone
Agriculture to R1-10

-9-

Exhibit 2

- 10 -

Exhibit 3
SS

For Your information:
-A bottleneck currently exists in the Sanitary Sewer system this will
prevent you from developing the property until after the issue has been
resolved. A letter will be provided with the redline comments.
A group of developers are considering working together to make the
needed improvements, if you would like the contact information please
contact Scott Dunn with Patterson Homes his email is
ssdunn@pattersonhomes.com.
-A LID feasiblility study developed by a qualified engineer will be
required, refer to the City's LID standards for qualifications and
requirements when developing storm drain system.

SS
SS
SS

SS

Neighboring site
relocating existing SS
line
Neighboring site installing
stormwater line with
treatment device and outfall
to Utah Lake

Neighboring site will have road built
prior to developing, provide temporary
turnaround on the south end of
Spinnaker Bay Dr.

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SD

SD

SD

SD

SS

96' Temp
turn-a-round.
Constructed out of
road base,
compacted and all
weather surface
supporting 75,000
lbs.

SITE
PARCEL: 45:228:0028
TOTAL AREA: 5.25 ACRES

SS

SS

SD

SD

Indicate total number of lots.

Include lakeside trail

SD

SD

SD

SD

1. Include data table that shows open space
acreage, total # of lots.
2. Lake shore Trail will require a Development
agreement (draft DA is included in email).
3. Minimum open space required .53 acres and 37.5
amenity points required. Fee in Lieu option for a
portion of trail. (see checklist for details)
4. See Checklist for Waterway setbacks and Utah
Lake Shoreline Trail requirements.

Open space?
Minimum
acreage?

Remove, relocate
existing sewer line
and abandon the
easement. Route the
line through
Spinnaker Bay Drive
tying into Utah Lakes
line.
Are these streets our
normal 59'
cross-section?

Where are the rear
property lines?

"

0
0'-

2

W

Identify wetlands to
determine if any
permitting may be
required.

W
20' Sanitary Sewer
easement

W

W

SD

SD

W

SD

SD

W

W

W

SD
SD

W

W

SD

W

SD

W

SD

W

SD
SD

W

W

SD
SD

"

SD
SD

W

W

This appears to be
secondary water,
show drinking water
line.

'-0
20

W

W
W
SD

SD

W
W

NOTES:

Please verify location,
there appears to be a
30" storm drain line
with an outfall here.

SD

SD

SD

W

SD

W

W

SD

SS

SD
SD

W

SS

SD
SD

SD

COMMENTS
DATE BY
08-31-17 RM EDITED DIMENSIONS, ADDED REFERENCES TO
SPECIFICATIONS, DELETED UNNECESSARY NOTES.

STREET STANDARDS

DRAWN BY:

ETL
APPROVED:

1307 N. COMMERCE DR.
#200, SARATOGA SPRINGS,
UT 84045
PHONE: 801-766-9793
FAX: 8017669794

ST-8

W
SD

W

SS

SD

SS

10" Drinking Water line
SS
SS

Existing 8" SS line
appears to continue
through Mcgregor
Lane

REVISIONS

DATE:

AUGUST 2017

McGregor Lane has been
widened by the development
on the west side. The road
width is 29', this is a 59'
ROW

SD

SD

SS

SS Line does not need to
carry through development,
start line to service Lots
101 and 115

-City standard is a 59' ROW for Local Roadways see ST-8
-Show sidewalks, park strips and other frontage improvements.
-A 12 foot paved access road shall be constructed to all manholes
(Sanitary Sewer and Storm Sewer) and shall be capable of
supporting H-20 loading.
-Refer to ST-7 for layout of SS, SD, W and SW lines.
-Show stormwater detention and treatment plan or provide a clear
runoff route to the Lake.
-In the locations where the storm drain leaves the public
right-of-way a twenty-foot wide drainage easement will be
required.
-Label easements

NOTES:

SD

SS

SARATOGA
SPRINGS CITY

SD

W

ST-8

STANDARD DETAILS

SS

REVISION
1

N

STANDARD
INTERSECTION
& UTILITIES

W

SS

DRAWING NAME:

CHECKED:

SD

REVISIONS

DATE:

AUGUST 2017

LOCAL
ROADWAY
59' RIGHT-OF-WAY

Wetlands may require
additional permitting if
affected by construction

Secondary Water line
see ST-7

REV DATE

BY

COMMENTS

STANDARD DETAILS

DRAWING NAME:

ST-7

STREET STANDARDS

DRAWN BY:

ETL
CHECKED:

APPROVED:

SARATOGA
SPRINGS CITY

1307 N. COMMERCE DR.
#200, SARATOGA SPRINGS,
UT 84045
PHONE: 801-766-9793
FAX: 8017669794

ST-7

Water's?

RIVER'S EDGE CONCEPT
Linda Keach

River's Edge already taken

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
This information is copyrighted by Galloway & Company, Inc. All rights reserved.

3.26.2021

0

10 20
SCALE: 1"=50'

50

Exhibit 4
APPLICATION REVIEW CHECKLIST
Application Information
Date Received:
Date of Review:
Project Name:
Project Request / Type:
Meeting Type:
Applicant:
Owner (if different):
Location:
Major Street Access:
Parcel Number(s) and size:
General Plan Designation(s):
Zone(s):
Adjacent Zone(s):
Current Use(s):
Adjacent Uses:
Previous Meetings:
Land Use Authority:
Type of Action:
Future Routing:
Planner:

April 30, 2021
March 11, 2019
Water’s Edge
Rezone/Concept Plan
PC public hearing, CC public meeting
Linda Keach
Pete Belliston
84~ McGregor Lane
Redwood Road, McGregor Lane
45:228:0028, 5.25 acres
Low Density Residential
Agriculture
R1-10, Agriculture
Vacant, Undeveloped
Vacant, Utah Lake
N/A
City Council
Legislative
City Council
Gina Grandpre, Planner II

Section 19.13 – Application Submittal





Application Complete: Yes.
Rezone Required: Yes.
o Zone: A to R1-10
General Plan Amendment required: No.
Additional Related Application(s) required: No.

Section 19.13.04 – Process





DRC: March 11, 2019
o Streets need to be stubbed to the north and south properties.
o The Utah Compromise Line needs to be shown on the plat and the setback information in 19.25.02.
PC: TBD
CC: TBD

General Review
Building Department



Setback detail
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Lot numbering – per phase (i.e. Phase 1: 100, 101, 102. Phase 2: 200, 201, 202, etc.)
True buildable space on lots (provide footprint layout for odd shaped lots)
Lot slope and need for cuts and fills

Fire Department



Residential:
o Fire flows shall be met for this development and future development in the area.
o Hydrants shall not exceed 500' spacing in R3-6 and lower areas.
o Higher than R3-6, hydrants shall not exceed 300' spacing.
o All three story structures above grade shall be fire sprinkled and meet NFPA 13 requirements
where required.
o All access roads shall support 26' of un-obstructed drive isle with parking on the streets.
o The 59' road cross-section shall be used if applicable. If the streets are not able to support such
movement, fire lane signage shall be posted by the developer.
o All cul-de-sacs shall meet our current standard and shall have hydrants in them. All cul-de-sacs
shall be a minimum of 96’ in diameter from curb face to curb face and have a hydrant located
within the cul-de-sac.
o Third party review required for sprinkler systems
o Dimension street and cul-de-sac widths on plat
o Turnarounds on cul-de-sacs and dead-ends more than 150’ in length

GIS / Addressing



Addressing to be assigned at plat review stage

Additional Recommendations:



Code Review


19.04, Land Use Zones
o Zone: Proposed zone is R1-10 and current zone is A
 Proposed zone of R1-10 is consistent with the General Plan designation of LDR and
consistent with adjacent residential properties (developed and vacant).
o Use: Single Family Lots

19.04.010 Requirements

R1-10

Category To Be Reviewed

Regulation

Compliance

Maximum Units per Acre

3 unit/acre

Complies.

2.67 units per acre proposed

Lot Size, Residential (Minimum)

Complies.

Minimum lot size is 11,000 sq. ft.

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Street Side Setback (minimum)

10,000 sq. ft.
25', 20' for enclosed entry or
porch
20'

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Interior Side Setback, (Maximum)

8'/20'(min/combined)

Complies.

Setback detail matches code.

Rear* Setback, (Maximum)
Lot Width (Minimum)
Lot Frontage (Minimum)

25'
70’
35’

Complies.
Complies.
Complies.

Setback detail matches code.
All lot widths are more than 70’
All lot frontages are more than 35’

Open Space Frontage (Minimum)

35’

Does Not
Comply.

The open space frontage needs to be 35’

Front Setback (Minimum)

Findings

19.05 Supplemental Regulations
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Regulation
Flood Plain - Buildings intended for human occupancy shall be constructed at
least one foot above the base flood elevation.
Water & Sewer - Each lot shall be connected to City water and sewer.
Transportation Master Plan - Lots shall not interfere with the Transportation
Master Plan.
Property Access - All lots shall abut a dedicated public or private road.

Compliance
Complies.
Complies.
Complies.
Complies.

Findings
No building lots are located in the
flood plan.
Homes will be connected to the water
and sewer.
The development doesn’t interfere with
the Transportation Master Plan.
All lots have access to a public road.

19.06 Landscaping and Fencing
Landscaping
Landscaping to be discussed at the preliminary plat stage.

Fencing
Fencing will be required between open space and lots. Specifics to be discussed on landscape plan at subdivision stage.

19.11 Lighting
Street light locations to be discussed at the preliminary plat stage. Standard City-approved lights to be used.

19.12 Subdivision
Subdivision Layout
Regulation
Layout: The subdivision layout should be generally consistent with the City’s
adopted Land Use Element of the General Plan, and shall conform to any land
use ordinance, any capital facilities plan, any impact fee facilities plan, and the
transportation master plan.
Block Length: The maximum length of blocks shall be 1,000 feet. In blocks
over 800 feet in length, a dedicated public walkway through the block at
approximately the center of the block will be required.
Connectivity: The City shall require the use of connecting streets, pedestrian
walkways, trails, and other methods for providing logical connections and
linkages between neighborhoods.
Access: Where the vehicular access into a subdivision intersects an arterial
road as defined in the Transportation Master Plan, driveways shall not be
placed on the intersecting road within 100’ of the arterial connection.
Two separate means of vehicular access onto a collector or arterial road shall
be required when the total number of equivalent residential units (including
adjacent developments and neighborhoods) served by a single means of access
will exceed fifty.

Compliance

Regulation

Complies.

The Concept Plan follows these
requirements.

Complies.

The block length is under 800 feet.

Complies.

Complies.

The subdivision doesn’t intersect an
arterial road.

Complies.

There are only 15 lots in the proposed
subdivision.

Lot Design
Regulation
All subdivisions shall result in the creation of lots that are developable and
capable of being built upon.
All lots or parcels created by the subdivision shall have frontage on a street or
road that meets the City’s ordinances, regulations, and standards for public
roads.
Corner lots for residential use shall be ten percent larger than the required
minimum lot.

Compliance

Regulation

Complies.

All lots are buildable.

Complies.

All lots have frontage on a public road.

Complies.

Both corner lots are 11,000 sq. ft.
- 14 -

No lot shall be created that is divided by a municipal or county boundary line.
Remnants of property shall not be left in the subdivision that do not conform to
lot requirements or are not required or suitable for common open space, private
utilities, public purposes, or other purpose approved by the City Council.
Double access lots are not permitted with the exception of corner lots.
Driveways for residential lots or parcels shall not be allowed to have access on
major arterials.

Complies.

The plans meet this requirement.

Complies.

There are no remnant parcels.

Complies.

No double access lots are proposed.
There are no major arterials by the
proposed subdivision.

Complies.

19.13 Process
Regulation
Neighborhood Meeting.
Notice / Land Use Authority.
Master Development Agreement
Payment of Lieu of Open Space.

Findings
N/A
Notices will be send out regarding the rezone request. City Council is the lands use authority.
TBD
See 19.19 Open Space part of the checklist.

19.19 Open Space
Open Space: 0.53 acres required.

Can Comply.

Equivalent Acres: 0.35 acres required.

Can Comply.

Amenity Points: 37.5 points are required.

Can Comply.

Mixture of Amenities and Required Amenities: All parks are required to
provide a mixture of amenities, including at least one separate item each from
Categories C, D, and E.
No more than 25% of the points may be met by one specific item type in any
one category.

No open space shown. Payment in Lieu
of Open Space is an option. However,
Lake Shore Trail is required along
lake.
The concept plan doesn’t show how the
open space will be improved. This will
be reviewed with the landscape plans
during the preliminary plat stage.
To be reviewed at the Preliminary plat
stage.

Can Comply.

To be reviewed at the Preliminary plat
stage.

Can Comply.

To be reviewed at the Preliminary plat
stage.

Payment in Lieu of Open Space
Fee in Lieu of Open Space Option: You can do a fee in lieu of open space. The cost is below. You will still be required to put in the
Lakeview trail and follow the requirements from 19.25.02 and you can use this area for the part of the open space and amenities points
requirement.
$166,000 per equivalent Acre
$2,000 per amenity point.
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19.25 Waterfront Buffer Requirements
Waterway Setbacks
Regulation

Riparian Setback: No disturbance shall occur within 50 feet of the Jordan
River ordinary high water mark or the Utah Lake Compromise line.
Exception: Boardwalks, patios, decks, and associated seating areas may be
placed within the riparian setback. Such areas shall not exceed 300 sq. ft.
Shoreline Trails: Jordan River and Utah Lake shoreline trail corridors shall be
a minimum of 20 feet in width measured landward from the edge of the
riparian setback.
Patio/Lawn Area: A minimum of 15 feet shall be maintained between the
Shoreline or Jordan River trail corridor and structures/parking areas to allow
for lawns, patios, restaurant eating areas, and similar low-impact uses. Roads
shall not be located between the first row of buildings and the waterway.

Compliance

Does Not
Comply.

Findings
This area will need to follow the
waterway setback standards found in
19.25.02 of the City Code. The Utah
Lake Compromise Line needs to be
shown. There are three different parts
of the setback and they all total 85'
from the Utah Lake Compromise line.
The 85' waterway setback needs to be
shown on the plans.
The last setback requirement is a 15'
landscaped area after the trail
corridor. This 15' landscaped area can
be in the residential lots but no
structures are allowed in that 15'. You
can also have this 15' landscaped area
as open space. See checklist and
19.25.02 for details.

Utah Lake and Jordan River Shoreline Trails
All developments whose projects are next to, adjacent to, or abutting, or
include Utah Lake or the Jordan River shall provide an improved pedestrian
shoreline trail throughout the length of the project.

i.
ii.

iii.
iv.

The shoreline trail shall at all times be accessible to the
public.
The developer will work with the City and any other
agency whose approval is necessary, to determine the exact
location of the trail.
The developer shall construct the trail as close to the
waterway as reasonably possible.
The trail shall be hard surfaced and shall be a minimum of
twelve feet in width.

Does Not
Comply.

All trail and landscaping required in
the 20' trail corridor and between the
trail corridor and the property line next
to the lake will be installed by the
developer and maintained by the City.
The 20' trail corridor and the land
between the trail corridor and the
property line by the lake will need to be
dedicated to the City. This needs to be
shown on the plat as its own parcel.
You can use this area for the part of the
open space and amenities points
requirement. If you decide to install any
other open space, it will need to be
maintained by an HOA

- 16 -

PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Western Hills Cottages: Rezone and Concept Plan
May 27, 2021
Public Hearing
Report Date:
Applicant:
Owner:
Location:
Major Street Access:
Parcel Number(s) & Size:
Land Use Designation:
Parcel Zoning:
Adjacent Zoning:
Current Use:
Adjacent Uses:
Previous Meetings:
Type of Action:
Land Use Authority:
Future Routing:
Planner:
A.

May 20, 2021
Ridgepoint Management Group, LLC, Susan Palmer
Western Hills 1, LLC
~50-300 West Aspen Hills Blvd
Aspen Hills Blvd
58:023:0332, 4.17 acres; 58:023:0333, 8.5 acres
Total per County records: 12.67 acres; Per application: 10.627 acres
Low Density Residential
R1-10, requesting rezone to R1-9 for Footprint Development
R1-10, MF-14, MU, A
Vacant, undeveloped
Single Family, Multi-family condos, Daycare, Office
Prior approvals for existing Western Hills phases (2014 – 2017)
Legislative; public hearings at Planning Commission and public meeting at
City Council
City Council
City Council
Kimber Gabryszak, Senior Planner & David Stroud, Planning Director

Executive Summary:
The applicant requests the City rezone 10+ acres of property from R1-10 to R1-9 Footprint
Development, located along Aspen Hills Blvd as shown on Exhibit 1. The applicant also requests nonbinding feedback on the proposed Western Hills Cottages concept development.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing on the proposed rezone, take
public comment, review and discuss the proposal, and choose from the options in Section H of this
report. Options include recommendation of approval with or without modification, recommendation
of denial, or continuation.
Kimber Gabryszak, AICP, Senior Planner
kgabryszak@saratogaspringscity.com
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200 • Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045
801-766-9793 • 801-766-9794 fax

B.

Background: The subject property is remaining unplatted acreage in the Western Hills development.
The applicant’s objective is to rezone the property to permit footprint residential development
(single family homes) adjacent to existing single-family development, through the Low Density
Residential R1-9 zone.

C.

Specific Requests:

D.

•

Rezone. The applicant requests a rezone of the aforementioned 10+ acres from R1-10 to R1-9

•

Non-binding feedback on the proposed concept plan which currently proposes:
o 38 single-family footprint lots
o Open space including tot lots and trail connections to the existing trail network

Process:
Rezone
The table in Section 19.13.04 outlines the process requirements of a rezone. A public hearing is
required with the Planning Commission who then make a recommendation to the City Council. The
City Council shall then either approve, continue, or deny the request at a public meeting.
Concept Plan
Section 19.17.02 states “Petitions for changes to the City’s Zoning Map for all land use zones shall be
accompanied by an application for Concept Plan Review or Master Development Agreement approval
pursuant to Chapter 19.13 of this Code.”
Per Chapter 19.13 of the City Code, the process for a concept plan includes an informal review of the
concept plan by both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The review shall be for comment
only, no public hearing is required, and no recommendation or action made on the concept plan
itself.

E.

Community Review: This item was noticed in the Daily Herald as a Planning Commission public
hearing and a mailed notice sent to all property owners within 300 feet. As of the date of this report,
no contact has been made with the City regarding the proposal. The notice has also been posted in
the City building, www.saratogspringscity.com, and www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html.

F.

General Plan: The land use designation of the parcels is Low Density Residential. The applicant’s
request to change the zone from R1-10 to R1-9 is consistent with the goals and purposes of the
General Plan.
The General Plan defines Low Density Residential as:

Staff conclusion: complies. The R1-9 zone was created in compliance with the goals and
standards of the General Plan, and the uses and densities and standards of the R1-9 zone
-2-

are consistent with the Land Use Zone currently in place and the intended use of the
property for low density residential development. The proposed density, as permitted by the
R1-9 zone, falls within the 2-5 DU/acre range. The plan will be required to provide
additional street connections as well as parks and trails.
G.

Code Criteria:
Rezones are legislative decisions. Therefore, the City Council has significant discretion when making a
decision on such requests. Because of this legislative discretion, the Code criteria below are
guidelines and are not binding.
Rezone:
Section 19.13.04 requires the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing and make a
recommendation to the City Council regarding rezones and General Plan amendments.
Staff finding: complies. A Planning Commission public hearing is scheduled on May 27, 2021.
19.17.03. Planning Commission and City Council Review.
1. The Planning Commission reviews the petition and makes a recommendation to the City Council
within 30 days of the receipt of the petition. Staff finding: consistent.
Petition was preceded by a concept plan that went through an initial review process with
several submittals that took longer than 30 days. The most recent supplemental concept plan was
submitted on April 1, 2021 and upon review, this hearing was scheduled within the 30-day timeframe
on the earliest available agenda.
2. The Planning Commission shall recommend adoption of proposed amendments only when it finds
the proposed amendment furthers the purpose of the Saratoga Springs Land Use Element of the
General Plan and this Title. Staff finding: consistent.
The Land Use Plan identifies desired land uses for all areas within the City of Saratoga Springs
and provides a framework to guide future planning for the community – where people live, work,
play, and shop. It supports a variety of land uses that can continue to make Saratoga Springs an
attractive place to live and work, while preserving Saratoga Springs’ small-town charm. Stable and
peaceful single-family neighborhoods are the “building block” of the community, with a mix of smaller
and denser residential units in appropriate locations to help diversify the housing stock. Employment
areas accommodate a diverse array of businesses and support well-paying jobs.
The proposal includes low-density yet clustered residential uses in a location well situated to
support additional uses and densities through transportation and infrastructure access. The proposal
will provide a smaller type of single-family home product in an area where it will complement existing
single-family development.
3. The Planning Commission shall provide the notice and hold a public hearing as required
by Utah Code. For an application which concerns a specific parcel of property, the City shall provide
the notice required by Chapter 19.13 regarding a public hearing. Staff finding: consistent.
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All required notices in compliance with State and local laws have been sent or posted
informing the public of the Planning Commission public hearing.
19.17.04. Gradual Transition of Uses and Density.
It is the policy of the City Council, through exercising its zoning authority, to: (a) transition high
intensity uses to help prevent the impacts of high density uses on low density areas; and (b) to
limit inconsistent uses being located on adjacent parcels. The City Council may implement this
policy using its zoning powers. Through amendments to the General Plan and the Zoning Map,
the City Council intends to apply the following guidelines to implement this policy:
1. Residential lots, parcels, plats, or developments should not increase by more than 20% of
density as compared to adjacent lots, zones, parcels, plats, or developments to enable a
gradual change of density and uses. To appropriately transition, new lots should be equal to
or larger than immediately adjacent existing platted lots.
2. Exceptions
a. The City should avoid allowing high intensity uses (e.g., commercial, industrial,
multi-family structures, etc.) adjacent to lower intensity uses (e.g., single family,
low density residential, etc.), however may allow these uses to be located adjacent
to each other if appropriate transitions and buffers are in place. Appropriate
buffers and transitions include a combination of roadways, landscaping, building
orientation and facades, increased setbacks, open spaces, parks, and trails.
3. Despite these guidelines, the City Council recognizes that it will become necessary to allow
high intensity next to low intensity uses in order to allow for the implementation of multiple
zones in the City. The City Council should use their best efforts to limit inconsistent uses and
zones being located on adjacent parcels and to mitigate inconsistent uses and zones through
transitions and buffers.
Staff finding: consistent. This application is for Low Density development in an area where, per the
approved General Plan, Low Density Residential has been planned. Therefore, there is no need to
worry about high-intensity development or transition as densities will be fairly uniform.
19.17.05. Consideration of General Plan, Ordinance, or Zoning Map Amendment.
The Planning Commission and City Council shall consider, but not be bound by, the following criteria
when deciding whether to recommend or grant a General Plan, ordinance, or zoning map
amendment:
1. The proposed change will conform to the Land Use Element and other provisions of the
General Plan. Staff finding: consistent.
The changes proposed are compatible with the surrounding land uses and the proposed zone
contains standards consistent with the existing land use designation.
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2. The proposed change will not decrease or otherwise adversely affect the health, safety,
convenience, morals, or general welfare of the public. Staff finding: complies.
No adverse consequences are anticipated by the changing of the zones. This rezone will permit
slightly smaller lots via the standards of Footprint Development, but the single-family nature of the
area will continue.
3. The proposed change will more fully carry out the general purposes and intent of this Title and any
other ordinance of the City. Staff finding: complies.
The purpose of Title 19 is to preserve and promote the health, safety, morals, convenience,
order, fiscal welfare, and the general welfare of the City, its present and future inhabitants, and the
public generally. The proposed development will be required to comply with Title 19.
4. In balancing the interest of the petitioner with the interest of the public, community interests will
be better served by making the proposed change. Staff finding: complies.
The proposal includes smaller residential housing to help house the growing population yet
remains single-family to fit the nature of the nearby community. Open space and trail amenities will
be provided to benefit both the existing and new residents in the immediate area, and the larger
community.
5. Any other reason that, subject to legislative discretion of the City Council, could advance the
general welfare. Staff finding: complies.
The Council may determine that bringing smaller single-family lots to the City, in a location
with access to amenities and transportation, is beneficial by providing a variety of housing types for
current and future residents.
Concept Plan Review
Section 19.17.02 states “Petitions for changes to the City’s Zoning Map for all land use zones shall be
accompanied by an application for Concept Plan Review or Master Development Agreement approval
pursuant to Chapter 19.13 of this Code.”
Per Chapter 19.13 of the City Code, the process for a concept plan includes an informal review of the
concept plan by both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The reviews shall be for
comment only, no public hearing is required, and no recommendation or action made.
The proposed concept plan contains several minor outstanding redline corrections. Instead of
resubmitting a concept plan multiple times, staff typically provides the applicant a first review and
allows the applicant the choice of moving on in the development process or resubmitting until the
applicant is comfortable with the level of corrections needed. In this case, two full submittals and
reviews were made of the concept plan and rezone. The current concept plan is contained in Exhibit
3.
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The primary objective of a land use map and rezone request is to determine if the proposed changes
are desired and needed. Multiple site plans could be developed in any zone. What the applicant
submits at the time of GPA/rezone is just a concept. A concept implies there could be changes.
As in the case of any rezone application, the Planning Commission and City Council need to answer
the question – do we want the land use designations and zone as proposed by the applicant? The
concept plan should be for informational purposes and not be the sole reason to approve or deny the
request because other development concepts can be appropriate on the subject property.
The Planning Review Checklist was used and identifies areas the concept plan is deficient regarding
Code requirements. A few key items are listed below but the list is not exhaustive. Full compliant
checklist will be used at the time of site plan approval provided the rezone is approved by the City
Council.
•
•
•

Address intersection alignment per Engineering standards
Clarify accurate acreages to resolve the discrepancy between plan and County records
We will verify open space percentages and amenity points during plat process

The concept-level review does not address all plan issues as a more comprehensive review is
performed at the subdivision stage. It is now the policy of staff to review the concept plan once and
provide feedback. The applicant then determines to stay in the cycle of submit/review/ resubmit or
move on to action by the Planning Commission and City Council after one review.
Due to the minimal number of corrections remaining from the redlines, major changes are not
anticipated during the platting process. That said, because one review can point out several
corrections, the concept plan can drastically change. The emphasis of this discussion should be on the
proposed rezone and if those changes are the desire of the City. Development will then follow
according to the zone and standards therein.
H.

Recommendation and Alternatives:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing, take public input, discuss the
application, provide feedback on the concept plan and choose from the following options.
Option 1 – Staff Recommendation: positive
I move to forward to the City Council a positive recommendation regarding the Western Hills
Cottages rezone generally at ~50-300 Aspen Hills Blvd. as outlined in Exhibit 1 with the findings and
conditions in the staff report dated May 27, 2021:
Findings
1. The Rezone will not result in a decrease in public health, safety, and welfare as outlined in the
findings for approval in Section G of this report, which section is hereby incorporated by
reference, herein.
2. The Rezone is consistent with Chapter 19.17 of the Code, as articulated in the findings for
approval in Section G of this report, which section is incorporated by reference, herein.
Conditions
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1. The Western Hills Cottages rezone is recommended as shown in the attachment to the Staff
report in Exhibit 1.
2. All conditions of the City Engineer, if applicable, shall be met, including but not limited to
those in the redlines in Exhibit 3.
3. The acreage and legal description of the rezone shall be verified prior to ordinance
recordation.
4. All conditions of the Fire Marshal shall be met.
5. All other Code requirements shall be met.
6. Any other conditions or changes as articulated by the Planning Commission.
Alternative 1 – Continuance
The Planning Commission may also choose to continue the item. “I move to continue the Western
Hills Cottages rezone to another meeting on [DATE], with direction to the applicant and Staff on
information and/or changes needed to render a decision, as follows:
1. ______________________________________________________________
2. ______________________________________________________________
Alternative 2 – Negative Recommendation
The Planning Commission may also choose to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
regarding the application. “I move to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
regarding the Western Hills Cottages rezone with the findings below:
1. The Western Hills Cottages rezone is not consistent with the General Plan, as articulated
by the Planning Commission:
_______________________________________________________________, and/or,
2. The Western Hills Cottages rezone is not consistent with Chapter 19.17 of the Code, as
articulated by the Planning Commission:
_____________________________________________________________________.
Informal Feedback on Concept Plan:
1. All requirements of the City Engineer shall be met, including but not limited to those in the
attached report.
2. Additional items will require further review at the subdivision/site plan review level.
3. The plans shall comply with all Code requirements.
4. Any comments providing direction from the Planning Commission: ____________________
___________________________________________________________________________
J.

Exhibits:
1. Proposed Zone Change & Location
2. General Plan Land Use Map
3. Concept Plan
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Exhibit 1: Proposed Zone Change & Location
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Exhibit 2: General Plan Land Use Map
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Exhibit 3 - Concept Plan with high-level comments
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MINUTES – Planning Commission

Thursday, May 13, 2021
City of Saratoga Springs City Offices
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200, Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT
Pursuant to Federal and State Guidelines, this meeting was conducted electronically.

5

10

15

20

25

Call to Order - 6:00 p.m. by Chairman Troy Cunningham
Present:
Commission Members: Bryce Anderson, Reed Ryan, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce McConkie, Josh
Wagstaff
Staff: Dave Stroud, Planning Director; Ken Young, Community Development Director; Doug Meldrum,
Economic Development Director; Gordon Miner, City Engineer; Tippe Morlan, Senior Planner; Gina
Grandpre, Planner II; Rachel Day, Planner I; David Rogers, Planner I; Nicolette Fike, Deputy Recorder;
Fredrick Donaldson, Assistant City Attorney, Jeff Pearson; City Engineer II.
Others: Jim Bradshaw, Gina Atkinson, Mark Johnson, Travis Baker, Leif Anderson, Keaton Morton, Katelyn
Mickelsen, Randy Smith, Douglas Spohn, Michael Muehlmann, Mark Johnson, Larry Lindstrom.
Commissioner Cunningham read the following statement: I, Troy Cunningham, Planning Commission Chair,
hereby determine that conducting the Planning Commission meeting at an anchor location presents a substantial
risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location. The World Health Organization,
the President of the United States, the Governor of Utah, and the County Health Department have all recognized
a global pandemic exists related to the new strain of the coronavirus, SARS-CoV-2 (COVID-19). Due to the
State of emergency caused by the global pandemic, I find that conducting a meeting at an anchor location under
the current state of public health emergency constitutes a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who
may be present at the location. This written declaration expires 30 days from the date signed. Dated: April 15,
2021.
1. Pledge of Allegiance - led by Commissioner.
2. Roll Call – a quorum was present

30

35

3. Business Item: Secret Springs Preliminary Plat. Located approximately McGregor Ln. and Redwood
Road. Firefly Homes as applicant.
Planner I Rachel Day presented the item. The applicant requests fourteen single-family lots over 10,000 sq. ft.
and that the City take ownership of the Redwood Road trail Open Space area to avoid an HOA.
Travis Barker and Leif Anderson were was present as applicant. Mr. Barker reiterated their request about
finishing the trail.
Commissioner Kilgore received clarification from the applicant about his trail request.

40

Travis Barker asks that they get all infrastructure into the subdivision before they start so they don’t need to
tear anything out. He wants to get the trail done as soon as possible to provide access to the school. He
doesn’t feel it is right for an HOA to pay for a public trail open to the whole city.
Planning Director Dave Stroud advised that it has been policy of the City to not to accept parcels smaller than
5 acres. It’s the same argument on both sides that they don’t want to pay to maintain small areas.

45

50

Commissioner Wagstaff received clarification from staff that the trails adjacent to this are HOA maintained.
Commissioner Anderson asked if any give and take discussion had happened with the applicant and staff for
the trail. Planning Director Dave Stroud advised after initial discussion and further review staff did not offer
maintenance of the trail.
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Commissioner Cunningham understands the frustrations of an HOA maintaining a small portion but based on
precedence would be ok with an HOA maintaining it.

55

60

Commissioner McConkie asked for clarification on code of open space. Planning Director Dave Stroud
advised that the code says developer has to have and maintain open space. It has been policy based on several
City Council decisions that they will consider it when it gets to 5 acres.
Leif Anderson, surveyor on this project, felt this was forcing a developer to give up land and then maintain it,
which he felt was eminent domain. What would happen down the road if the HOA later voted to dissolve?
Based on his legal advice it would need compensation.
Commissioner McConkie received clarification from staff that lot one near Redwood Road access did have
enough room for a driveway.

65

70

75

Motion made by Commissioner Kilgore that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of
approval to the City Council for the Secret Springs Preliminary Plat, located at the corner of
McGregor Lane and Redwood Road, based on the findings and conditions in the staff report. And
that the City Legal department look into the legalities of the HOA maintaining that portion of the
trail. Seconded by Commissioner McConkie. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore,
Bryce McConkie, Josh Wagstaff. Motion passed 5 - 0.
4. Business Item: Central Bank of Utah Site Plan located at Riverside Dr. and Thrive Dr. Central Bank
of Utah as applicant.
Gina Grandpre, Planner II, presented the item. The applicant is requesting approval a Site Plan in the
Riverside Crossing Subdivision. It is proposed that Lot 9 will have a 5,409 square foot financial institution,
Central Bank of Utah.
Commissioner Ryan joined the meeting at this time.

80

Commissioner Anderson felt it looked good, he remarked on the clock design and thought it was good as an
entrance to the city feature.
Commissioner Kilgore liked the architecture on the elevation drawings.

85

90

95

100

Commissioner McConkie liked the elevation designs. He shared concern of potential traffic problems with the
entrance on Riverside drive. City Engineer Gordon Miner advised they did not anticipate more traffic than
what they have provided for.
Motion made by Commissioner McConkie to approve the proposed site plan of the Riverside
Crossing Subdivision, Lot 9, Central Bank of Utah, 207 E. Cooper Dr. in the Mixed Use zone with the
findings and conditions in the staff report. Seconded by Commissioner Wagstaff. Aye: Bryce
Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce McConkie, Reed Ryan, Josh Wagstaff. Motion
passed 6 - 0.
5. Public Hearing: North Lake Meadow Rezone from Agriculture to R1-9, located approximately 1600 E
145 N, Keaton Morton as applicant.
Planner II Gina Grandpre presented the item. The applicant requests the City to rezone the property from
Agricultural to R1-9, generally east of east of Clark Drive and north of 145 North Street. The applicant also
requests non-binding feedback on the proposed North Lake Meadow concept development. This request
affects approximately 7.28 acres.
Keaton Morton was present as applicant. He noted they have tried to acquire additional pieces but needed to
move forward now with what they have.
Public Hearing was open by Chairman Cunningham.
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105

110

Brent Melling sent public comments via email which was read aloud for the commissioners. He was concerned
that the development created a small island of that zone and that it did not take into consideration the
development of the surrounding area. Adding smaller roads seemed a disservice. He felt density was exceeding
infrastructure. He hoped that whatever the finalized plans look like, they can balance the need for more
housing, community, and other public goods; and, in general, hopes to see a more unified approach to
city/neighborhood development, not piecemeal.
Public Hearing closed by Chairman Cunningham.
Planner II Gina Grandpre responded to public comment that as an appropriate use of the land, meets the
General Plan, and matches surrounding uses of the land, staff has recommended approval.

115

120

Planning Director Dave Stroud advised that the general plan identifies it as low residential and as
developments come in they will put in their portions of the road. City Engineer Gordon Miner advised that
spacing meets city access management standards. The road will eventually have a median.
Commissioner Kilgore supports the rezone and feel the plans exceed requirements.
Commissioner McConkie noted it is hard to see areas becoming “less country,” but growth is part of the
natural process, we don’t want a community that becomes stagnant. This particular area seems fitting in the
overall plan. He shared a slight concern on the portion of the road that narrows.

125

Planner II Gina Grandpre advised that with a concept plan they don’t request too much comments back,
those concerns will be addressed further at preliminary.
Commissioner Anderson felt it fits well with the General Plan, and future plans of the space.

130

Commissioner Wagstaff noted as feedback for the concept plan that the lots could be fine-tuned more and the
road stub. He knows that will come later in the process.
Commissioner Ryan supports the rezone, and feels it’s appropriate.

135

140

145

Motion made by Commissioner Anderson to forward to the City Council a positive recommendation
regarding North Lake Meadow rezone generally located on the East of Clark Drive and 145 North as
outlined in Exhibit 1 with the findings and conditions in the staff report dated May 13, 2021.
Seconded by Commissioner Kilgore. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Reed
Ryan, Bryce McConkie, Josh Wagstaff. Motion passed 6 - 0.
6. Public Hearing: Wildflower Village Plan 4 located approximately Mountain View Corridor and
Harvest Moon Dr., Nate Shipp, DAI, as applicant.
Senior Planner Tippe Morlan presented the item. Village Plan 4 consists of approximately 138.99 acres and
414 Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) entirely within the Planned Community zone.
Katelyn Mickelsen, DAI, was present for applicant.
Public Hearing Opened by Chairman Troy Cunningham. Receiving no public comment, the public hearing
was closed by the Chair.

150

Commissioners had no comments to share at this time.

155

Motion made by Commissioner McConkie that the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council for Wildflower Village Plan 4, located at approximately Harvest
Hills Boulevard and Mountain View Corridor, based on the findings and conditions in the staff
report. Seconded by Commissioner Anderson. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore,
Bryce McConkie, Josh Wagstaff, Reed Ryan. Motion passed 6 - 0.
7. Public Hearing: Westport Business Park General Plan Amendment from Office and Regional
Commercial to Office Warehouse, and Rezone from Agriculture to Office Warehouse. Located at
2000 N. Redwood Road. Mark Johnson as applicant.
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160

165

170

Planning Director Dave Stroud presented the item. The subject property is currently unplatted and in the
Agriculture zone which requires a minimum lot size of 5 acres. The subject parcels each exceed the minimum
lot size of the zone. The current General Plan identifies this property as a future location for office and
regional commercial uses.
Mark Johnson and Larry Lindstrom were present as applicant.
Public Hearing Opened by Chairman Troy Cunningham. Receiving no public comment, the public hearing
was closed by the Chair.
Commissioner Kilgore commented on parking behind the buildings, and asked for clarification on how that
works with this type. Planning Director Dave Stroud advised there is an exception for this type of
development, you don’t want loading docks facing the road or pedestrians having to walk around that. When
you front more than one public road the loading type doors have to face the lower class road.
Commissioner Wagstaff commented he was glad to see this type of use coming and to bring jobs.

175

180

Commissioner Anderson supports this and commented that this is the main road through the city and he was
concerned about construction trucks going to and from and creating debris in the major roadway.
Commissioner McConkie asked if they would be seeing tilt-up buildings. Larry Lindstrom responded that
there wouldn’t be any roofs visible from the road. A hipped roof on a building of this size does not work but
they want to make it look nice and meet city request. They noted resent similar products in Pleasant Grove.
Commissioner Ryan doesn’t mind the change and noted strategically it looks like a good spot for it.

185

Motion made by Commissioner Kilgore to recommend approval to the City Council the request to
amend the General Plan Land Map from Office and Regional Commercial to Office Warehouse and
rezone from Agriculture to Office Warehouse on 18.29 acres at 2000 North Redwood Road as outlined
in Exhibit 1 with the findings and conditions in the staff report dated May 13, 2021. Seconded by
Commissioner Ryan. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce McConkie, Josh
Wagstaff, Reed Ryan. Motion passed 6 - 0.

190

195

200

205

8. Public Hearing: Alpine Acres General Plan Amendment from Medium Density Residential to Low
Density Residential, and Rezone from Agriculture to R1-10. Located approximately 800 W. Marie
Way. Randy Smith as applicant.
Planning Director Dave Stroud presented the item. The applicant requests the amendment and rezone. The
concept plat contains 60 single-family lots with a minimum size of 10,000 square feet and associated open
space.
Randy Smith was present as applicant. They felt coming in with the low density was the best option, they are
matching the density of the adjacent community.
Public Hearing Opened by Chairman Troy Cunningham.
Johnathan Lowe sent public comment via email which was read for commissioners. He shared concerns that
there are 3 school entrances and exits and a 4 way stop on the same road stretch as the entrances to this
subdivision. The road is narrow and there is not room for two cars to pass parallel due to cars always parked
on the road waiting for schools. This entrance would be directly across from both Thunder Ridge and
Horizon schools. It is too dangerous a situation with construction vehicles being added to the already
numerous cars and busses on the road for kids walking to and from the schools.
Public Hearing closed by the Chair.

210

Planning Director Dave Stroud addressed public comment. Road width of Marie way is already established.
Anything over 50 lots requires two access points.

215

Commissioner Wagstaff added his concerns to the public comment. This is one of the worst areas he has seen.
He doesn’t know how the applicant could design it better given the current constraints. Marie Way should
have been wider to begin with, but he is not sure what to recommend to help the situation, north is the only
access available to them. He does think the street should be widened because there is not enough room in the
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school parking lot for all the cars. All the schools have to come south for access onto Marie way because there
is no other option. That is something the City needs to pay attention to for future planning. He does not have
a problem with the subdivision itself, just the access area is a problem.

220

Commissioner Kilgore asked if anything could be done to help this area.
Planning Director Dave Stroud advised that unfortunately it is what it is and they have to deal with that now.
Thankfully the density is being reduced from what is allowed.

225

City Engineer Gordon Miner advised that it would be well to engage the schools in discussion about their
traffic management. The narrow road does help reduce the speeding on the road. If parents are parking on the
street the school should think more about how students are dropped off and picked up.
Commissioner Cunningham liked when the density is lower than the General Plan.

230

235

240

Commissioner McConkie felt the decision to go with R1-10 is the right move for density. He is not sure
anything could be done to widen the road. He hopes they can get some district help. It may be a bigger issue
with emergency vehicles.
Motion made by Commissioner Wagstaff to recommend approval to the City Council the request to
amend the General Plan Land Map from Institutional/Civic and Medium-Density Residential to
Low-Density Residential and rezone from Agriculture to R1-10 on 21.06 acres at 800 West Marie Way
as outlined in Exhibit 1 with the findings and conditions in the staff report dated May 13, 2021.
Seconded by Commissioner Anderson. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce
McConkie, Josh Wagstaff, Reed Ryan. Motion passed 6 - 0.
The meeting took a short break at this time, resumed at 8:00 p.m.
Commissioner Ryan left the meeting.

245

250

9. Public Hearing: D2D Real Estate General Plan Amendment from Office to Regional Commercial,
and Rezone from Agriculture to Regional Commercial. Located approximately Aspen Hills Blvd. and
Redwood Road. Mike Muehlmann as applicant.
Planning Director Dave Stroud presented the item. The subject parcel is 1.17 acres. The current General Plan
identifies this property as a future location for an office use.
Michael Muehlmann was present as applicant.
Public Hearing Opened by Chairman Troy Cunningham. Receiving no public comment, the public hearing
was closed by the Chair.

255

260

Commissioners had no comments to share at this time.
Motion made by Commissioner Kilgore to recommend approval to the City Council the request to
amend the General Plan Land Map from Office to Regional Commercial and rezone from Agriculture
to Regional Commercial on 1.17 acres at Aspen Hills Blvd. and Redwood Road as outlined in Exhibit
1 with the findings and conditions in the staff report dated May 13, 2021. Seconded by Commissioner
McConkie. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce McConkie, Josh Wagstaff,
Reed Ryan. Motion passed 6 - 0.
10. Approval of Minutes: April 22, 2021.

265

Motion made by Commissioner McConkie to approve the minutes of April 22, 2021. Seconded by
Commissioner Anderson. Aye: Bryce Anderson, Troy Cunningham, Ken Kilgore, Bryce McConkie,
Josh Wagstaff. Motion passed 5 - 0.
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275

11. Commission Comments.
a. Decision for return to in-person meetings.
After seeing how City Council in person meeting went, Commissioners generally felt that the
online meetings were a great convenience but a return to in person meetings was agreeable.
b. Commissioner Comments.
Commissioners liked seeing the new businesses coming to the city.

280

12. Director’s Report. Planning Director Stroud advised on new approvals from city council.
Assistant City Attorney Fred Donaldson and Economic Development Director Doug Meldrum, introduced
themselves to the commissioners. City Engineer Gordon Miner announced that he would be leaving the City
for another opportunity.

270

13. Possible motion to enter into closed session – No closed session was held.
14. Meeting Adjourned Without Objection at 8:20 p.m. by Chairman Troy Cunningham.

285
____________________________
Date of Approval

290

________________________
Planning Commission Chair

___________________________
Deputy City Recorder
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Materials Distributed During Meeting

Exhibit Submitted from Quinn Beal during public
comment.

