
 
 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 
 

NOTICE is hereby given that the CITY COUNCIL of Alpine City, Utah will hold a meeting on Tuesday, March 10, 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:      Kimberly Bryant 

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 February 24, 2015 

B. 100 South Sewer Award 

C. Bond Release - Box Elder Plat E - $27,071.88 

D. Bond Release - River Meadows PRD - $41,355.76 
 

IV.     REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS  
 

A. Sales Tax Leakage Study Presentation – Lewis Young Roberts Burningham 
 

V.      ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS    
    

A. Bennett Farms Final Plat F - Approximately 850 N Country Manor Lane - Roger Bennett:  The City Council will review 

the Final Plat F of the Bennett Farms subdivision. 

B. Eagle Point PRD Preliminary Plan Exceptions Review – Mark Wells and Taylor Smith – Approximately 800 W 600 N:   
The City Council will make determinations on requested exceptions for the Eagle Point PRD for the final plan. 

C. Melby Property Annexation Proposal:  A proposal regarding annexation of property at the north end of the City will be 

presented to the City Council. 

D. Three Falls Ranch Development Agreement Amendment: The City Council will discuss proposed amendments to the 

development agreement. 

E. State Farm and Alpine Capital Office Building Site Plan - 134 South Main Street - Eli Slesk and Brandon Maughan 

The City Council will review the site plan for a new office building. 

F. Budget Discussion:  The City Council will continue its discussion on the budget and give direction, as needed, to the staff. 

G. Zolman Request to the County Commission.  The Zolman interests have made a request to amend the Utah County General 

Plan land use designation from Agricultural/Watershed to Residential, and to amend the Utah County Zone Map from the 

Critical Environment (CE-1) Zone to the Transitional Residential (TR-5) Zone for property located in Section 18, T4S, R2E, 

approximately 120 acres, Alpine City area of Utah County.  The City Council will decide how to respond to this request to the 

County Commission. 

J.     Bennett Farms Property Acquisition:  The City Council will discuss this in a closed session. 
 

VI. STAFF REPORTS 
  

VII. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
  

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 

March 6, 2015 

 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS.  If you need a special accommodation to 

participate, please call the City Recorder’s Office at (801) 756-6241. 

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

posted in three public places within Alpine City limits. These public places being the bulletin board located inside City Hall at 20 

North Main and located in the lobby of  the Bank of American Fork, Alpine Branch, 133 S. Main, Alpine, UT; and the bulletin board 

located at The Junction, 400 S. Main, Alpine, UT. The above agenda notice was sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, 

UT, a local newspaper circulated in Alpine, UT. This agenda is also available on our web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah 

Public Meeting Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

http://www.alpinecity.org/


PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE 
 

 

 

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

 

 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 

February 24, 2015 3 
 4 

I.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 7:05 pm by Mayor Don Watkins. 5 
 6 
 A.  Roll Call:  The following were present and constituted a quorum:  7 
 8 
Mayor Don Watkins 9 
Council Members:  Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout 10 
Council Members not present:  Lon Lott and Kimberly Bryant were excused.  11 
Staff:  Rich Nelson, Rich Nelson, Charmayne Warnock, David Church, Shane Sorensen, Jason Bond, Alice 12 
Winberg, Brian Gwilliam, Brad Freeman, Spencer Edwards 13 
Others:  Rich Moss, Kaden Moss, H.J. Moss, Mark Goodsell 14 
 15 
 B.  Prayer:     Don Watkins 16 
 C.  Pledge of Allegiance:   Spencer Edwards 17 
 18 
II.  PUBLIC COMMENT:  Mark Goodsell asked the Council how high a deer could jump. He said he was an avid 19 
gardener and wanted to build a nine-foot high fence to keep the deer out but the ordinance said the highest a fence 20 
could be was eight feet. He asked if he could put up nine-foot posts and an eight-foot high wire. If the deer didn't 21 
jump it, that would be great. If they did, he would come back and see if he could get the ordinance changed to allow 22 
a nine-foot fence.  23 
 24 
Roger Bennett said he had farmed in Alpine for a good many years. His orchard had an eight-foot deer fence. A 25 
portion of the fence was a six-foot chain link fence. He said the deer not jump either fence. It was on the hillside 26 
where they could jump from the uphill side.  27 
 28 
David Church said Mr. Goodsell wanted a see-through fence in the front yard. The question to the Council was, did 29 
they want to legalize what he was doing and allow a higher, see-through fence. It was not a safety issue. It was 30 
purely aesthetic.  31 
 32 
Mark Goodsell said it was going to be an art fence so it would be attractive.  33 
 34 
Mayor Watkins said the concern was that when they made exception, they didn't get to pick and choose what 35 
different people could do. If the Council wanted to change the ordinance, they could consider that.  36 
 37 
Troy Stout said he had a lot of deer  who used his yard as an alleyway and ate his garden. It was his experience that 38 
if the deer could see through the fence, they would jump it. The City had a deer problem for which they hadn't found 39 
a solution. He felt they should look at the ordinance.  40 
 41 
David Church said North Salt Lake wrote an ordinance that allowed gardens to have an eight-foot fence.  42 
 43 
Mark Goodsell he would come into the City and try to pull a permit for a fence. The garden season was coming and 44 
he was in a hurry.  45 
 46 
III.  CONSENT CALENDAR 47 
 48 
 A.  Approve minutes of February 10, 2015 49 
  50 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 3 Nays: 0. Will Jones, 51 
Roger Bennett, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed. 52 
 53 
Mayor Watkins moved item B up on the agenda. 54 
 55 
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 B.  Sewer to Accessory Buildings Discussion:  Rich Nelson said there were people in Alpine who built 1 
big homes and who wanted to build large, detached garages with sewer service to it. If they had sewer, there was 2 
always the potential that the garage could be used for a living space which was not permitted by the ordinance.  3 
 4 
David Church said not allowing sewer to a detached building could be used as an enforcement mechanism, but there 5 
were people who may want a pool house with a bathroom or a shop with a sink. In attempting to keep people from 6 
building illegal apartments, it would be unfair to those people who were honest and intended only to use the 7 
structure as a garage or a pool house. 8 
 9 
Troy Stout said he could sympathize with those who wanted to have a bathroom in their garage or a bonus room. It 10 
was sad that they had to assume everyone was going to do the illegal thing.  11 
 12 
Don Watkins said the question they needed to address first of all was whether or not they were opposed to 13 
apartments in a detached building. If they weren't against it, it would take care of the problem.  14 
 15 
Will Jones said he had a pool house with a bathroom and a barn with a bathroom, but he didn't rent them out.  16 
 17 
Roger Bennett said the problem he had was if someone built a garage close to the property line then put a dwelling 18 
on top of it because it negatively impacted the adjoining property.  19 
 20 
Will Jones agreed saying that under the ordinance accessory buildings could be five or ten feet away from the 21 
property line. If a detached garage was going to have a dwelling on top of it, it would need to have greater setbacks 22 
so it didn't impact the neighbors. He said that if someone came in for a permit for a detached building that had the 23 
potential of being an apartment, they could make it a condition of the permit that it would be inspected annually to 24 
make sure it wasn't occupied.  25 
 26 
Brad Freeman said one of the problems  the fire department would face was if there was a fire in a detached garage 27 
and people were living in an apartment above. They firefighters may not be aware that there were people up there.  28 
 29 
Will Jones said he was a aware of an older home in Alpine where they had a garage that had been converted into a 30 
full-on apartment. 31 
 32 
Don Watkins asked the Council if they thought they should have the Planning Commission look at an ordinance for 33 
detached buildings to be occupied.   34 
 35 
Jason Bond said that some time ago he had proposed looking at accessory detached dwelling units but the Planning 36 
Commission was concerned they would double the density. However, they could regulate them by requiring a 37 
minimum lot size before it was allowed, and restricting the size of the dwelling to accommodate only a couple or a 38 
single person. They would probably affect density less that many of the accessory apartments in basement which 39 
could be quite large. It would also be easier to enforce the regulations if it wasn't in a basement.  40 
 41 
Troy Stout said he thought it would be worth evaluating. They could look at minimum acreage.  42 
 43 
Regarding detached buildings with sewer service, Don Watkins said they could ask the Planning Commission to 44 
look at it and have the applicant sign something with their building permit that agreed to annual inspections.  45 
 46 
IV.  REPORTS AND PRESENTATION 47 
 48 
 A.  Monthly Financial Report:  City Finance Officer Alice Winberg reviewed the financial report as of  49 
the end of January. She said they were at 2.2 million in the General Fund Balance which was an all-time high for 50 
Alpine City. They had almost met their goal for the fiscal year in property taxes and redemption taxes. They 51 
collected an average of $84,000 a month in sales tax revenue. The motor vehicle tax and franchise tax revenue was 52 
at 64%. The fees from plan check and building permits was within 1% of their goal for the fiscal year.  53 
 54 
The Council next reviewed the combined cash investment sheet. Alice Winberg said they had 12  million dollars in 55 
the Utah Public Treasurers' Investment Fund  (PTIF). The interest it earned was minimal but it was very safe. The 56 
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City made between four and five thousand dollars a month in interest. The Council agreed it was more about 1 
keeping the funds safe than making money off them.  2 
 3 
Ms. Winberg said the category called return checks was actually bad debts (unpaid water bills) which the City was  4 
hoping to collect. They needed to rename it. They sent it to a collection agency and were able to collect on about 5 
50% of the unpaid bills.  6 
 7 
Ms. Winberg said she was working on a project for the next fiscal year which was a model based on past 8 
performance. They would also be looking at expenditures based on assumptions which would help them make 9 
decisions now that would ensure the city's financial security.  10 
 11 
Will Jones asked what the top five sources of income were for the city. Rich Nelson said the top two were property 12 
tax and sales tax. The combined income from those was about two million dollars.  13 
 14 
Don Watkins said Alpine City had a history of being frugal. They didn't have a lot of the other fun things like some 15 
other cities.  16 
 17 
V.  ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 18 
 19 
 A.  FY 2015-2016 Budget Discussion.  Rich Nelson said the Lone Peak Public Safety District meeting for 20 
the previous week had been canceled, but since the agenda for the next Council meeting was going to be big, he felt 21 
it would be good to have a preliminary discussion about the Public Safety District budgets that evening.   22 
 23 
Fire/EMS Budget 24 
 25 
Fire Chief Brad Freeman reviewed the Fire/EMS Budget. He said they had converted two battalion chiefs to part-26 
time administrative chief which gave them a fire marshal, a public information officer, a training officer and grants 27 
writer at a substantial savings to the district. He explained that other fire departments paid separate salaries for the 28 
each position but in their department the deputy chief and battalion chief each served in two positions  while they 29 
were on duty so it saved the taxpayers thousands of dollars and there was zero percent increase in the budget.  30 
 31 
They also consolidated their staff plan which allowed them to hire four fulltime firefighters to replace part-time 32 
positions. He said that part-time positions were very hard to fill because people wanted fulltime work with benefits. 33 
When they did have part-time employees they were not always reliable because they were fulltime employees at 34 
other jurisdictions and if they were needed at their primary place of employment, that was where they went. He said 35 
the fire fighter/paramedics they had hired were top recruits in the state of Utah. It also allowed them to create part-36 
time jobs for the fulltime employees. He explained that the fulltime employees were able to go home after work but 37 
were on-call. They took a fire truck home in case there was a call, and were given a minimal payment for being on-38 
call. If they were needed, they came in and were paid overtime for the call. In that way, the department had the 39 
backup coverage they needed without having to pay another part-time officer. He said it worked well because the 40 
firefighters/EMT lived in the jurisdiction and the response time was good. He said they also promoted three fulltime 41 
captains and were able to absorb the costs in other areas so there was no budget increase for that. 42 
 43 
Regarding vehicles, Chief Freeman said they had replaced the old ambulance with a 4x4 state-of-the-art ambulance.  44 
The cost was reduced to $154,000 and the first payment of $19,500 would come out of next year's budget. They also 45 
bought a new interface Class A structure pumper for a cost of $335,000, which was also rated as a Type III wild 46 
land engine so it could do double duty. He said they were able to make all those purchases with some consolidation, 47 
selling, and other financial maneuvering so that there would be a zero percent increase in the budget.  48 
 49 
Chief Freeman said they had finished the Mobile Emergency Command trailer/rescue trailer with a grant and some 50 
hard work by the employees. The trailer was paid for so it would zero impact o the budget. He said that an 51 
equivalent trailer would cost over $100,000. 52 
 53 
The department was planning to purchase the most advanced heart monitor/pacer/CO2 monitor/defibrillator in the 54 
industry which cost around $50,000 but they received a grant which reduced the cost to $25,000. With additional 55 
negotiations and a trade-in, they were able to get it with a zero percent increase in the budget. They were also able to 56 
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acquire cordless vehicle extrication equipment and new wildland safety gear, which through grants and creative 1 
finagling would not increase the budget.  2 
 3 
The Alpine station and Cedar Hills station both needed built-in closets for clothes, bedding and gear for firefighters 4 
who were spending the night. Through many hours of donated time and materials they were able to outfit both 5 
stations with no increase to the budget.  6 
 7 
Chief Freeman said there had been an alarming increase in teen suicides and drug use. The District had come up 8 
with a plan to start a mentoring program for students in elementary school. It was a four week academy for 5th 9 
graders where they taught the students positive life skills and provided a firefighter as a big brother to look up to.  10 
 11 
The District was successful in getting an emergency phone installed in the Tibble Fork parking lot. It would cost 12 
over $40,000 but there was no impact on the budget due to donations from private parties and a local company that 13 
would do the project for free. They were also able to secure wildland training and Class A suits for all full-time 14 
employees. It was paid for by extra money they had made on the side working as paramedics for the movie set up 15 
Fort Canyon.  16 
 17 
Items that would create an increase in the budget were uniforms, posting and printing, building maintenance, 18 
utilities, radio fees, insurance, equipment lease. Those items would raise the budget by a total of $38,367. They were 19 
also proposing an average 3% merit increase for all employees.  20 
 21 
The proposed budget for fiscal year 2015-2016 was $3,029,900 which was an increase of $56,505 (1.9%) over last 22 
year's budget of $2,973,395.  23 
 24 
Police Budget 25 
 26 
Police Chief Brian Gwilliam reviewed the proposed budget for the Lone Peak Police Department for fiscal year 27 
2015-2016. He provided a budget sheet showing line items for revenue and expenses that compared the adopted 28 
budget for 2014-2015 and the proposed budget for 2015-2016.  29 
 30 
The revenue sources for the department came from the following: 31 

 Assessments to the two cities in the police department jurisdiction which were based on population. Alpine 32 
City provided 37% of the assessment. Highland City provided 63%.  33 

 Alpine School District  34 
 court revenue  35 
 police report charges  36 
 finger printing  37 
 grants  38 
 proceeds from sales  39 
 miscellaneous income  40 

 41 
The expenses for the police department were  itemized with a cost comparison between the current fiscal year and 42 
upcoming fiscal year. There was a decrease in part-time wages and specialty pay. Chief Gwilliam explained that 43 
they had changed two part-time positions to one fulltime position. They had also retired one of the service dogs 44 
which reduced the specialty pay by half. The K-9 expenses had also gone down. When asked if they needed to get 45 
another dog, Chief Gwilliam said that having two dogs put a larger burden on a department their size. They were 46 
able to use dogs from other agencies if they needed to.  47 
 48 
Chief Gwilliam said the number of calls had gone down since September. That might be partly due to having 20% of 49 
their force down from injuries. They had an officer in the building that took calls from walk-ins rather than calling 50 
Dispatch so that could also contribute that to the reduced number of calls.  51 
 52 
He said they had made some changes in staff. Two part-time clerical positions were converted to one fulltime 53 
position. At the moment they were down to 19 officers because one of their men had been recruited by another 54 
agency. He said the Council had probably seen in the news how difficult it was to hire police officers because the 55 
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climate for law enforcement was not good. There were some people who didn't like the police very much. When 1 
they were successful in hiring a new officer it took several months before they could put them out on the road. It 2 
took three months to train them. He said the training budget had doubled. With the attitudes toward police officers, 3 
they were seeing a shift in law enforcement. There was more talk of resolving issues with tactics and SWAT. They 4 
would be seeing more training to solve problems with negotiation rather than force. He said the training budget had 5 
been low but he thought it would beneficial to have additional training for the officers. There would also be travel 6 
expenses associated with the training. He said he understood they weren't going to get everything they were asking 7 
for. Will Jones said that if they needed it, they should be able to get it.  8 
 9 
Chief Gwilliam said the cost of professional services had gone up due to an increase in major crimes. The 10 
professional agency they utilized had been very helpful in eradicating the drug issue on 100 South.  11 
 12 
There was a discussion about body cameras. Chief Gwilliam said they weren't asking for those. It would cost about 13 
$95,000 to equip the officers with body cameras. They also discussed  the need for vehicles that were reliable.  14 
 15 
Rich Nelson said they couldn't run a police department without equipment and training. Don Watkins said they 16 
didn't want to get behind on police vehicles and equipment. Catching up was more costly than keeping up.  17 
 18 
Chief Gwilliam said they were looking at a 3% salary increase overall. The cost of living would be separated from 19 
the merit increase. Some may get a higher merit increase and others may get nothing.  20 
 21 
Will Jones asked if they had collected the $30,000 from Utah County for coverage in Alpine Cove. Rich Nelson said 22 
the County had called Hunt Willoughby and told him Alpine City would be receiving the money.  23 
 24 
Brad Freeman said the developers of Box Elder South had included payment for paramedics and fire in their CC&Rs 25 
and would collect them with their association dues. They were going to try and get all the new subdivisions to do 26 
that.  27 
 28 
VI.  STAFF REPORTS   29 
 30 
Shane Sorensen 31 
 32 

 The sewer line through Lambert Park was completed. Patterson Construction had raked and prepped the 33 
area and it would hopefully be hydro seeded before the weekend storms. There was a concern about 34 
keeping the motorcycles off the area. They would put up some fencing and signs where a trail crossed the 35 
easement.  36 

 The road on 100 South had been fixed. 37 
 Questar was constructing a gas line for the north part of town. It was not the high pressure gas line.  38 
 The PI system would be turned on sometime in April They were didn't want to turn it on while people were 39 

on spring break. Roger Bennett asked if they needed to start putting water back in the ditches and Shane 40 
said they did. They were making preparations for it.  41 

 The floors in the restrooms were so bad that they had torn out the concrete and repoured the floors. They 42 
should be ready for baseball season in April.  43 

 44 
Jason Bond  45 

 Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham would be presenting the tax leakage study at the Council 46 
meeting on March 10th. The Planning Commission was invited.  47 

 The Planning Commission would be hold a public hearing on amendments to the nonconforming 48 
ordinance. They would also be looking at the proposed State Farm building on Main Street. 49 

 Patterson Construction was making some minor changes to the final phase of the River Meadows Senior 50 
Living PRD. Troy Stout asked about the Alzheimer unit that was proposed at one time. Shane Sorensen 51 
said they had decided to build senior housing instead.  52 

 There had been a request to annex 63 acres belonging to Melby. The area was not in the Annexation Policy 53 
Declaration Area so they would submit a formal request and go to the Planning Commission.  54 

 55 
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Rich Nelson 1 
 The public safety district was looking at increasing the interlocal agreement to three or four years. 2 
 There was a proposal to hire Sheldon Wimmer as the emergency preparation coordinator. The funds were 3 

already budgeted. He said they had a plan and the equipment but they needed someone to coordinate it.   4 
 5 
VII.  COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 6 
 7 
Will Jones said they needed to address annexation issues. Jason Bond said the owners of the Melby property were 8 
requesting annexation but it was not in the City's Annexation Policy Declaration Area. Jason Bond said it would go 9 
to the Planning Commission first and then to City Council.  10 
 11 
Mayor Watkins said the Council already voted on the question of annexation and agreed that county land would 12 
only be annexed into the CE-50 zone. Jason Bond said they voted on at the meeting of January 13, 2015 but it failed. 13 
There were two votes for it and one against. There were only three Council members at the meeting.  14 
 15 
Rich Nelson said that in order for the applicants to develop in the county, they had to show that they approached the 16 
City for annexation. If the application was rejected they could request development in the county.  17 
 18 
There was a discussion about the Oberee Annexation Request. Rich Nelson said an annexation petition was 19 
submitted and came to the Council on December 9, 2014. The petition was accepted and the annexation process was 20 
begun. The required notifications were sent and posted and a public hearing was scheduled for February 24, 2015. 21 
The applicant asked to have the public hearing postponed. Mayor Watkins said the applicants should be told that the 22 
City was leaning toward annexing property only into the CE-50 zone.  23 
 24 
Will Jones said he saw that Patterson had brought in a request for annexation of Pine Grove. Rich Nelson said 25 
Patterson had been referred to David Church. He hadn't made a formal application for annexation. 26 
 27 
Troy Stout  28 

 He asked if the signatures on the petition for the referendum had been certified. He was told that the 29 
petition was short about 1,500 for the number of required signatures so there was no reason to certify them.  30 

 He asked about the progress on the Canyon Crest intersection. Shane Sorensen said UDOT estimated it 31 
would take about 30 days to find someone to do the study. They wanted the study completed by April 15th. 32 
There was a discussion about swapping roads with the state. Alpine City could take over a greater portion 33 
of SR-74 and have the state take over Canyon Crest Road.  34 

 He suggested they have Lon Lott head up a water conservation class to be held at City Hall on a Saturday. 35 
He said they should look at the water consumption of the dentists' offices in Alpine because they consumed 36 
a large amount and there were other options. Don Watkins said that 67% of the water usage was for outside 37 
watering.  38 

 He asked Chief Gwilliam if a car would be impounded if they didn't have proof of insurance in the car. 39 
Brian Gwilliam said the officer could usually look it up and see if a car was insured. If a car wasn't insured,  40 
they would impound it.  41 

 He asked Shane Sorensen if the East Mountain water line was on the schedule. Shane said it wasn't on the 42 
schedule for this year.  43 

 44 
VIII.  EXECUTIVE SESSION:  None held.  45 
 46 
MOTION:  Roger Bennett moved to adjourn. Will Jones seconded. Ayes: 3 Nays: 0. Motion passed.  47 
 48 
Meeting was adjourned at 9:35 pm . 49 
 50 
  51 
 52 
 53 



 
 

 
2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400 
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 
www.horrocks.com 

 
 
 
 
March 4, 2015 

Tel: 801.763.5100 
Salt Lake line: 532.1545 

Fax: 801.763.5101 
In state toll free: 800.662.1644 

 
 

Shane Sorensen, P.E. 
Alpine City Engineer  
20 North Main  
Alpine, Utah 84004 

 
 
Subject:  100 West Sewer Improvements Project 

 
Dear Shane: 

 
Attached is the bid tabulation for the 100 West Sewer Improvements Project. The low 
bidder was Whitaker Construction Company, Inc. Their base bid was for $205,700.00 
which was 2 percent over the engineer’s estimate. There were a total of 5 bidders on 
this project with an average base bid price of $283,214.00. 

 
We recommend the project base bid be awarded to Whitaker Construction Company, 
Inc. We have checked their license, bonding, and references and have found 
everything in order. 

 
Attached are three (3) copies of the Notice of Award if the City so chooses to award this 
project to Whitaker Construction Company, Inc. 

 
If you have any questions please call. 

 
Sincerely, 
HORROCKS ENGINEERS 

 
Bradley C. Conder, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

 

 
 

cc: file 
 
 

O:\!2014\PG-070-1406 Alpine Sewer & Storm Drain\Project Data\Documentation\Correspondance Out\100 West Sewer Improvements 
Bid Award Recommendation Letter.docx 

http://www.horrocks.com/
bradc
Brad Utah Stamp



Engineer's Estimate Base Bid
Horrocks Engineers Bid

$205,700.00
Project Manager: John E. Schiess, P.E. Construction Cost Index: 9962 $256,935.00
Project Engineer: Bradley C. Conder, P.E. $257,540.00

$336,156.00
Bid Opening: Alpine City Hall For: 100 West Sewer Improvements Project
Date: March 3, 2015 Alpine City  
Time: 2:00 PM 20 North Main Street

Alpine, Utah 84004 Average $283,214.00
Engineer's Estimate $201,800.00

-29%

Base Bid
UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL UNIT TOTAL

ITEM NO. DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT PRICE AMOUNT

1 Mobilization 1 LS $9,600.00 $9,600.00 $27,000.00 $27,000.00 $33,565.00 $33,565.00 $4,475.00 $4,475.00 $33,037.00 $33,037.00 $32,500.00 $32,500.00 $26,115.40 $26,115.40
2 14" HDPE (Pipebursting) 630 LF $130.00 $81,900.00 $135.00 $85,050.00 $148.00 $93,240.00 $168.00 $105,840.00 $223.08 $140,539.00 $333.00 $209,790.00 $201.42 $126,891.80
3 Reconnection of Sewer Laterals 6 EA $2,000.00 $12,000.00 $1,700.00 $10,200.00 $3,500.00 $21,000.00 $1,972.00 $11,832.00 $5,907.17 $35,443.00 $2,500.00 $15,000.00 $3,115.83 $18,695.00
4 Standard Sewer Service Lateral 3 EA $4,000.00 $12,000.00 $4,900.00 $14,700.00 $5,450.00 $16,350.00 $7,160.00 $21,480.00 $6,221.00 $18,663.00 $6,800.00 $20,400.00 $6,106.20 $18,318.60
5 Class "A" Road Repair 2300 SF $6.00 $13,800.00 $5.00 $11,500.00 $6.55 $15,065.00 $6.40 $14,720.00 $5.59 $12,863.00 $5.88 $13,524.00 $5.88 $13,534.40
6 Imported Backfill 1500 Ton $15.00 $22,500.00 $12.50 $18,750.00 $17.81 $26,715.00 $10.19 $15,285.00 $40.06 $60,093.00 $14.35 $21,525.00 $18.98 $28,473.60
7 By-Pass Pumping 1 LS $25,000.00 $25,000.00 $33,000.00 $33,000.00 $40,000.00 $40,000.00 $70,692.00 $70,692.00 $22,550.00 $22,550.00 $33,000.00 $33,000.00 $39,848.40 $39,848.40
8 Traffic Control 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00 $3,500.00 $3,500.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00 $10,656.00 $10,656.00 $10,373.00 $10,373.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $7,705.80 $7,705.80
9 Testing (Compaction and Video) 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $2,560.00 $2,560.00 $2,595.00 $2,595.00 $6,000.00 $6,000.00 $3,631.00 $3,631.00

TOTAL BID $201,800.00 $205,700.00 $256,935.00 $257,540.00 $336,156.00 $359,739.00 $283,214.00
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct Bid Tabulation for the
100 West Sewer Improvements Project

Claude H. Nix Construction Co., Inc.

Bidder 3
Average

Bidder 5
Fusion Pipeline, Inc.Noland and Son Construction Co.

Bradley C. Conder, P.E.

Engineer's Estimate Whitaker Construction Co.
Bidder 2Bidder 1

Percent Difference

Allied Underground Technology, LLC Claude H. Nix Construction Co., Inc.

Contractors
Whitaker Construction Co.

Noland and Son Construction Co.
Allied Underground Technology, LLC

Fusion Pipeline, Inc.

Bidder 4

03/04/201503/0 04/2015

Digitally signed by Bradley C. 
Conder, P.E. 
DN: cn=Bradley C. Conder, P.E., 
o=Horrocks Engineers, ou, 
email=bradc@horrocks.com, 
c=US 
Date: 2015.03.04 16:18:24 -07'00'







ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Bennett Farms Final Plat F 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 10 March 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Roger Bennett 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Final Plat 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 4.6 (Major Subdivisions) 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 

The proposed Bennett Farms Plat F Subdivision consists of 6 lots on 6.59 acres.  The lots 

range in size from 40,260 to 42,320 square feet.  The development is located on the 

northern end of Country Manor Lane and completes the final phase of Bennett Farms 

Development, which has received Concept and Preliminary Approvals.  The developer is 

seeking Final Approval for the last phase of this development.  The proposed 

development is located in the CR-40,000 zone. 
 

 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:   

 

Jason Thelin moved to recommend approval of Bennett Farms Final Plat F.   

 

Bryce Higbee seconded the motion.  The motion passed and was unanimous with 7 

Ayes and 0 Nays.  Bryce Higbee, Jason Thelin, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, 

Chuck Castleton, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 

 









Water Requirements
Bennett Farms Plat F

Lot Area    Indoor Requirement Outdoor Requirement Total

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

1 41,289  0.45 1.57 2.02

2 40,763  0.45 1.55 2.00

3 42,326  0.45 1.61 2.06

4 40,261  0.45 1.53 1.98

5 40,315  0.45 1.54 1.99

6 40,728  0.45 1.55 2.00

Total 12.06

Jed Muhlestein, P.E.
Asistant City Engineer

February 4, 2015
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Eagle Pointe PRD Preliminary Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 10 February 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Taylor Smith and Mark Wells 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Exceptions 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: See Engineer Review 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

Preliminary approval of the Eagle Pointe was conditionally approved by the Planning 

Commission on February 3, 2015.  The City Council would usually not have see a 

subdivision (at this stage of the process) on the agenda again until final approval.  

However, there are some exceptions that were requested and recommended by the 

Planning Commission that will require City Council approval.  Rather than wait until 

final approval for these exceptions to be addressed by the City Council, they are on the 

agenda tonight.  This will give some direction to the developer before working on a final 

plat and also give direction to the Planning Commission in making a recommendation to 

the City Council for Final approval. 
 

The motion below does not reflect all of the conditions that were made by the Planning 

Commission for Preliminary approval.  The Planning Commission made a total of 7 

conditions.  Condition 1 includes all of the exceptions that need to be addressed. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

 

Judi Pickell moved to recommend to the City Council that the following exceptions be granted 

and also grant preliminary approval of the proposed development subject to the following 

conditions: 

  

a. an exception be granted for the small amounts of property within the lots that 

contain land sloped greater than 25% (Section 3.9.4).       

 

b. an exception be granted to the 50 foot clear zone rule from station 1+00 to 5+00 

(Section 4.1.2/4.17). 

 

c. an exception be granted to allow the 2:1 cut/fill slope (Section 4.1.2/4.17). 

 

d. approval be granted for the use of retaining walls with Ready Rock and the darker 

coloration shown to match the hillside. (Section 3.9.7.4). 

 

e. approval be granted for exchanging open space:  931 square feet of current public 

open space being changed to public right of way in exchange for 7,280 square feet of 

public open space. 

   

David Fotheringham seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5 Ayes and 1 Nay.  Bryce 

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

Jason Thelin voted Nay. 
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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 Preliminary 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% can be contained 
within a lot.  All the new lots contain ground that is steeper than 25%.  The proposed plan will 
require an exception be recommended by the Planning Commission and approved by the 
City Council for this slope as outlined in section 3.9.4 of the Development Code.   
 
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 directed the Developer to 
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 will require a recommendation by the City Engineer, Planning 
Commission, and approval by the City Council as outlined in section 4.1.2 of the 
Development Code.   
 
The plans are showing 2:1 cut/fill slopes on all slopes, which do not meet the Cut/Fill Ordinance 
as found in section 4.17.  A letter from Earthec Engineering was submitted which ensures that 
the existing geotechnical 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.  An exception to the Cut/Fill 
Ordinance to allow 2:1 cut/fill slopes to be used within the development will require a 
recommendation by the City Engineer, Planning Commission, and approval by the City 
Council as outlined in section 4.1.2 of the Development Code.   
 
On the lower end of the project there are two retaining walls.  The heights of the walls vary as 
topography requires along the roadway.  The wall on the downhill side of the road runs 
continuously for approximately 1,000 feet ranging in size from 2 to 12 feet tall, the majority of 
the wall averaging 10 feet high or less.  The uphill wall also runs continuously for approximately 
1,000 feet and ranges in size from 2 to 28 feet tall, with the majority of the wall being in the 16 
foot range.  There are two small sections that jump up to 25 and 28 feet high.  No indication was 
given on the plans as to the type of the proposed retaining walls though it has been mentioned 



E:\Engineering\Development\2015\Eagle Point\PRELIMINARY\Eagle Point PRD Preliminary 2015-01-15.doc 

they would be a soil-nail design.  For safety, a 6 foot tall chain link style fence is shown to be 
installed along the top of the upper wall for safety purposes. Guard railing and signage is shown 
for the lower wall.  The use of retaining walls in a Planned Residential Development (PRD) 
requires approval.  Part of Section 3.9.7.4 of the development code states: “Use of retaining 
walls is prohibited unless approval is recommended by the City Engineer and the Planning 
Commission, and approved by the City Council.”   
 
The City Engineer is required to make a recommendation as to whether or not retaining walls 
will be allowed in a PRD, however there are no criteria listed in the ordinance to base a 
recommendation on.  From strictly an engineering standpoint, it is likely that walls could be 
designed and built in this situation.  Quality control would be extremely important during 
construction to insure long term performance of the retaining walls.  From an engineering 
standpoint we believe that it is possible to design retaining walls in this situation and would at 
least recommend approval for a design to be pursued for the proposed retaining walls.  Final 
recommendation for approval from the City Engineer’s office would be subject to review of a 
final design.  This is with the understanding that the final approval is to be made by the City 
Council. A retaining wall design, based on the geotechnical report, outlining the wall type, 
design, calculations, and construction standards will need to be submitted for the walls 
prior to Final Approval .   
 
The aesthetics of the walls has been mentioned and is more subjective, as everyone has their own 
opinion of what is “aesthetically pleasing”.  Since the ordinance does not list aesthetics as a 
requirement, we recommend that the Planning Commission and City Council address that 
issue.   
 
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 a driveway can be built for the 
lot 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.  It is proposed that Lot 3 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 is proposing to change the use of 931 SF of 
currently dedicated open space to road right of way in exchange for 7,280 SF of new open space 
taken from the existing Lot 3.  Modifying or changing the use of Open Space requires a 
recommendation from the Planning Commission and City Council Approval.   
 
Sewer System 
 
The proposed plans show a new sewer system connecting to the existing line in 600 North which 
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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 lot with an existing sewer lateral, 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.  This is a concerning issue that Staff and 
Developer could work on together prior to Final Approval.   
 
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 
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 
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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.  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 are required at preliminary review and have been submitted.  
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 two local detention ponds, one above Lakeview 
Drive and one closer to Hog Hollow/600 North, 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. 
 
General Subdivision Remarks 
 
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, not preliminary. 
 
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 
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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 Urban/Wildland Interface Overlay area (Section 3.12.7 of the development code) outlines 
the requirements for when property falls within this area, mainly secondary access.  The plans 
show a secondary access as required.  This topic has been discussed quite extensively in the past 
and what is proposed is the result of these discussions.  From station 17+00 to 27+80 the road 
narrows to 26’ of asphalt, sidewalk on one side of the road, and no park strip.   
 
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 preliminary approval of the proposed development be approved with 
the following conditions: 
 

• The Planning Commission recommends and City Council approves the following: 
o an exception for the small amounts of property within the lots that contain 

land sloped greater than 25%  (Section 3.9.4) 
o an exception to the 50 foot clear zone rule from station 1+00 to 5+00  (Section 

4.1.2/4.17) 
o an exception to the 2:1 cut/fill slope (Section 4.1.2/4.17) 
o approval for the use of retaining walls (Section 3.9.7.4) 
o approval in change of use:  931 square feet of current public open space 

being changed to public right of way in exchange for 7,280 square of public 
open space.   

• The Planning Commission and City Council make a recommendation regarding the 
aesthetics of retaining walls on this subdivision.   

• The Planning Commission discuss the trail master plan and whether or not 
something should be incorporated into this plan (Section 3.17) 

• The Developer coordinate with the City to show what culinary water system 
improvements will be made to solve the issue of lowering the fire flow level of 
service to the pressure zone to which it is connected 

• The Developer submit a retaining wall design based on the Geotechnical Report 
prior to Final Approval  

 
Attached: 
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) 
 



  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 







C.  Eagle Pointe PRD Preliminary Plan – Taylor Smith, Mark Wells 

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 10 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. 

 

Jed Muhlestien said the biggest change in the site plan is regarding slope conditions and the developer ended up 

having to take out one lot.  One lot will be vacated on Falcon Ridge Plat A because of the road going through and be 

amended as part of this plat. The base density is fourteen lots even though they have provided enough open space to 

technically have eighteen lots.  Due to topography the developer can only fit thirteen lots on this property.  Although 

there has been talk of development on hillsides, there is an ordinance which prohibits that and this is a perfect 

example of that ordinance in action.  Jed Muhlestein said some of the lot lines have been squared up to help 

straighten up some of the lots.  He said this goes back to Section 3.9.4 where we discussed allowing a developer to 

have a tiny bit more leeway.  

 

Mark Wells said the retaining walls in the packet are being shown much higher than what they are proposing now 

with the narrower road.  He said the Earth Tex references mention a thirty six foot high wall and that relates to a 

much older plan. He said currently there is a stretch of about eighty feet that will have a twenty eight foot high wall 

with an average height of ten to twelve foot walls.  He said with this plan, it dramatically reduces the size of the 

retaining walls.  Mr. Wells said the walls will be visible from Hog Hollow with some that will not be visible in the 

draw areas. 

 

Judi Pickell asked what the retaining wall would be made of.  Mark Wells said the retaining walls will be engineered 

blocks which are one ton apiece and made of ready rock which slopes back like legos.  He said they would be 

installed with soil nails. Jed Muhlestein said these would be big blocks that you can put any type of facing on.  Steve 

Swanson asked if the blocks would look like grey cinderblock and Mr. Wells said the block can be colored to 

whatever we want but he personally liked the earth tone colors. 

 

Jason Thelin asked under what situation and parameters would the Planning Commission not approve the retaining 

walls.  Jed Muhlestein said it has to meet the ordinance and it’s not an engineering issue, it’s an aesthetic issue.  He 

said as far as safety the applicant will put up some chain link fence on the top of some of the walls and a guard wall 

in other areas. Steve Swanson said size could be a factor.  Jason Thelin asked about safety issues and if the Planning 

Commission can say no if we don’t want large retaining walls.  Jason Bond said that is something you would have to 

ask legal counsel. 

 

Jason Bond showed pictures of another area in town with a similar retaining wall to show the Planning Commission 

how it could look.  They said visually a step wall and a straight wall will look the same from the road.  They said a 

darker natural color stone and natural landscaping could make it look better. 

 

Taylor Smith said they shifted the road forward so it would be less visible from the road.  Steve Swanson asked if 

something could be planted to obscure the wall a little bit.  Mark Wells said he didn’t know if trees would be tall 

enough. Judi Pickell asked if something was on the plat that would prevent homeowners from building retaining 

walls on their property.  The Planning Commission said they weren’t sure if you can restrict homeowners from 

fencing/landscaping their own property. Steve Cosper said you could maybe require a matching color.  Will Jones 

said any wall over four feet has to be engineered and you can restrict before the property is sold. 

 

Steve Cosper asked the applicants what they saw happening with the individual property owners.  Mark Wells said 

there is the potential for homeowners to build retaining walls.  Bryce Higbee asked if we can require CC&R’s.  

Jason Bond said we can require CC&R’s but we don’t enforce the CC&R’s.  Steve Cosper said the enforcement 

could come into play when the homeowner comes in to get a building permit.  Jason Bond said our Building 

Department consists of one person. He said because of such a small staff, some things are falling through the cracks. 

Steve Cosper said there needs to be a checklist to make sure that plat notes are being followed.  He said it’s good to 

get more than one set of eyes on these projects and maybe the Engineers or the City Planner should be involved. 

 



Jason Thelin asked about the water pressure to this subdivision.  Jed Muhlestein said there are fire flow requirements 

that will have to be met. Engineering wise we have two main concerns with Eagle Pointe and that is the retaining 

walls and the fire flows.  This subdivision is on the highest point of the upper water zone and when you are at the 

highest elevation, you have the lowest pressure.  He said as it is, the applicants can meet the minimum fire flow of 

one thousand gallons per minute.  He said we have looked at different options on how to meet the fire flow 

requirements so we don’t damage the levels of fire flow in all the other zones.  Jason Thelin asked what the 

parameters were for fire flow when this subdivision came through as Vista Meadows.  Jed Muhlestein said they had 

the same issues back then as they do now.  He said if someone comes in and wants to build a large home, they may 

be required to have fire sprinklers or use different building materials in their home that has better fire protection.  He 

said the fire Marshall has been on top of this and has made sure homeowners have fire sprinklers or fire resistant 

building materials if the home is too large. 

 

Steve Cosper asked Jed Muhlestein to go over the exception request. Jed Muhlestein said an exception would need 

to be made where a lot has more than 25% slope.  Steve Swanson said his concern is still retaining walls in the back 

of the properties.  Jed Muhlestein said in ordinance 4.1.7 it states you have to keep within the 50 foot clear zone.  An 

exception would have to be made to eliminate three small retaining walls where the 50 foot clear zone would be 

required. The developer has proposed a 2:1 fill slope without retaining walls and have done the slope analysis tests 

and Geotech reports which say that the soil in this area can sustain up to a 1½:1 fill slope without retaining walls. 

 

Jed Muhlestein said an exception to the change of use in the open space which means they would exchange open 

space for part of the road right of way.  The Planning Commission looked at the Trail Master Plan to see where the 

trails were on this property.  The applicant said they could give an easement for a trail.  Judi Pickell said the open 

space should be held by an HOA and governed by CC&R’s with an easement for the trails that the public can use.  

The Planning Commission had a discussion on private open space versus public open space and whether this 

subdivision would have trails and where they would be.  Jed Muhlestein said conceptionally, this subdivision has 

already been approved as public open space. 

 

Judi Pickell said as a PRD, we are allowing the developer to cluster the homes, but the public has access to that open 

space whether or not the city owns that or if it’s held by an HOA.  She said her direction is that it’s held by an HOA 

so that they pay the taxes and they hold the liability.  David Fotheringham said he thought the open space should 

remain private and then an easement be put in for any trails.  Jed Muhlestein said if the open space is going to be 

private, it could knock the subdivision down to fifteen lots instead of eighteen but he said the developer is only 

providing thirteen lots. 

 

Jason Thelin said he was concerned about giving exceptions now when we didn’t give them a year ago.  He said 

Jannicke Brewer told the public that night at Planning Commission that we have to give our recommendation if all 

the ordinances are followed.  The public was upset about it and liked a different plan that required exceptions and 

the Planning Commission said no.  Now tonight, when no public is here, the Planning Commission is considering 

giving exceptions.  The Planning Commission had a discussion about working with the developer and also how to 

best preserve the hillside by making it safe and ascetically pleasing. 

 

MOTION: Judi Pickell moved to recommend to City Council preliminary approval of the proposed development be 

approved with the following conditions: 

 

 1  a.  an exception be granted for the small amounts of property within the lots that contain land sloped 

          greater than 25% (Section 3.9.4).  

     b.  an exception be granted to the 50 foot clear zone rule from station 1+00 to 5+00 (Section 4.1.2/4.17). 

     c.  an exception be granted to allow the 2:1 cut/fill slope (Section 4.1.2/4.17). 

    d.  approval be granted for the use of retaining walls with Ready Rock and the darker coloration shown      

         to match the hillside. (Section 3.9.7.4). 

     e.  approval be granted for exchanging open space:  931 square feet of current public open space being  

          changed to public right of way in exchange for 7,280 square feet of public open space. 

      

2.   The Trail Master Committee recommends if they want to incorporate any trails into this subdivision.   

       

 3.   The Developer coordinate with the City to show what culinary water system improvements will be 



       made to solve the issue of lowering the fire flow level of service to the pressure zone to which it is 

       connected.    

 

 4.   The Developer submit a retaining wall design based on the Geotechnical Report prior to Final  

       Approval. 

 

 5.  Landscaping to be placed north of Hog Hollow Drive at the base of the retaining walls below the 

                    proposed extension of Lakeview Drive to minimize the aesthetics of the retaining walls. 

 

 6.  A plat note be recorded requiring that the individual homeowner’s retaining walls be built within the  

       setback and size and aesthetics be restricted.  

 

 7.  CC&R’s be developed to minimize the retaining walls and maximize the natural landscaping already 

                    in the area as discussed. 

 

David Fotheringham seconded the motion.  The motion passed with 5 Ayes and 1 Nay.  Bryce Higbee, David 

Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye.  Jason Thelin voted Nay. 
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Melby Property Annexation Proposal 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 10 March 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Ted Didas, McNeil Engineering 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Discuss Annexation Proposal 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Chapter 5 (Annexations) 

           

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: No 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 

A formal request has been made for approximately 68 acres of land at the north end of 

Alpine City to be annexed.  However, this land is not included within the Alpine City 

Annexation Declaration Policy Plan.  There will need to be an extenisve process to fulfill 

this request.  The applicant is requesting that the City Council start the process to 

ultimately annex the Melby property. 

 
 

 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 

 

MOTION: Chuck Castleton moved to recommend to the City Council to have a work 

session with representatives from the City Council, City Administration, Planning 

Commission, and the land owners to further discuss this request which will include the 

whole annexation plan. 

 

Steve Swanson asked if we would only be discussing the Melby property in that work 

session or if this would be a broader discussion. Steve Cosper said we should bring up 

more so the city can start planning ahead.  Steve Swanson said we should include our 

whole annexation plan as part of that meeting.  Chuck Castleton accepted that as part 

of the motion. 

 

Judi Pickell seconded the motion.  The motion passed and was unanimous with 6 

Ayes and 0 Nays.  Bryce Higbee, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Chuck 

Castleton, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: State Farm Insurance and Alpine Capital Office Building Site Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 10 March 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Eli Slesk and Brandon Maughan 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve Site Plan 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 3.7 (Business/Commercial) 

       Article 3.11 (Gateway/Historic)  

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

The proposed State Farm Insurance office building is located on the corner of Main Street 

and 120 South.  The property is 10,043 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 2 stories with 2,497.75 square feet per floor. A 1,394 square foot 

basement was later proposed to the Planning Commission. 

 

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

gives the Planning Commission the ability to allow flexibility to the requirements set 

forth in the BC zone. The Planning Commission may recommend exceptions regarding 

parking, building height, signage, setbacks and use if it finds that the plans proposed 

better implement the design guidelines to the City Council for approval (Section 

3.11.3.3.5). 
 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 

 
Judi Pickell moved to recommend approval of the proposed State Farm Office Building Site Plan provided the 

following items are addressed: 

 

                1.  Recommend an exception be granted by City Council regarding setbacks. 

                2.  Recommend an exception be granted by City Council regarding six (6) parking stalls location 

         within the setback. 

                3.  Recommend an exception be granted by City Council for 5 parking stalls and work with adjacent 

         property owners to find one additional parking stall. 

                4.  No trees be planted within the sight triangle and other landscaping be placed in a way that will 

         never affect visibility on the corner of 120 South and Main Street. 

                5.  Recommend approval of the architectural design drawings and the lighting design.  

                6.  A deed restriction be drawn up showing the basement cannot be used for additional office space 

         and will be uninhabitable.  

 

Steve Swanson said the applicants wanted to use the basement for a break room and wanted to know if that 

would be possible.  The Planning Commission said they would not be able to use it as a break room and it 

would be for storage only. Steve Swanson wanted to know if it made sense to incorporate parking from across 

the street.  Steve Cosper said there is a crosswalk by the Bank so that could be a possibility. 

 
Bryce Higbee seconded the motion.  The motion passed and was unanimous with 6 Ayes and 0 Nays.  Bryce 

Higbee, David Fotheringham, Steve Cosper, Chuck Castleton, Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Date:  February 17, 2015 

 

By:  Jason Bond 

City Planner 

 

Subject: Planning and Zoning Review - UPDATED 

State Farm Insurance Building Site Plan 

134 South Main Street 

 

Background 

 

The proposed State Farm Insurance office building is located on the corner of Main Street and 

120 South.  The property is 10,043 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 2 stories with 

2,497.75 square feet per floor.  

 

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 setback requirements in the BC zone are as follows:  

 

Front setback (or from any street) - 30’  Side and Rear setback - 20’ 

 

The proposed office building will need an exception from the setback requirements.  This 

requires a recommendation from the Planning Commission and an approval from the City 

Council where circumstances justify.  The applicant is proposing to have a 17’ setback (13’ 

exception) from 120 South, a 15.5’ setback (14.5’ exception) from Main Street, and an 6’ setback 

(14’ exception) from the property line to the south.  From a planning perspective, I offer my 

support on these exceptions. 

 

There is a very small corner of the proposed building that would be in the sight triangle on the 

 



 

corner of 120 South and Main Street.  There should be no flexibility on this requirement since it 

is primarily for traffic safety reasons.  Some very minor changes should be required to address 

this issue. 

 

Street System/Parking  

(Sections 3.7.8.3 and 3.24.3)  

 

The off-street parking requirements for an office building are as follows: 

 

Four (4) spaces per 1,000 sf 

 

The site plan shows 15 parking stalls.  With the square footage of the building, 20 parking stalls 

are required. The applicant proposes to use excess stalls on the adjacent property to the south and 

connect parking lots for traffic circulation.  An agreement would be made between the property 

owners.  Based on calculations of the adjacent building received from the applicant’s engineer, it 

appears that there are 4 more parking stalls than are required.  The Planning Commission will 

need to recommend an exception to the City Council for approval in order for the parking 

requirement to be sufficiently addressed.  From a planning perspective, I offer my support on this 

exception and proposed agreement. 

 

The site plan proposes to access the site from 120 South.  A new drive approach will created 

there removing curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  The existing drive approach on Main Street will be 

replaced with standard curb, gutter and sidewalk.  To mitigate the negative impact of street 

parking, it is proposed that the curb fronting 120 South and Main street be painted red to prohibit 

parking. 

 

The parking stall and aisle dimensions meet the minimum requirements.  However, there are 6 

stalls that are located within the required 30’ setback (Section 3.7.5.1).  The Planning 

Commission will need to recommend an exception to the City Council for approval in order for 

these 6 stalls to remain on the plan as is.  From a planning perspective, I offer my support on this 

exception.  

 

Special Provisions 

(Section 3.7.8) 

 

 Trash Storage - The applicant proposes to use residential type storage for garbage and 

recycling materials.  The cans will be in an enclosed area at the southeast corner of the 

building. 

 

 Landscaping - A landscaping plan has been provided.  A minimum of 20% of the total 

site is required to be landscaped. The site will need 2,009 sf of landscaping based on the 

square footage of the site (10,043 sf).  The applicant has indicated that they will have 

2,304.75 sf of landscaping and the existing tree at the northwest corner of the property 

will be removed. 



 

 

 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:    

 

 An exception be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council 

regarding setbacks.  

 An exception be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council 

regarding six (6) parking stalls location within the setback.  

 An exception be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council 

regarding the number of parking stalls. An agreement made with the adjacent 

property owners should be considered to help address the parking issue. 

 Minor changes be made to address the building being within the sight triangle.  In 

addition, no trees be planted within the sight triangle and other landscaping be 

placed in a way that will never affect visibility on the corner of 120 South and Main 

Street. 

 The preliminary architectural design drawings be considered by the Planning 

Commission and City Council. 
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BASEMENT / FOOTING  &  FOUNDATION   PLAN

Each Sub-Contractor Shall Check
And Understand All Dimensions,
Notes And Other Aspects Of This
Project Applicable To Their Trade
And Affecting Other Trades Prior
To And During Construction.

Notify Designer Or Engineer In
Writing Of Any Discrepancies Or
Changes On The Drawings Before
Proceeding With Any Work.

Each Sub-Contractor Shall
Coordinate Work With Other Trade
Through The General Contractor.

The Designer Will Not Assume
Responsibility For Any Misuse Or
Misreading Of These Plans. Where
Information Is Available But Unclear,
The Person Using These Plans Is
Responsible For Clarifying Any
Questions According To The
Conditions Stated Above.
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Budget Discussion 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  March 10, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Rich Nelson, City Administrator, and Alice Winberg, City Financial 

Officer 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  For Council information. 

 

INFORMATION:  As part of the budget process, staff has proposed hiring one new 

employee for the next fiscal year.  With the remodel of the office, it was felt that it would be 

time to reorganize the city office staff and hire the proposed new employee.  A copy of the 

job description and salary range for the new employee is attached.  The job description has 

been reviewed with the Mayor. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   That the City Council approve the job description for a new 

employee and that they approve hiring the new employee is this fiscal year. 

 



Proposed New Position 

Job Duties 

2/25/2015 

 

Salary Range 
$30,000 - $40,000 

 

Education/Experience 
Bachelor’s Degree preferred 

One year of Experience 

 

Duties: 

 

Accounts Payable 

Manage vendor info 

Open, sort, code, file invoices 

Print and send checks 

Print and file reports 

1099’s and year end 

 

Payroll 

Maintain employee files 

Prepare bi-weekly payroll 

Prepare State tax monthly 

Quarterly payroll reports 

Yearly payroll reports  

W-2s and yearend tax 

 

Utility Billing 

Open incoming payments 

Maintain account information 

Create service orders and follow up 

Prepare monthly billing 

Meter reads 

Meter exchanges 

 

Other 

Answer phones 

Assist walk in customers 

Library reimbursements 

Waste disposal passes 

Park/CC reservations 

 

 



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

 

SUBJECT:  Zolman Request to the County Commission 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  March 10, 2015 

 

PETITIONER:  Rich Nelson, City Administrator, and Jason Bond, City Planner 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  That the City Council adopt a official 

position to relay to the County Commission regarding the Zolman request to amend the 

Utah County General Plan land use designation and to amend the Utah County Zone map 

for 120 acres northwest from Alpine City. 

 

INFORMATION:  Zolman has made a request to the County Commission to amend the 

Utah County General Plan land use designation from Agricultural/Watershed to 

Residential, and to amend the Utah County Zone Map from the Critical Environment (CE-

1) Zone to the Transitional Residential (TR-5) Zone for property located in Section 18, 

T4S, R2E, approximately 120 acres, Alpine City area of Utah County.  A map of the 

proposed area and two correspondences from Utah County are attached. 

Zolman has also requested to be annexed into Alpine City. 

David Church has been asked to draft a letter for Council review on this subject. 

  

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:   The City Council will approve an official response to the 

request to Zolman’s request to the County Commission.    

 



UTAH COUNTY Bryce Armstrong, Associate  Director 51 S. University Ave.
Community Development Suite 117

Provo, Utah 84601
Phone 801-851-8352
Fax 801-851-8340

PROPERTY OWNER NOTICE
OF A PUBLIC HEARING

March 4, 2015

Dear Property Owner:

     The Utah County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at its regular meeting on
March 17, 2015, at 5:30 p.m. in Room 1400 of the Utah County Administration Building,
100 East Center Street, Provo, Utah, to consider an application by Paul Kroff  to amend the
Utah County General Plan land use designation from Agricultural/Watershed to Residential, and
to amend the Utah County Zone Map from the Critical Environment (CE-1) Zone to the
Transitional Residential (TR-5) Zone for property located in Section 18, T4S, R2E,
approximately 120 acres, Alpine City area of Utah County.  The proposed request includes the
following information:

-Owner(s) of record of affected property:
-Parcel 11:045:0057 Steven Zolman
-Parcel 11:045:0136 Oberre Alpine LLC
-Parcel 11:045:0138 Steven Zolman
-Parcel 11:045:0181 Steven Zolman
-Parcel 11:045:0182 Steven Zolman
-Parcel 11:045:0182 Steven Zolman

-Current zoning designation of property:
-Critical Environment (CE-1)

-Proposed zoning designation of property:
-Transitional Residential (TR-5)

-Information on regulations, prohibitions, and permitted uses of proposed amendment:
-The requirements of the Transitional Residential (TR-5) Zone can be found in
Section 5-4 of the Utah County Land Use Ordinance.  The Land Use Ordinance
can be found on the Internet at: www.utahcounty.gov (choose: Department

http://www.utahcountyonline.org


Directory, choose: Community Development, choose: Links, choose: Land Use
Ordinance).  

-Protest:
-Any owner of real property may, no later than 10 days after the day of the first
public hearing, file a written objection to the inclusion of the owner’s property in
the proposed zoning map amendment.  Such written objection filed with the
county will be provided to the Utah County Commission.   Any protest should be
filed at the following address:

Utah County Community Development
51 S. University Ave., Suite 117
Provo, UT 84601

    If you know of anyone who may be interested in this matter and has not received notice, please
forward this information.  If you have questions, please contact the Utah County Community
Development office at (801) 851-8343, or attend the public hearing at the date and time indicated
above.

                                                                           Respectfully,

Josh Ivie, Secretary
Utah County Planning Commission

                                                                                                                                                             

See enclosed map for approximate location





ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Bennett Farms Property Acquisition 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 10 March 2015 

 

PETITIONER: Roger Bennett 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Closed Session Discussion 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 4.6 (Major Subdivisions) 

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

 

This will be discussed during a closed session. 
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