MINUTES OF THE
WASATCH COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAY 9, 2024
PRESENT: Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker, Kimberly Cook, Doug Grandquis, Wendell Rigby, Doug
Hronek, Daniel Lyman
EXCUSED: Commissioner Mark Hendricks, Chair Chuck Zuercher, Commissioner David Thacker
STAFF: Doug Smith, Wasatch County Planner; Austin Corry, Assistant Wasatch County Planner; Jon

Woodard, Assistant Wasatch County Attorney; Rick Tatton, Court Reporter (via Zoom)

PRAYER: Commissioner Doug Hronek
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Led by Commissioner Kimberly Cook and repeated by everyone.

Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker called the meeting to order at 6:20 p.m. on Thursday, May 9, 2024, and indicated that all the
Commissioners are present except for Chair Chuck Zuercher, Vice Chair Mark Hendricks and Commissioner David Thacker, who
were excused. The record should also show that the Wasatch County Planning Commission is meeting in the Wasatch County
Council Chambers in the Wasatch County Administration Building located at 25 North Main, Heber City, Utah 84032. Chair Pro
Tem Scott Brubaker then called the first agenda item.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FOR THE APRIL 11, 2024 MEETING

Motion

Commissioner Daniel Lyman made a motion to accept the minutes for the April 11, 2024 meeting as written.
Commissioner Doug Grandquis seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker, Daniel Lyman, Kimberly Cook, Doug Grandquis.
NAY: None.

ABSTAIN: Wendell Rigby (was not present); Doug Hronek (was excused)

Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker then read the following:

“As indicated on the screen, a required public hearing will be held for certain agenda items prior to Planning Commission
action. After each such item has been presented, time to comment will be provided for all those who wish to speak. Public
hearings and citizen comments are a legitimate source of information for the County to consider in making legislative
decisions.

For items that do not require a public hearing, public comment may still be taken following presentation of the item,
however, please keep in mind the following if public comment is accepted during these items: When making land use
decisions, the Planning Commission can only rely on substantial evidence on the record, which is that amount and quality
of evidence relevant to proving or disproving a specific requirement of the applicable law.

During any public comment period, each speaker will generally be limited to three minutes. Additional time may be given
to individuals specifically invited to speak by the Planning Commission.”

REGULAR AGENDA

Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker then called the first regular agenda item.
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ITEM 1 RHETT RIDING, REPRESENTING STORIED DEER VALLEY, LLC, REQUESTS FINAL SITE PLAN
APPROVAL FOR THE TUHAYE ADVENTURE BARN, A PROPOSED RECREATIONAL AMENITY
BUILDING FOR MEMBERS OF THE TUHAYE DEVELOPMENT THAT WILL INCLUDE
MOUNTAIN BIKE RENTALS, ROCK CLIMBING, AND ACCESS TO A FUTURE POND AND
BEACH AREA LOCATED AT 2069 E ADVENTURE COURT IN THE JORDANELLE BASIN
OVERLAY ZONE (JBOZ). (DEV-8920; AUSTIN CORRY)

Staff

Austin Corry, the Assistant Wasatch County Planner, presented a Power Point presentation and then addressed the Wasatch
County Planning Commission and indicated that Tuhaye is a private gated community in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone. The
applicant is seeking to use the property for a private recreation center called the Adventure Camp Barn that would include offices,
bicycle workshops, bike storage, restrooms, and an outdoor climbing wall. Parking is provided across the street in common area
with the exception of an ADA stall provided directly adjacent to the center. Patrons are limited to residents of the club and their
guests and operation is limited to daytime use only. It is anticipated that other services or activities would be introduced to the site
later on with the potential creation of a lake for kayaking and paddle board. If or when those activities are introduced, the
applicant will need to submit a revised conditional use request. Also, the building lighting that is there, although it exceeds IBC
minimums which our code excludes IBC minimums from their lighting calculations and they didn’t even include that exclusion in
there they just calculated all as optional lighting and there are about half of their lighting that they are allowed. The lighting plan
is compliant though.

Austin Corry indicated that the determination issue on this item is whether the application meets the standards required by
Wasatch County Code 16.23 for a conditional use permit to be granted to allow a private recreation center to be located on the
subject property. This conditional use permit and site plan review is an administrative decision made by the Planning Commission
per the authority provisions of WCC 16.01.05.

Austin Corry then indicated that based on the analysis in the staff report, Planning Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit based on the findings included in the staff report and subject to the conditions
that are listed in the staff report.

Austin Corry indicated that the purpose outlined in the JBOZ zone is quoted below:

The lands comprising the overlay zone include all the Jordanelle Basin;

To allow for development of the lands which complies with the goals and standards of the plan;
To preserve and protect the natural beauty of the Jordanelle Basin;

To establish regulations by which development may take place in the JBOZ.

oWy

Austin Corry then presented the key issues to consider.
1. Neighborhood compatibility and impact.
2. Environmental constraints.

3.  Compliance with zoning requirements, including conditional use standards.

Austin Corry then went through the proposed findings:

—

The proposal is for an amenity building for the Talisker Club as part of the Tuhaye master development.

2. The amenity building and parking lot were anticipated in the overall master plan and in the most recent final subdivision
approvals previously granted for the project, subject to final site plan compliance.

3. The Planning Commission hereby incorporates and adopts the findings of the staff analysis regarding compliance with
Section 16.23.07 of the current Wasatch County Code related to Conditional Uses.

4. Notice has been sent to neighboring property owners within 500 feet of the property.

There are no known zoning violations on the property at this time.

6. The Development Review Committee has reviewed the project and has provided a favorable recommendation.

b

Austin Corry then went through the proposed conditions:
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1. Comments listed in the DRC review shall be resolved with the applicable review department prior to, or as part of, the
building permit application.

2. The lighting plan shall be submitted with the building permit application and include the lighting engineer stamp and a
statement that the lighting engineer will ensure compliance with the plans as presented.

Austin Corry then went through the comments made by the DRC.

JORDANELLE SSD comments:

e  Continued plan review with JSSD staff and District Engineer necessary for final approval of construction drawings.
FIRE SSD comments:

e Hydrant needs to be a maximum of 400 feet from structure.

e  Verify emergency vehicle turn around prior to permit submission.

PLANNING comments:

e  There are a number of duplicate sheets included in this submittal. Only the architectural items were reviewed. If there
are discrepancies between site plan or lighting plan documents that are provided in the other submittal items, the
plans provided elsewhere are considered the ones that were reviewed.

e Note that your reference of Wasatch County Code for height restrictions is inaccurate. I am not sure where you got
the code that you’ve cited, but it is not a Wasatch County Code. Title 10 in WCC is “Water and Wastewater”.
Zoning regulations are in Title 16. That said, the building appears to comply with the county code of 35 feet height.

SURVEYOR comments:
e  The plot plan should show the dimensions of the Parcel.

Commission Comments

Commissioner Daniel Lyman asked about the lighting being part of the building or co-jointly with the land use part as well. Austin
Corry indicated they submitted a lighting plan and the lighting plan that was submitted for this application didn’t have a stamp on
it so the condition is noting that. The Electrical Engineer needs to stamp the document is really what that is noting. There will
be no lighting in the parking lot, they eliminated that lighting altogether. Operation will not be during dark hours and open in
daylight hours. All the rest is considered optional lighting and that calculates at half of what they are allowed. The plan is
compliant.

Commissioner Daniel Lyman asked about the bicycles on top of the wall, are they considered signage or considered building.
Austin Corry replied they are non-habitable architectural features. Austin Corry replied they are excluded in the code from the
height.

Commissioner Daniel Lyman asked if notice was sent out to people within five hundred feet and there might be one home up there
now, so it is just one notice sent? Austin Corry replied that it is sent to all the property owners regardless of whether there is a
home built on the lot or not. That would have been a dozen or so I would imagine.

Applicant

Rhett Riding, representative for Storied Deer Valley, the developer at Tuhaye, addressed the Wasatch County Planning
Commission and indicated that he has brought a dozen projects through Planning and always have done everything the right way
and I don’t cut corners. We have twelve full time residents in all of Tuhaye. Right now, we have 94 active building permits inside
Tuhaye. With regard to vehicles, they fly in and use rented vehicles to get here, or somebody picks them up, and they do the same
when they return. We have roads built to the County’s specifications. All the trails are public trails and about thirty miles of trails.
The detention pond will be turned in as a retention pond. They can use the pond for recreation purposes such as canoes, etc.

There will be a tubing hill. Everything is only for members and member guests and not for the outside public, except the trails.
Just members can use the amenities. Rhett Riding indicated that he would like to have the Planning Commission members come
and see our project and what is being done and possibly that could be arranged.

Public Comment

Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker then opened the meeting up for public comment and there was none so the public comment period
was closed.
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Motion

Commissioner Doug Grandquis made a motion to recommend approval for Item No. 1, Storied Deer Valley LLC,
for the Tuhaye Adventure Barn for the Final Site Plan/Conditional Use Permit consistent with staff findings and
subject to the conditions as outlined.

Commissioner Kimberly Cook seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker, Daniel Lyman, Wendell Rigby, Kimberly Cook, Doug Hronek, Doug
Grandquis.

NAY: None.

ITEM 2 CONSIDERATION OF A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO WASATCH COUNTY CODE 16.19,
AIRPORT OVERLAY ZONE, IN ORDER TO MODIFY COUNTY CODE TO COMPLY WITH THE
UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE HOUSE BILL 206 (2023) REQUIREMENTS. *IF FORWARDED, THE
RECOMMENDATION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION ON THIS ITEM WILL BE CONSIDERED
BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL AS THE LEGISLATIVE BODY, AT A PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 15,
2024. (AUSTIN CORRY)

Staff

Austin Corry, Assistant Wasatch County Planner, presented a Power Point presentation and then addressed the Wasatch County
Planning Commission and indicated that in 2023, the Utah State Legislature enacted House Bill 206 which requires the County to
reference the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) regarding airport overlay regulations. These are regulations specifically intended
to address impacts of airport operations and also to protect airport operations from complaints that arise from encroaching
development. The county first adopted an Airport Overlay Zone (AOZ) in 2002. Since adoption, the primary land area in the AOZ
has been incorporated into Heber, Daniel, and Charleston jurisdictions. The largest black oval in the image above represents the
outer boundaries of the existing AOZ.

Austin Corry indicated that the determination issue on this item is whether or not code sections 16.19 (Airport Overlay Zone)
should be amended to comply with House Bill 206 from the Utah legislative session. This determination is a legislative decision to
be made by the Wasatch County Council after receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission.

Austin Corry then indicated that, based on the analysis and findings in the staff report, Planning Staff is of the opinion that
referencing federal code requirements is a benefit to ensuring thorough reviews for compliance with applicable laws. Therefore, it
is recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation of the proposed code text amendment based on
the findings that have been included in the planning staff report.

Austin Corry also went over the purpose and intent of the proposal: Wasatch County Code 16.02.05 requires that amendments to
Title 16 “shall not be made except to promote more fully the objectives and purposes of the general plan and this title”. As stated,
proposed amendments should be consistent with the purpose and objectives of the chapter or section being amended. The purpose
outlined in the AOZ is quoted here:
16.19.01: PURPOSE
A.  The purpose of establishing the airport overlay zone (AOZ) is to establish regulations for any future airport
development that may be constructed in the County; and to see that said development is constructed in locations
that will harmonize with the surrounding area with respect to topography siting, noise and hazards. The airport
overlay zone (AOZ) is to ensure safety in the operation of the airport.

The proposal in front of you is to basically strike the language where it is being repeated and just reference the federal regulation
codes.

Austin Corry then went through the proposed findings:
1. The Utah State Legislature enacted HB206 in 2023 affecting Utah Code 17-27a-501 and 72-10-403, Airport zoning

regulations.
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2. HB206 requires the County to, by December 31, 2024, adopt regulations that require compliance with 14 CFR 77.

3. County code currently complies with 14 CFR 77, but referencing the code offers ability to reduce language and ensure
compliance should 14 CFR 77 be amended.

4.  The County sees no prevailing public interest that would suggest the amendment as proposed would harm the health,
general welfare, and safety of the inhabitants of Wasatch County.

Commission Comments

Commissioner Daniel Lyman asked a question regarding 16.19.02 if that changed it from the definition to the boundary? Does that
mean that CFR Chapter defines the boundaries for our airport? Austin Corry replied that was a clean-up item because the
definition didn’t clearly state where our overlay zone really was but that is how we were applying it and if it falls in any of these
surfaces that we were defining, it is in the overlay zone. Commissioner Daniel Lyman asked if that will change from what we see
on the map? Austin Corry replied no, so the map will remain the same. Basically, what it did is it struck all the various definitions
of the surfaces and it just said, if it is on those surfaces it is in the overlay zone and the surfaces are described in that CFR 77.

Commissioner Wendell Rigby asked, are we assuming that you coordinated with Heber City, and the airport department and they
understand what we are doing? Austin Corry replied that he did not coordinate with them. Nothing here changes anything as far as
the airport operations and how we are regulating the airport overlay zone right now. It is literally just striking the stuff where we
were quoting CFR 77 and just saying that we are just going to follow CFR 77 which the airport has to do as well. Primarily what
that 14 CFR 77 does is it talks about landing zones and approach angles and height restrictions if you are going to develop in the
zone. We don’t have a whole lot in the County that is even in that area anymore. When the overlay zone was originally created
Daniel wasn’t incorporated as a township. It is really making no change other than making sure that we are compliant with the
state code requirement.

Public Comment

Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker then opened the hearing up for public comment and there was none so the public comment period
was closed.

Motion
Commissioner Doug Grandquis made a motion that we go ahead and recommend to the Wasatch County Council
adoption of the Airport Overlay Zone Code Text Amendment consistent with the staff analysis along with the
proposed findings.

Commissioner Kimberly Cook seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:
AYE: Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker, Kimberly Cook, Daniel Lyman, Doug Hronek, Doug Grandquis, Wendell

Rigby
NAY: None
ADJOURNMENT

Motion
Commissioner Doug Grandquis made a motion to adjourn.
Commissioner Kimberly Cook seconded the motion.
The motion carries with the following vote:
AYE: Chair Pro Tem Scott Brubaker, Kimberly Cook, Daniel Lyman, Doug Hronek, Doug Grandquis, Wendell

Rigby
NAY: None
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Meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

SCOTT BRUBAKER/CHAIR PRO TEM
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Agenda Item: The Crossings at Lake Creek |, LLC requests a Plat...
BY
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WASATCH

C O UNTY

Item 1 - Crossings Phase1lLotC

Plat Amendment
Project: DEV-8218 | Crossings Phase 1 Lot C Applicant: Crossings at Lake Creek I, LLC
Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 Address: 340 S. Lindsay Hill Rd.
Report Date: 3 June 2024 Existing Land Use: Open Space
Report Author: Austin Corry, Assistant Director Existing Plat: 47 ERUs on 78.98 ac
Council Action Required: Yes Proposed Amendment: Boundary of Lot C
Type of Action: Administrative Related Applications: n/a

DETERMINATION ISSUE

Whether or not the proposed amendment meets the standards for ‘good cause’ as required by Utah Code Annotated
§17-27a-609 and other applicable ordinances governing the land use in Wasatch County. This determination is an
administrative decision to be made by the Wasatch County Council.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis in this staff report, it appears that the proposal can be compliant with applicable laws. Therefore,
it is recommended that the Planning Commission RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the proposed Plat Amendment based on
the findings and subject to the conditions as presented in the staff report.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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BACKGROUND

The applicant is in the process of seeking final approval to develop phase 11 of the The Crossings at Lake Creek master
development. In the course of making application, the DRC identified that the applicant was attempting to plat new lots
over area that is currently recorded as open space Lot C in The Crossings at Lake Creek Phase | that was recorded by plat
in March 2005. The project has a lengthy history of multiple phases, development agreements, and a settlement
agreement. Relevant to this particular request would be the requirements for open space and recreational amenity
improvements recorded in the development agreement. The applicant is seeking to amend lot C of the plat in order to
adjust the boundaries in a way that removes the portion of the lot where the proposed Phase 11 overlaps and to add to
the Lot C areas of un-platted ground shown for a future unbuilt phase of the project. The result would be an open space
lot that is the same acreage as the current lot, but in a slightly different configuration.

Wasatch County Code requires notice to be sent to all property owners within the plat, as well as property owners
within 500 feet of the requested plat amendment. Wasatch County Code 16.01.05 identifies who the land use authority
is depending on the scope of the proposed amendment. Since the proposal does not qualify as a Minor Plat Amendment
under the definitions specified in Wasatch County Code, the request is required to be heard by the County Council. At
the time of this report, no objections have been received in response to the notices sent.
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PURPOSE AND INTENT

The subject property was originally developed under the 1997 land use code that permitted performance developments
in the RA-1 zone that accommodated bonus densities and variable lot sizing in exchange for performance criteria such as
open space and recreational amenities. While a plat amendment would typically not fall under the vested rights
entitlement of the overall master development, the consideration of the context would be important when analyzing
whether or not good cause exists to grant the amendment. The purpose outlined in the RA-1 zone is quoted (in part)
below:

16.08.01: PURPOSE

A. The purpose of this section is to encourage rural densities in accordance with the general plan.
Subdivision design should preserve natural or prominent features of the site first, and laying out the
lots after the portions of the site worth preserving are addressed. The residential-agricultural zone
(RA-1) is established to preserve the high quality of life for the citizens of Wasatch County by allowing
residential development near the incorporated areas, while maintaining the rural atmosphere of
Wasatch County.

B. The specific intent in establishing this residential-agricultural zone (RA-1) is to promote the protection
of natural resource areas, prominent features of the site, farmland and other large areas of open land,
while permitting residential development at low, rural densities. The intent of the code is to increase
lot sizes as development moves away from incorporated areas and maintain, as much as possible, the
rural character of the County. Specific objectives are as follows:

1. Provide a place in the county where residential dwellings may be constructed as a transition
from population centers to more rural agricultural uses.

5. To maintain and protect Wasatch County's rural character by providing options to preserve
important landscape elements, including those areas containing unique and environmentally
sensitive natural features, such as stream corridors, wetlands, groundwater, floodplains,
ridgelines, geologic hazard areas, steep slopes and natural areas by allowing options for
preserving them.

6. To promote a rural feeling along county roads by requiring larger setbacks and allowing
cluster options and the possibility of open space along roads in specified areas.

7. To provide the option in specified areas for the development of varied lot sizes in clustered,
single-family, low density residential uses, allowing the potential for large areas of
permanently protected open space.

9. To promote active and passive recreational use of open space by residents of a cluster
development or by the public.

10. To provide opportunities for open space and or regional trails in existing developments.
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KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER

e Compliance with zoning requirements, including supplementary development standards.

e Compliance with recorded development agreements.

Compliance with UCA §17-27a-609, and including WCC 16.04.02 definition of good cause.

STAFF ANALYSIS

— LAND USE AND DENSITY —

The proposed amendment does not include any requests that would affect the density of the platted Phase 1
subdivision. The amendment would adjust the configuration of an open space parcel but maintain the same
acreage as currently platted. This reconfiguration would allow the area removed from the boundary to be
utilized in a future phase of the master development. The applicant has made an application for phase 11 that

would use this area, but that proposal is still in the review stages of the process awaiting a resubmittal from the
applicant to address code compliance issues with the proposal.
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— RECREATIONAL TRAIL AMENITY —

The original development plat, recorded in 2005, included a commitment from the developer to construct an
asphalt trail running north/south through the parcel. To date, this trail has not been constructed. As part of this
proposal, the applicant would be subject to bonding and reinforcing their commitment to construct the trail.

- GOOD CAUSE -

UCA §17-27a-609 allows the County to approve a plat amendment if the County finds that: (a) there is good
cause for the vacation, alteration, or amendment; and (b) no public street, right-of-way, or easement has been
vacated or altered. Wasatch County Code 16.04.02 has defined “good cause” as follows:

16.04.02: DEFINITIONS

GOOD CAUSE: Providing positive benefits and mitigating negative impacts, determined on a case-by-case
basis to include such things as: providing public amenities and benefits, resolving existing issues and non-
conformities, addressing issues related to density, promoting excellent and sustainable design, utilizing best
planning and design practices, preserving the character of the neighborhood and of Wasatch County and
furthering the health, safety, and welfare of Wasatch County.

The Development Review Committee has reviewed the plat amendment and finds the proposal is ready for the
Council to determine if “good cause” exists as required by State Law. It is believed that the modifications to the
boundaries are insignificant and do not contradict the current development requirements. The construction of
the missing trail amenity is a positive benefit to resolve the existing issue of incomplete infrastructure.

— PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY OR EASEMENTS -

The proposal does not impact any public street or right-of-way access.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

This proposal has been reviewed by the various members of the Development Review Committee (DRC) for compliance
with the respective guidelines, policies, standards, and codes. A report of this review has been attached in the exhibits.
The Committee has forwarded the item for Planning Commission review and recommendation.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move to forward a Recommendation for Approval to the County Council for Item 1 consistent with the findings and
subject to the conditions presented in the staff report.

— FINDINGS -
1. The subject property is a 7.54 acre open space lot part of The Crossings at Lake Creek master development.
2. The development agreement requires that the applicant provide 20% open space for the project.

3. The proposed boundary adjustment reconfigures the 7.54 acre open space lot, but maintains the same acreage.
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4. The application includes a portion of the trail plan consistent with the development agreement for a public trail
connecting throughout the master development.

5. Good cause for the amendment exists to resolve the completion of the trail committed to in 2005 with no other
significant alteration to the open space acreage currently provided.

6. No public or private roads are being vacated as part of this plat amendment.

7. The Development Review Committee has reviewed the technical requirements of the proposed project and
determined the project is ready for decision by the Land Use Authority.

8. The proposal is consistent with Utah Code §17-27a-609.

— CONDITIONS -

1. The trail improvements shall be completed or bonded for prior to plat recording. If bonded, the construction of
the trail shall be completed in accordance with the bond agreement timelines.

2. The trail plans presented for the engineering construction permit shall include all areas of the trail, including the
crossing of the stream, in compliance with County code.

3. Allissues raised by the DRC shall be resolved to the satisfaction of the applicable review department in

accordance with applicable standards.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

The following is a list of possible motions the Planning Commission can take. If the action taken is inconsistent with the
recommended findings listed in the staff report, the Planning Commission should state new findings.

1. Recommendation for Approval. This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the Preliminary
Plan request is compliant as proposed with Wasatch County Code and all other applicable laws.

2. Recommendation for Approval with Conditions. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels
comfortable that remaining issues can be resolved prior to final approval. *This action would be consistent with
the staff analysis. *

3. Continue. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission needs additional information before rendering a
decision, if there are issues that have not been resolved, or if the application is not complete.

4. Recommendation for Denial. This action can only be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposal
does not meet the ordinance or that the application is insufficient to comply with applicable law.

NEXT STEPS

If the requested plat amendment is approved, the applicant will need to satisfy any conditions, if applicable, and can
deliver a mylar plat to the planning office for recording. Actions must be taken to further pursue the approval with
reasonable diligence as outlined in Wasatch County Code 16.01.16.

If the requested plat amendment is denied, there is no further action required. If the applicant desires to request an
alternative plan for approval, it will need to be made as a new application.

Any person adversely affected by a final decision made by the Land Use Authority can be appealed under the provisions
outlined in Wasatch County Code 2.02.02.
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Exhibit A — Letter of Request

August 14, 2023

To whom it may concern,

We would like to submit for a plat amendment for The Crossings at Lake Creek Phase 1,
more specifically, “Lot C” of the open space contained within the Phase 1 boundary. This
amendment has been contemplated and discussed with the planning staff and the
Crossings HOA Board since shortly after the phase was recorded in March 2005. Until
recently, this hasn't been a pressing issue fo resclve. Lot C borders the Phase 1 boundary
line, as such a plat amendment was deemed the best option by us and the planning staff.
The intent to realign the boundary was also captured in an HOA Board Resolution (“Exhibit
A"} when all other open space parcels were transferred over to the HOA. We feel that this
resolution and as Declarant for the project we aren’t subjected to the 500" rule as we have
and will continue to work directly with the HOA Management Board. All land involved is
owned by related entities which the Declarant controls or has agreements in place that
allow for this.

When the Lot C boundary was initially drawn, it did not take into account the detention
basin that was required for Phase 1, 4, 13 and 14. Ideally this detention basin should have
been within the boundaries of Lot C but that wasn’t the case due to the physical constraints
and elevations. This basin was built completely outside of the plat boundaries. Additionally,
the eastern border of Lot C, which is mostly straight lines, never took info account the
topography or the Lindsay Spring/Pole Ditch flowline. This plat amendment looks 1o fix that
by adjusting the shape of Lot C to follow the topographical contours more appropriately
and also to include as much of the detention basin as possible while keeping the size the
same (+/-7.54 acres total size). The Amended Lot C will have the same use, size, and water
allocation as on the Phase 1 recorded plat, only the shape will change.

The current allocated water is as follows and will remain the same following the
amendment. As such, we don't expect to need additional water board approval or a
water action report. All the imigation usage is monitored by Twin Creeks and Lake Creek
Irigation and the irigation system and usage is managed by The Crossings HOA as part of

SSA-1.
Phase Lot Lot Size Lot Size Imigated | Imigated Ir. Water
Number | (sq ft) (ac) Area (sf) | Area [ac) | Allocated
(af)
1 0s-C 328,378 754 224918 5.16 15.49

*per Phase 1 recorded plat
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Please see the following exhibits

A. HOA Board Resolution

CURRENT Phase 1 Plat

CURRENT Phase 1 Lot C Detail

Amended Lot C

Cumrent and Amended Lot C Comparison

moQoWw

Thank you,
The Crossings at Lake Creek Development Team

Tracey, Logan and Cole Cannon including The Crossings at Lake Creek |, LLC, TLC
Investment Enterprises, LLC, Cloverstone Funding, LLC, Cannon Development Co.
LLC.
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RESOLUTION AND TRANSFER AGREEMENT
1egarding

THE CROSSINGS AT LAKE CREEK HOME OWNERS
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Tracey Camnnon (the “Declarant) and the CROSSINGS AT LAKE CREEK HOME
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. (the “HOA™), being signed by all the board members of the
HOA. do by this resolution (“Reselufion™) consent to take the following actions and adopt the

following resolutions on this i (the “Effecrive Dare™).
Bih day of May 2021

WHEREAS, the Declarant has built the open space known as Pareels A, B, C. D E F. G, H, 1. 1.
K, and L {the “Open Space™);

WHEREAS, the Declarant has pernutted the HOA residents to enjoy the use of the Open Space
since the time it was completed;

WHEREAS, the Open Space 15 delineated on the plats of the Crossings at Lake Creek;
WHEREAS, Open Space deeds were prepared and sagned i 2013 but lost and not recorded;

WHEREAS, the Crossings Development Azreements require Wasatch Connty to sign off on the
written transfer agreement;

WEHEREAS, Wasatch County has approved this transfer agreement subject to: a) Developer
providing executed Open Space Deeds for parcels A-L, approved by Wasarch County as
compliant with the Development Agreement; b those deeds being recorded, ¢) HOA releasing
the County from obligations associated with the open space and the transfer of maintenance
obligations and d) this Pesolution and Transfer Agreement being executed: and

WEHEREAS, the Declarant and the HOA desire to document ratify all the actions of the HOA
board and Declarant smee the Interim Per.od:

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Declarant and the HOA hereby approve the
tollowing resolution:

1. The recitals above are explicitly made a part of this Resolution.
2. The HOA hereby acecepts responsibility to maintain, regulate. and insure the Open Space.

3. The HOA hereby waives any claim to contribution for the amounts the HOA has incurred
through the Effective Date for maintaining. regulating, and insuring the Open Space. For

Page1of3
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the avoidanee of doubt, thus walver 1s for any costs the HOA has meunred from the Open
Space although the deeds were not previously recorded.

4. The Declarant hereby waives any ¢laims it mught have to rent from the HOA s use of the
Orpen Space through the Effective Date. For the avoidance of doubt, the Declarant has no
rights of rexmbursement for Open Space expenses incwred through the Effective Date.

5. The HOA acezpts the Open Space AS-IS with no express or imphed warranties.

6. For open space parcels A-L. the HOA releases Wasatch County for all obligations related
to: a) sign off on the improvements being installed per the plans, b} any maintenance
bonds as the HOA is fully operational and capable of fulfilling its maintenance

obligations, and ¢) signing off on this transfer agreement.

7. The Declarant and the HOA will work together to finalize the recordation of the deeds in
collaboration with Wasatch Couaty.

8. Prior to recordation the Declarant and the HOA will work together to finalize the updated
legal descrption for Lot C of the Open Space to include more of the cxisting detention
pond without changing the total existing acreage (£7.54 acres).

9. Miscellaneons.

a. The HOA and the Declarant shall cooperate to file and record any documents
needed to achieve the intention of this Resolution.

b. This Resolution may be executed in as many counterparts as necsssary or
convenicnt and counterparts, when so executed, shall be deemed an enginal but
all such counterparts shall constitute but onc and the same agrecment.

Signature Page Follows

PageZof 3
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N WITNESS WHEREQF, the Declarant and HOA approve the foregoing Resolution as of the

Effective Date above,

DECLARANT: HOA Boarp MEMBERS:

T cem T

Tracey Cannon s, qn 72024

05706 /2021

.‘f'? Wasden

By:

05707 /2021

==l

By

05 /08 F 2021

%y/;

By:

05717 12021

i

By:

05 /17 r 2021

Page 3 of 3
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Exhibit B — Existing Subdivision Plat
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LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 3 SOUTH AND THE NORTH HALF OF
SECTION F TOWNSHIF 4 SOUTH ALL W RANGE 5 DAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

GENERAL NOTES

LENDER'S CONSENT TO RECORD

I This Piol & sebject to ol cerfain Moster Declorolion of Covenan's, Condilions
ang ﬂﬂlh:nms far h: I.’,‘msmg: ol n’.ﬂe Creek, recorded
Entey Mo, _______. i Book ____, ol Page _

fry Mo,
Recarder’s O¥fice, oz Ilhe same may be ameeded tram time fo tine e \Dxmnw"‘)

2 [als 101-147 ore subject fa secondary irigetion sequisemente, The area of sach
Lot fhol con be irigofed olemg with the amount of woler oliocaled fo eoch Lof is
oo the. Sacandony imigation. Tabis hown an Shewt 5 o & of s Pl

1 e Crossings of Loke Cresk Mome Owners Assacialion wi hoid fee (e lo Open
Soaze dubs AT URY DN 00 NPT g BN i o cecaete ronussones
inglnuminl.

4. Lal Purchosers see Sheet & of 6 for Notes fo Purchosers.

5 uGwimam font buiiing selbecks fram right-of -way Gaes are S0 feel secenl for
Lot 107. 108 0. and 117 whick ore 20 feel gz per the Masler Deciarafion

FOUNMUFY LNE AGREERENT
BOBK BI5 pAGE 172 \\

SN STAR L.
UK M2 PARE J0T

Shoot W, 3

6 el portian of Lot "B east of Lot 125 ond odjsining the Elulh preperly i
subjai! o on gccess ogreement doled Morch T, E‘DOJ batween LT investment
Enferprises LLC, o dinn W, Biuth ond Hory Buth,

7 The Ridge Line Elevolions depicled on Lols 112-116 are based on ihe found
brass cop d bench mork wilh oo sievolion of 596379 fest, iocoted af the
norihposl comer of Lot 118 of The Crassings af (ake Cresk Fhage Ne | ond the
nortnwest comer of Lot I of Hden Meooows piol as recorded in Book 8 of
Fages 559-568 of the Wasolch Counfy records. See Mosler Declration ond Neles T
Furghasers an Sheet & of 5.

UNPBLFS PELL AL SUpmMSON
BOGK 212 PAGE EF)-280

ar 3

AL i Ao ey BT
BOOK SOF PAGE 047

KEVIN AND CHEREL LA
BOGE 380 PAGE 381
"*-._IJ_ m; mﬂm BOSK A8F PAGE #a)

! '
r

NV TMENT_ENTERPRIES, LIC.
LA = .

'y

Fanie J

| va7 176
-~ -
= sen
- __/ Lat "
— TG AhESTHENT eithrmses, LG
O A0E PAGE JiI0
Lo WVESTMENT ENTERPRISER, LLC
BOK 305 PAGE 797
|
Cmi\mrmg 4! Lots 49,076 Acres |14 R ——— i .
Contafig, €, ‘P"’ %F"" [ oK 577 PAGE 73
I..-Aw a\g Jt lr» * ) 17.;5 Acres || Waesaheh Gy 'f"‘""‘a R ————
s I iwmfjhsm dsy oF murch, ;’s“sv.m

Tota! Acreoge: 739@1 .nm-s B gsiteh Colaty Planmng lm e

| | LSRR, AR S by nu-... aﬂ Cimsstimen

KNOWN ALL MEW BY THESE PRESENTS:
e wndersigned TLC, investimen! Enterprises LLE ond Trocay
W Comeen (Lender') i Mhe frustee ond beneficiory under thaf
cerfoin Dmed of Tres! dofed Avgus! 18, 2004 ond cecorded in
the efficiol records of Wasatch Counly, Ulah as Ernly Wo.
zruﬂmaw& 08, of Poge FI7. whick Deed of Trust
erty fegoly describad in this mor Lander

-‘:!vva\'ar cuﬂmfa fo the cocovdafien of s Fal
sekncwedges mrmmbwwwmmhmd

irvafter ings 0! Loke

the
subordingtes its anlerest in the pubhc roads fo fhe pobic
forever.

DATED this. ﬂ_m o ignm‘mﬁ. 2005,
Lander: T.LE. hmmm:/?mw

e Generni Mangger { 7

Lender: Tracey M. Connow Indivi
LENDER'S ACKNOMEDGHEN
STATE OF UTaH )

COUNTY OF (gnsaddeln, )

On this_ skl oy of_ Tnwubey __AD, 2005, thers
personaly appeared hefors me, BA Lppge,  who
Baing By me auly seom, did wy_feohfz/s,_u

Th_ 5.

thal said Piot wos sigresd on bwhall af said enlity by ulhonty
of is i3 briows or @ esoiian of s boord of directars ond
“Sad pErEBa kmm by e hat soid aafity sxpculed the

o : :. nam?’ﬁ; E
_—__mmwmw

GIATE OF uldn

-.u.
e or Ldasaiel )

o thin 1 ooy of mtrw 2004, there
pwmnquenmmma_mum _—
-'uwo,mamysmnmmimhe/mum
. Of The Crossings ol Loke Cresk
L LLE. !nNM%rmmedm.ﬁ.\ly
by autharily of i aperating ogresmend, and soid
ccknowiedged ta me thol sail enlity evclnd e sart

W&Sﬂw—

LEGEND:

b= Pramset v e
L] Strest Manumont fa fa Set
- Stondord Lounke Sanvey Morment

mmmu-mrmw
s mmms gt Fant Lot Lne s 10 e oz rated

S—————m—— Y L
—— - s ecten tiw
ot (i
e g Smee Lo
e 1]
__________ g Satbacks

mmmm e mmm——— - Easemenl Liv

T Dt e o

fnswmsent Awor

mw of (ks Creak Mo
kn Assorialion avdar suaigns

St ir 4
[u

3 June 2024

ltem Page 13 of 17

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — ITEM 1 (DEV-8218)

Page | 13 of 17

Packet Page Number:19



Exhibit C — Proposed Amended Plat
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Exhibit D — Site Plan
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Exhibit E — DRC Report

REVIEW CYCLE STATUS: READY FOR DECISION

Project comments have been collected from reviewers for the above noted review cycle and compiled for your
reference below. Please review the comments and provide revised plans/documents if necessary. Resubmittals
must include a plan review response letter outlining where requested changes and corrections can be found. Failure
to provide such a letter will result in the project being returned to you.

When uploading revisions please name your documents exactly the same as it was previously uploaded.
Revision numbers and dates are automatically tracked. There is no need to re-upload documents that
aren’t being changed. DO NOT DELETE documents and then upload new ones.

Once you have addressed all of your items and successfully uploaded your revisions, be sure to re-submit your
project for review. Resubmittal must be made through the portal in order to receive official review. Projects requiring
Planning Commission approvals or recommendations will not be placed on a planning commission agenda until all
DRC reviewers have recommended the item to move forward.

MAG Heginnal Trail Planner Ready for Decision
Assessor's Office Ready for Decision
Engineering Department Ready for Decision
Planning Department Ready for Decision

Approved = Reviewing entity has approved the project under consideration of their applicable codes. Any open comments are considered
conditions of the entities recommendation.

Ready for Decision = Reviewing entity recommends the project move forward to a Planning Commission meeting (it applicable). Any open
comments are considered conditions of the entities recommendation.

Changes Required = Reviewing entity has identified an issue(s) that needs to be resohved before recommending the project move forward.

Mo Action = Reviewing entity has not taken any action for the review oycle.

Project ID: DEV-8218 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - May 14, 2024 Page 10of 3
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OVERALL PROJECT COMMENTS

DRC Project Comments

Comment ID Entity Comment

DRC-EMG2 ENG - Engineering The trail plans need to be presented for DRC review. After review
and approval, and before the mylar can be signed, a subdivision
construction permit will need to be obtained and bonding put in
place for the trail construction. The subdivision construction
permit and bonding from the previous comment will be required
prior to engineering's signature.

DRC-ENG3 EMG - Engineering Engineer's Estimate will be reviewed further at submittal for
canstruction permit.

PROJECT DOCUMENT SHEET COMMENTS BY REVIEWING ENTITY

DRC - Assessor Office

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment

| DRC-ASR1 02b - Amended Plat | Assessor recommends the lot be designated as common area
instead of an open space lot to avoid the risk of a potential tax
sale later down the road.

DRC - Engineering Dept

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment

DRC-ENG2 The trail plans need to be presented for DRC review. After review
and approval, and before the mylar can be signed, a subdivision
construction permit will need to be obtained and bonding put in
place for the trail construction. The subdivision construction
permit and bonding from the previous comment will be reguired
prior to engineering's signature.

DRC-ENG3 Engineer's Estimate will be reviewed further at submittal for
construction permit.

DRC — Planning Dept

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment

DRC-PLNS Other - Trail Plan Bonding and construction of the trail in accordance with the trail
plan will be required.

DRC-PLNG Other - Engineers The final estimate will need to include revegetation of the

Cost Estimate disturbed areas from grading activities.

DRC-PLN? Other - Trail Plan Trail will need to include the weed barrier underneath per WCC
standard detail.

DRC-PLNS Other - Trail Plan | don't see any details about the culvert and how the trail

relates. The grading plan fails to show finish grade at the culvert
area. The engineering permit will need to validate compliance.

Project |D: DEV-8218 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - May 14, 2024 Page 2 of 3
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Agenda Item: Discussion and possible recommendation of Ordinance...
BY
(¢ R N 4 .
< (7

< »
2 ¢

WASATCH

C O UNTY

Item 2 — Discussion and possible recommendation of Ordinance 24-04 a request by Rhett Riding for an amendment
to Wasatch County Code §16.21.28(C)(3)(2) in order to reduce the setback distance of cellular towers from
residential or commercial properties from 1,000 feet to 100 feet in the Mountain (M) zone as well as other code
changes and updates proposed to be included in this code amendment (DEV-9172; Doug Smith).

Project: DEV-9172 | cell tower code amendment Council Action Required: Yes
Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 Type of Action: Legislative

Report Date: 4 June 2024 Applicant: Rhett Riding

Report Author: Doug Smith Affected Code Section(s): 16.21.28

DETERMINATION ISSUE

Whether or not code section 16.21.28 (Telecommunication code), should be amended with a number of changes made
including updated language and requirements and clarifying language that cellular towers can be located closer to
residential areas with requirements.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis and findings in this staff report, the Planning Staff is of the opinion that the code should be
amended.

Planning Commiission Staff Report
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BACKGROUND

The applicant is proposing to amend the regulations of 16.21.28 entitled “Telecommunication”. The applicant’s intent is
to allow cell towers to be located closer than 1,000 feet to residential property lines. The code was originally adopted in
2003 and has had a few amendments since that time. The intent of the code is to locate cell towers and antenna
facilities as discreetly as possible. To do this the code has a hierarchy of location priorities.

16.21.28 (C) states the following:

Location; Priority of Antenna Site Locations: CMRS telecommunications antennas shall be located as unobtrusively as is
reasonably possible. To accomplish this goal, the provider shall create stealth facilities and make a good faith effort to
locate antennas on sites in the following order of priority (paraphrased):

1. Atthe same location where another facility is located.

2. Lawfully existing buildings or structures in a P-160 in a non-residential area or a mountain zone at least 1,000 feet
from a residential area or in a commercial area.

3. Monopoles in the P-160 in a non-residential area, M (Mountain) zones 1,000 feet from a residential area or in a
commercial zone or residential zone on property used for a multi-family dwelling.

4. Co-location is required.

The existing code language and other language in the code is confusing and contradictory. Although the amendment
proposed by the applicant would have been easy to fix it was determined that there should be additional changes made
to the code. The intent to have a hierarchy of acceptable locations is still a priority.

Writing ordinances is difficult. A planner is not an expert on telecommunications standards. It is almost impossible to
consider all the potential proposals that could arise that may or may not be covered by this ordinance.

CODE AMENDMENT PURPOSE AND INTENT

Wasatch County Code 16.02.05 requires that amendments to Title 16 “shall not be made except to promote more fully
the objectives and purposes of the general plan and this title.” As stated, proposed amendments should be consistent
with the purpose and objectives of the chapter or section being amended. The purpose outlined in the
telecommunication section of the code and the proposed language are similar. Below is the existing purpose language of
the telecommunication section of the code.

16.21.28 Purpose: The purposes of this section are:

a. To regulate telecommunications services, CMRS antennas and support
structures, and related electronic equipment and equipment structures;

b. To provide for the orderly establishment of CMRS telecommunications
facilities in the county;

c. To minimize the number of antenna support structures by encouraging the
collocation of multiple antennas on a single structure, and by encouraging the
location of antennas on preexisting support structures;

d. To establish siting, appearance and safety standards that will help mitigate
potential impacts related to the construction, use and maintenance of
telecommunications CMRS facilities;

4 June 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — ITEM 2 (DEV-9172) Page |2 of 18
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e. Tocomply with the telecommunications act of 1996 by establishing regulations
that:

1. Do not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally
equivalent services;

2. Do not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of
telecommunications CMRS services;

3. Are not based on any claimed environmental effects of radio frequency
emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the federal
communication commission regulations concerning such emissions.

KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER

e Isit appropriate to allow cell towers closer than 1,000 feet to a residential property line?

e The code is contradictory and requires 1,000 feet from a residential area in several sections and a setback of
115% of the height of the tower to a residential property line in another.

e Should lesser setbacks be allowed so that cell tower locations are more flexible?

e |s the premise of the code to have a hierarchy of locations and options still appropriate?

e None of the codes in the neighboring areas require a setback of 1,000 feet to residential areas. The next closest
is 200’ or 300% of tower height.

e Canthe updates be considered to be a benefit to the health, safety and welfare of residents and visitors?

STAFF ANALYSIS

-CODE INCONSISTENCIES- As Mentioned there are inconsistencies with the regulations regarding setback from
residential areas and or property lines as you can see from the below code sections.

C. Location; Priority of Antenna Site Locations: CMRS telecommunications antennas shall be located as
unobtrusively as is reasonably possible. To accomplish this goal, the provider shall create stealth facilities and
make a good faith effort to locate antennas on sites in the following order of priority:

1. At the same location where another CMRS facility is already located; or

2. Lawfully existing buildings, structures and antenna support structures; provided, that the buildings,
structures or support structures are either:

a. Located in the P-160 (preservation) zone in a nonresidential area; or

b. Located in the M (mountain) zone at least one thousand feet (1,000') from any residential area or
commercial area on property that is being used for nonresidential and noncommercial uses; or

4 June 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — ITEM 2 (DEV-9172) Page | 3 of 18
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c. Located in a commercial zone or a residential zone on property that is being used for a residential
building and is at least thirty five feet (35') in height.

3. Monopoles and guyed towers constructed on public or private property; provided, that the property is:

a. Located in the P-160 (preservation) zone in a nonresidential area; or

b. Located in the M (mountain) zone at least one thousand feet (1,000') from any residential area or
commercial area on property that is being used for nonresidential and noncommercial uses; or

c. Located in a commercial zone or a residential zone on property that is being used for a multi-family
residential building having eight (8) or more dwelling units and which is at least thirty five feet
(35') in height.

D, 4 Monopoles with No Platform or with a platform:

a. The maximum height of the monopole or monopole antenna shall be sixty feet (60'), although the approving
body may grant up to one hundred feet (100') if the location is not obtrusively visible from residential,
commercial and any resort areas of the county, and the applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
approving body that the additional height is necessary to obtain coverage or allow collocation, and the
applicant has taken all reasonable steps to mitigate adverse effects on the surrounding neighborhood. The
entire antenna structure mounted on the monopole shall not exceed three feet (3') in width.

b. Monopoles shall be set back a minimum of one hundred fifteen percent (115%) of the height of the monopole
from any residential lot line, measured from the base of the monopole to the nearest residential lot line.

Staff is proposing to use the above regulation in the code that requires a monopole to be setback 115% of the height of
the tower. This is more in line with what is typical of codes in the surrounding areas.

The proposed code language is attached as exhibit A. In short, the proposed code amendments address the following:

oukwnN

Changes references throughout the code section from CMRS facilities to Wireless Telecommunication
Facilities.

Deletes redundant definitions.

Adds that small wireless facilities are referred to in a separate code.

Deletes some of the application requirements.

Deletes requirement for a distance of 1,000 feet from a residential or commercial area.

Deletes regulations for monopoles with platforms and without platforms and just refers to monopoles
and their regulations.

Clarifies the zones where antenna structures are allowed to be located and what type of structures.

The proposed code follows the general intent of the existing code in that new facilities shall be located in the following
order of priority as a conditional use:

1. Co-locate where there are existing facilities (structures or poles).
2. Locate on existing buildings or structures in the P-160, M (Mountain), | (industrial), HS (Highway Services),
zones.
3. Locate on existing accessory structures, not including dwellings, on lots of 5-acres or more.
4. Locate on multi-family housing and hotels.
5. Locate on water tanks and other public infrastructure in residential zones.
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6. New Monopoles in the P-160, M, HS, or | Zones.

- GENERAL PLAN - The General Plan does not specifically mention cell towers. The only section that might be considered

to have impacts relating to cell towers, is to the language in the General Plan to “preserve ridgelines”. In some
situations, it is preferable to locate cell towers on a ridgeline to provide better coverage. This is contrary to the code
intent to preserve ridgelines as much as possible.

GOAL: Preserve the rural character of Wasatch County.

1.1.2 POLICY: Promote preservation of views and ridgelines from development as viewed from prominent
locations by prohibiting structures from encroaching above the ridgeline.

It may be difficult to balance cell reception with aesthetics and what if anything is compromised. We have allowed
towers on ridgelines.

-HIGHLIGHTS OF CODES IN NEIGHBORING COMMUNITIES - Below are highlights from codes in neighboring communities:

City/County | Setbacks from | Cell tower heights Separation Co- Other notes:
and name residential requirements | location
of code zone/area from other requirem
section towers ents?
Midway 200’ or 300% Up to 40’ without a special use | Yes. Up to Yes All towers must
City — of tower permit. Maximum of 60’ 2,000 feet do a stealth
Wireless height unless approved to be higher | depending design. Requires
Telecommu | whichever is by CC. on height. an inventory of all
nications greater. other cell towers
Commercial owned by the
zoning applicant within a
setbacks apply. 1-mile radius.
Park City — | Setbacks of Heights per underlying zone No. however, | Encourag | Conditional use
Telecommu | underlying except for roof mounted up to | a study ed permit for all
nication zone for main 10’ above flat roof with required to facilities but
Facilities structures. setback =/+ the height of show other limited in some
antenna. sites and the zones and historic
inability of areas. Allows for
the applicant 10’ roof mounted
to use those antennas on flat
sites whether roofs if setback a
towers or minimum of 10’
buildings.
Somewhat
similar to our
priority of
sites.
Summit 115% of tower | No more than 50" higher than | No. However | Yes. by Very brief code
County — height to height limits in the zone. independent | signed with little
Wireless property line. Requires co-location. review is agreeme | regulation.
Communic intended to nt Requires current
ations address this. FCC license. May
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require
independent
review. Same
language inserted
in our code.

Heber City | 115% of height | 35’ Yes. 2000’ Yes It looks like the

- of pole to any Wasatch County

Telecommu | residential lot code was used as

nication line. their template

Facilities

Wasatch 1,000 feet 60’ but up to 100’ if not visible | Yes 2,000 Yes Refers throughout

County — from from unless shown the code to CMRS

Telecommu | residential residential/commercial/resort | that closer facilities

nication area. areas. ins necessary (Commercial
Mobile Radio
Service) Other
codes do not.

— HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS — The following is provided from an FCC cell site:

Normal ground-level exposure is much less than the exposure that might be encountered if one were very close to the
antenna and in its main transmitted beam. Measurements made near typical cellular and PCS cell sites have shown that
ground-level power densities are well below the exposure limits recommended by RF/microwave safety standards used
by the FCC.

When cellular and PCS antennas are mounted on rooftops, RF emissions could exceed higher than desirable guideline
levels on the rooftop itself, even though rooftop antennas usually operate at lower power levels than free-standing
power antennas. Such levels might become an issue for maintenance or other personnel working on the rooftop.
Exposures exceeding the guidelines levels, however, are only likely to be encountered very close to, and directly in front
of, the antennas. In such cases, precautions such as time limits can avoid exposure in excess of the guidelines.
Individuals living or working within the building are not at risk.

— IMPACTS OF THE CHANGE —

The code will eliminate the 1,000-foot requirement for a cell tower to be located from a residential property line. The
code also clarifies specific zones where antenna support structures can be located. The updates do provide for greater
flexibility while still intending to decrease the impacts of the needed cell tower coverage in the County.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

The proposal was reviewed by the Development Review Committee (DRC) and there were no comments regarding the
proposed amendments from other departments/reviewers.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move to forward a Recommendation for Approval to the County Council for item 2 consistent with the findings and
recommended modifications presented in the staff report.

FINDINGS
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The proposed amendment eliminates the conflicts in the code between the different setback requirements for
monopoles and distances from residential property lines and areas.

The code continues with the intent to establish a hierarchy of location priorities.
The intent of the code is to allow telecommunication facilities to be located as unobtrusively as possible.
The proposed code better clarifies the zones where specific telecommunication sites can be located.

The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose and objectives statement for telecommunications
outlined in Section 16.21.28(A, 1)

The proposal does allow more flexibility with the location of antenna structures by allowing them to be closer to
residential property lines.

The Wasatch County Council, as the legislative body, has broad discretion for amendments to the Wasatch
County Code.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

The following is a list of possible motions the Planning Commission can take. If the action taken is inconsistent with the
recommended findings listed in the staff report, the Planning Commission should state new findings.

1. Recommendation for Approval. This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposed
code amendments are consistent and compatible with the General Plan.

2. Recommendation for Approval with Conditions. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels
comfortable that remaining issues can be resolved through conditions or modifications to the proposed text.

3. Continue. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission needs additional information before making a
recommendation, if there are issues that have not been resolved, or if the application is not complete.

4. Recommendation for Denial. This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposed code
amendment is not appropriate at this time and/or is not supported by the General Plan.

NEXT STEPS

If the requested code text amendment is approved, the applicant could proceed with a conditional use application for
the proposed cell tower.

EXHIBITS
Exhibit A — Proposed Code Text Amendment..................... 8
Exhibit B — Pictures of antenna structures in the County..15
Exhibit C— DRC REPOIt...cccvveeiiciiieeciree ettt ceree e eeiree e 17
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Exhibit A — Proposed Code Text Amendment

EXHIBIT A— PROPOSED AMENDMENT

1 16.21.28: WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES
2 A. General Provisions:
3 1. Puspese:The purposes of this section areis to:
4 a. TesRegulate wireless telecommunications services, E3RS-antennas and support
5 structures, and related electronic equipment and equipment structures _to the
6 extent permitted by the state of Utah and Federal law;
7 b. TFepProvide for the orderly establishment of wireless EMRS-telecommunications
8 facilities in the county:
9 ¢. TFemMinimize the number of antenna support structures by encouraging the
10 collocation of multiple antennas on a single structure, and by encouraging the
11 location of antennas on preexisting support structures:
12 d. TFe-eEstablish siting, appearance and safety standards that will help mitigate
13 potential impacts related to the construction, use and maintenance of wireless
14 telecommunications EMRSfacilities:
15 e. TesaAllow for appropriate service levels while mitigating the visual impacts of
16 telecommunication facilities.
17 f. TFeeComply with the telecommunications act of 1996 by establishing regulations
18 that:
19 (1) Do not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally
20 equivalent services:
21 (2) Do not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of wireless
22 telecommunications EMRBSfacilities and services:
23 (3) Are not based on any claimed environmental effects of radio frequency
24 emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the federal
25 communication commission regulations concerning such emissions.
26
27 2. Definitions: The following words shall have the described meaning when used in this
28 section, unless a contrary meaning is apparent from the context of the word:
29
30 ANTENNA: A transmitting or receiving device used in telecommunications that radiates
31 or captures radio signals.
32
33 ANTENNA SUPPORT STRUCTURES: Any structure that can be used for the purpose
34 of supporting an antenna.
35
36
37
38
39 WIRELESS TELECOMUNICATION EMRBS FACILITIES: Facilities for the provision
40 of transmitters, antennas, structures supporting antennas, and electronic equipment that is
41 typically installed in close proximity to a transmitter.
42
43
44
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45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53 COLLOCATION: The location of an antenna on an existing structure, tower or building
54 that 1s already being used or considered for antenna facilities of another.

55

56 GUYED TOWER: A tower that supports an antenna or antennas and requires guywires
57 or other stabilizers for support.

58

59 LATTICE TOWER: A self-supporting three (3) or four (4) sided, open steel frame

60 structure used to support telecommunications equipment.

61

62 MONOPOLE: A single, self-supporting, cylindrical pole, constructed without guy wires
63 or ground anchors, that acts as the support structure for antennas.

64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75 ROOF MOUNTED ANTENNA: An antenna or series of individual antennas mounted on
76 a roof, mechanical room or penthouse of a building.

77

| 78 STEALTH FACILITIES: EMRS-telecommunieations Facilities which have been

79 designed to be compatible with the natural setting and surrounding structures, and which
80 camouflage or conceal the presence of antennas and/or towers. This term includes, but 1s
81 not limited to. clock towers, church steeples, light poles, flagpoles, signs, electrical

82 transmission facilities, falseaux trees and water tanks.

83
84
85
86
87 WALL MOUNTED ANTENNA: An antenna or series of individual antennas mounted
83 on the vertical wall of a building or structure.

89

90 WHIP ANTENNA: An antenna that is cylindrical in shape. Whip antennas can be

91 directional or omnidirectional and vary in size depending on the frequency and gain for
92 which they are designed.

93

o4
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95 3. Applicability: This section applies to all wireless EMRS-telecommunications facilities
96 except for the following —Thisseetionshall notapplyto-the following types of
97 communications devices, that altheushthewmay be regulated by other county ordinances
a8 and policies:
a9 a. Small wireless facilities. although a conditional use. are regulated in 16.21.47.
100 a:b. Amateur Radio: Any tower or antenna owned and operated by an amateur radio
101 operator licensed by the federal communications commission.
102 b.c. Satellite: Any device designed for over the air reception of television broadeast
103 signals, multichannel, multipoint distribution service or direct satellite service.
104 e:d. Cable: Any cable television head end or hub towers and antennas used solely for
105 cable television services.
106 . Application Requirements: Any person desiring to develop, construct or establish a E8RS
107 wireless telecommunications facility is-the-esuntyrshall submit an application for a Conditional
108 Use Pemnt and Site Plan in comphancc w1th Section 16. 23 04, Thecountyshallnotconsiderthe
109 ap I the raquired cen-ineluded—In addition to the requirements
110 ef—th&Candmonal Use Permit appllcatlon reqmrcmcnts an application for wireless
111 telecommunication services shall also include the following:
112 lacaends e ha pedendento A st o oeng oo
113 serviee pes
114 AT AT
115 2.1. A map showing the site and the nearestall wireless telecommunications facility sites, with
116 detailed descriptions of those facilities, within a two fizre (52) mile radinsradius of the
117 proposed site, whether they belong to the applicant or to another:
118 2-2. Copies of all licenses and permits required by other agencies and governments with
119 _]urlsdwhon over thf: dcmgn, const:ructlon locatwn and operation of the antenna:
120 remadtoign o LELLEL FLL e = ) by mamyae 0 = LY.
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138 Fbeme AYE - S : Aot
139 explanation of how the applicant will comply w1th apphcablc requirements of subsection
140 C below regarding Leeatien: Priority Of Antenna Site Locations; subsection D below
141 1cgard111g Types Oof Antcnnas And Standards s&b&eehen—E—belex%reg&rdmg—Aéd&HEﬂal
142 3 He1s : baloy ardins-Safety—and subsection G-F below
143 wgardmg Site chulrcmcnts Thc cmmtv may. require the applicant to submit an impact
144 study from a gualified. third-party radio frequency engineer or the County mav hire a
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145 third-party engineer. to ensure that the proposed telecommunications facility
146 accomplishes the required. “order of priority” of location requirements as stated in this
147 title.
148 C. Leeation=DPriority Oof Antenna Site Locations: Wireless EMRStelecommunications facilities
149 antennasshall be located as unobtrusively as 1s reasonably possible.
150
151 Anv new wireless telecommunication facility, or addition or alteration fo an existing facility shall
152 and-make a good faith-effort to-locate antennas on sites in the following order of priority:
153 £-1. Co-locate on At-the same facility leeation-where another lawfully existing wireless
154 telecommunication EMRS-facility is already located—; or
155 9.2 Lawfully existing buildings. structures and antenna support structures; provided, that the
156 buildings, structures or support structures are either:
157 a. Located in the P-160 (preservation) zone not including dwellingsina
158 nonresidential area; or
159 b. Located in the M (mountam) zone not mcludmn dwcllmosat—lre&&t—eﬁe&eiﬁaﬂd
161 ' 2 i ' 4= 248
162 c. | Locatcd in an Industrlal nghwav SG‘I’VIC@S or eeﬁaﬂe%em-l—zeﬂ&er—a—fe&tdﬁt&a}
163 ZONEs-68-; andor
164 d. Residential zenes L ocated on existing residential accessory structures. not
165 including dwellings. on lots of five (5) acres or larger in a residential zone: ors
166 wretrrelndinedwelhnesexeepttor
167 e. Located on multi--stesfamily housing and hotels in compliance with this
168 section; andor
169 f  Water tanks and other public infrastructure structures in residential zones.-are-net
170 o M a A e 3 mrr e s mlieier S e
171 idential butldineand-is-atleastthirbfive fee in-heisht
172
173
174 16:3. Monopoles and-guyed towers proposed eenstrueted-on public or private property:
175 provided;that the prepertyis in the Preservation (P- 160] -er-Mountain (M) zone,
176 Highwav Servi ices ( HS) zone or the Indust:l 1al (I) zone.:
177 ] ] i at + s nonresidenti
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
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189

190 Tvpcs of Antennas and Standards ?wes—@ﬁh&teﬂﬂﬁﬁ—&ﬂd—smﬂdafds—%%—&eﬁte&
191 : seture—There are four fwe(54) general
192 types of antenna stmctures allowcd by thlS scctmn—aa—a—ee&ét&e&al—u&e—waHaa&e*mted—aﬂen&as—
193 5 : e es.with-aplatformandsenopelesvithout
194 a—p—l&t—feﬁﬂ— Thc minimum standards are as follows

195 1. Wall Mounted Antennas:

196 a. Wall mounted antennas may not extend above the roofline of the building or
197 extend more than four feet (4) horizontally from the face of the building.

198 b. The antennas. equipment and supporting structures shall be painted to match the
199 color of the background against which they are most commonly seen. Antennas
200 and the supporting structures on the building shall be architecturally compatible
201 with the building. Whip antennas are not allowed on a wall mounted antenna
202 structure.

203 c. The total area for wall mounted antennas and supporting structures on anv one
204 building shall not exceed the lesser of fifty (50) sqguare feet or four percent (4%)
205 of each exterior wall of the building.

206 2. Roof Mounted Antennas on multi-story buildings with flat roofs:

207 a. The maximum height of a roof mounted antenna shall be ten twebrefeet (120"
208 above the roofline of the building.

209 b. Roof mounted antennas shall be located at least ten fisefeet (10°5") from the
210 exterior wall of the building or whatever setback is deemed necessary so the
211 antenna is not visible from anv public or private richt of way.-

212 e-mountedon sk e

213

214

215

216 -

217 é-c. Roof mounted antennas, equipment and supporting structures shall be painted to
218 match the color of the background against which they are most commonly seen.
219 Antennas and supporting structures shall be architecturally compatible with the
220 bmldmg

221 - =

222

223

224 e b

225 4-3. Monopoles-With NePlatform:

226 a. The maximum height of the monopole or monopole antenna shall be sixty feet
|227 (60", although the approving body may grant a total height of up to one hundred
228 feet (100") if the location is not obtrusively visible from residential, commercial

1229 and any part of the JSPA area resertareasof the county, and the applicant has
230 demonstrated to the satisfaction of the approving body that the additional height
231 1s necessary to obtain coverage or allow collocation, and the applicant has taken
232 all reasonable steps to mitigate adverse effects on the surrounding neighborhood.
233 a anbire antenns I Sepag— nte a a5 ayaae hraa fas
234 S :
235 b. Monopoles shall be set back a minimum of one hundred fifteen percent (115%)
236 of the height of the monopole from any residential lot line, measured from the
237 base of the monopole to the nearest residential lot line.
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238 c.  Monopoles, antennas and related support structures may be required to shattbe
239 painted a neutral color or a color to match the background against which they are
240 most commonly seen.
~a1 d - L . - .
242 thﬂtEfFagﬂm:s_shall be dCSl gned wﬁ-hm—the—eeuﬁh%e—aa—to allow for collocahon
243 where practicable. Anv conditional use permit for anv facilityies mav have a be
244 conditicned s thc e et e b I,o allow collocation of other
245 = s :
246 e. Mononclcs and tOWClS shall be locatcd at least two thousand fect (2.000" from
247 each other, except upon a showing of necessity by the applicant, or upon a
248 findinge bv the county that a closer distance would adequately protect the health
249 safetv and welfare of the community and/or the shorter distance will be more
250 wisibly screened in a particular instance
251 £ Monopoles shall not be allowed on ridgelines unless it can be shown that the
252 impacts of the proposal can be mitigated through either a stealth proposal or
253 showing that the distance to the antenna structure 1s such that it will not be
254 visibly conspicuous.
255 i :
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277 ! i
278 64, Stealth Facﬂlhes T]:Le hc1g]1t aﬁd—leeaﬂeﬂ—of a stealth fa-::lhty shall be limited to the
279 maximum height for primary structures allowed in the zone, unless gpecially approved
280 for a greater height by the planning commission.
281 B.E. Additional Considerations: The planning commission shall also consider the following:
282 1. Height, mass and design of buildings and structures in the vieinity of the facility:
283 2. Whether the facility is located relative to existing vegetation, topography and structures
284 in a manner that optimizes the visual screening:
285 3. The willingness of the applicant to collocate its facility on the facility of another, or to
286 allow others to collocate on applicant's facility on such terms and conditions as are
287 common in the industry.
288 EF. Safety:
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289 1. Regulations: All operators of CMRS facilities shall comply with the rules and regulations

290 of the federal communications commission (FCC) and the federal aviation administration
291 (FAA) regulations at all times. Failure to comply with the applicable regulations shall be
292 grounds for revoking the conditional use permit approval.
293 2. Licenses And Permits: Applicant will submit copies of all licenses and permits required
294 by other agencies and shall maintain such licenses and permits in good standing and shall
295 provide evidence of renewal thereof upon request by the county.
296 3. All facilities shall be protected against unauthorized climbing by removing the climbing
297 pegs from the lower twenty feet (20") of the facility.
298 4. All facilities shall be fenced in accordance with the condition outlined in the conditional
299 use permit, unless such requirement is determined to be unnecessary in a particular
300 mnstance.
301 5. Monopoles and towers shall comply with the airport overlay zone requirements and the
302 FAA requirements for height and lighting. If security lighting is used, it shall not be
303 allowed to trespass mto any residential areas.
304 EG. Abandonment: The county may require the removal of all facilities if the facility has been
305 inoperative or out of service for more than twelve (12) consecutive months.
306 1. Notice: Notice to remove shall be given in writing by certified mail addressed to the
307 operator's last known address, or by personal service.
308 2. Failure to remove the facilities after proper notice has been given is a violation of the
309 terms of this section. The county may initiate crimnal and/or civil legal proceedings and
310 may seek a civil injunction requiring the removal of any structures. If the owner does not
311 remove the facilities with the time period allowed in the notice, the county may remove
312 the facilities and the owner shall be responsible for the costs thereof, and failure to
313 remove the facilities after receiving notice to do so automatically transfers ownership of
314 the facilities on the site to the county.
315 GH. Site Requirements:
316 1. No outside storage or solid waste receptacles shall be permitted on the site.
317 2. All electronic and other related equipment and appurtenances necessary for the operation
318 of any CMRS facility shall, whenever practicable, be located within or on a lawfully
319 preexisting structure. When a new structure is required, the structure will be harmonious
320 with and blend with the natural features and buildings surrounding such structure.
31 3. The county requires a minimum of one parking space for facilities to allow for service of
322 the facility.
323 4, The CMES facilities shall be maintained in a safe, neat and attractive manner.
324 5. All sites with a CMRS facility shall be landscaped in accordance with zone requirements
325 where the facility is located.
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Exhibit B — Pictures of antenna structures in the County
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Exhibit C — DRC Report

statch cnuntv ProOJECT ID: DEV-9172

PrOJECT NAME: TEXT AM - CELL TOwEeR CODE TEXT
DESIGN REVIEW CHANGE
COMMITTEE (DRC] VEesTING DaTe: 4/4/2024

REVIEW CYCLE #: 1
COMMENTS

REVIEW CYCLE STATUS: READY FOR DECISION

Project comments have been collected from reviewers for the above noted review cycle and compiled for your
reference below. Please review the comments and provide revised plans/documents if necessary. Resubmittals
must include a plan review response letter outlining where requested changes and corrections can be found. Failure
to provide such a letter will result in the project being returned to you.

When uploading revisions please name your documents exactly the same as it was previously uploaded.
Revision numbers and dates are automatically tracked. There is no need to re-upload documents that
aren’t being changed. DO NOT DELETE documents and then upload new ones.

Onece you have addressed all of your items and successfully uploaded your revisions, be sure to re-submit your
project for review. Resubmittal must be made through the portal in order to receive official review. Projects requiring
Planning Commission approvals or recommendations will not be placed on a planning commission agenda until all
DRC reviewers have recommended the item to move forward.

County Surveyor Ready for Decision
Public Works Department Ready for Decision
Fire 55D Ready for Decision
Engineering Department Ready for Decision
Building Department Ready for Decision
Jordanelle 55D Ready for Decision
Planning Department Mo Action Taken

Manager's office Ready for Decision
Health Department Ready for Decision
Recorder's Office Ready for Decision
Sheriff's Office Mo Action Taken

DRC - 55A 1 Water No Action Taken

Planning Department Ready for Decision

Approved = Reviewing entity has approved the project under consideration of their applicable codes. Any open comments are considered
conditions of the entities recommeandation.

Ready for Decision = Reviewing entity recommends the project move forward to a Planning Commission meeting (if applicable). Any open
comments are considered conditions of the entities recommendation.

Changes Required = Reviewing entity has identified an issue(s) that needs to be resohled before recommending the project mowve foreard.
Mo Action = Reviewing entity has not taken any action for the review cycle.

Project ID: DEV-9172 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - June 3, 2024 Page 1of 3
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OVERALL PROJECT COMMENTS

DRC Project Comments

Comment ID Entity Comment
C-PLN-App-3 PLN - County Many codes do not allow them in residential zones however
Planning Approval admittedly that is in cities that are much more compact then

Wasatch County. One allows location in a residential zone only
after a technical necessity exception and conditional use.

PROJECT DOCUMENT SHEET COMMENTS BY REVIEWING ENTITY

Project 1D: DEV-9172 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - June 3, 2024 Page 2 of 3
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Agenda Item: Bradley Gygi, representing the Church of Jesus Christ of...
BY
< (7

< »
2 ¢

WASATCH

C O UNTY

Iitem 3 - Bradley Gygi, representing the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, requests an amendment to a 2001

Master Plan and Density Determination for the Heber Valley Youth Camp in order to modify the uses and density allocations
originally approved. The modifications are primarily to remove four lodges and dining halls and replace the density with
additional cabins, RV hookups, and caretaker dwellings. The project is located at approximately 6401 East 1200 South in the
Mountain (M) zone.

Project: DEV-8823 | LDS youth camp amendment Applicant: LDS Church

Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 Acreage: 5,703 acres

Report Date: 4 June 2024 Proposed Density: 7,609 weekly camper capacity
Report Author: Doug Smith, Planner Zoning Designation: M (Mountain)

Council Action Required: Yes Related Applications: Master Plan, Density, preliminary,
Type of Action: Legislative site plan

DETERMINATION ISSUE

Whether the LDS Church master plan for the youth camp and the development agreement (referred to as a density
determination) should be amended to allow for a different mix of uses while maintaining the same density.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis in this staff report, it appears that the proposal can be compliant with applicable laws. It is
recommended that the Planning Commission forward a POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION for the updates to the master
plan and development agreement based on the findings and subject to the conditions included the staff report.

Planning Commiission Staff Report
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BACKGROUND

This proposal is for an amendment to the Master Plan and development agreement, referred to as a density
determination in 2001, for the LDS youth camp. The camp was granted a rezone, master plan, density determination,
preliminary approvals and final site plan approvals in and around 2000-2001. The camp is located south of the Timber
Lakes development. Individual camps are accessed from an asphalt road that starts at the east end of 1200 South and
runs up the mountain. The camp is in the M (Mountain) zone and contains 5,703 acres. The density determination is
recorded as entry #235213. The approval process that the project went through was somewhat vague. It appears that
after master plan and density approval an overall preliminary was granted that seemed to be more centered on
infrastructure. After the preliminary infrastructure plan was approved there were final site plans approved for the first
phase which included 8 camps as well as administration buildings and cabins for service missionaries.

Going forward, assuming that the master plan amendment and density determination is granted, the project would
need to get final site plan approvals for each specific camp or multiple camps with a onetime site plan approval from the
planning commission.

As mentioned, the camp has 8 completed camp areas. The 8 camps have a total capacity of 2,414 with additional
capacity for the service missionary couples running the camp. At total buildout the density allowed for the entire camp is
7,609 weekly campers, according to the recorded development agreement. The 7,609 total includes staff with a total of
13 camps. However, the 2002 overall drawings show 16 camps. The applicant is requesting 16 camps as part of this
amendment. | am not sure if the development agreement that states 13 camps was incorrect or if something got
changed between the approvals and the recording of the density determination. In any event the overall density is
unchanged at 7,609 weekly campers and the proposed development agreement is consistent with the original drawings
that shows 16 camps.

All the considerations for traffic, sewer water capacities and other impacts were considered with the overall master plan
that was approved and the density determination recorded in 2001.

KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER

e The density remains the same as what was initially approved and recorded in the 2002 density determination.

e The amendment proposes changing some of the uses and re-arranging some of the densities to better fit actual
needs after over 20 years of operation and experience.

o The development agreement amendment proposes 16 camps not 13 that is stated in the existing development
agreement.

e |sthe new mix of density proposed i.e., more RV hookups, caretaker cabins and deletion of the dining halls and
lodges acceptable?

e The traffic volumes and sewer/water capacities remain the same.

STAFF ANALYSIS
— DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CHANGES -

As mentioned, there is a recorded density determination which outlines the various types of camping areas and
densities. The recorded density determination has the following listed improvements with the densities listed below:

Recorded Density Determination:

e 13 super camps (capacity of 5,850 per week)
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4 Day use camps (400 person capacity)

8 rustic camping areas (240 persons)

4 |odges for meeting and dining halls (1000 capacity)
4 caretaker dwellings (14 people estimated)

e 4 caretaker dwellings (105 estimated)

Total capacity 7,609 per week
Proposed Density Determination/development agreement:

e 16 super camps (6,555 persons per week)

4 day use camps (400 persons per week)

8 rustic camping areas (240 persons per week)

16 caretakers’ dwellings (64 persons)

2 RV parks with up to 30 hook ups each (210 people estimated*)
40 RV hookups dispersed near camp areas (140 people estimated*)

Total capacity 7,609 per week

*Note that the occupant requirement for each RV hookup is 3.5 persons, as compared to 1 for a typical camper. In
reality there will not be more than 2 persons per RV hookup for a total of 175 persons in the RV areas.

Along with the above noted changes the applicant is also asking for an amendment to the density determination for the
staff to have the ability to allow changes to the configuration and numbers of building types and amenities listed as well
as RV hookups and caretaker dwellings. This would still require maximum occupancy to remain at 7,609. This language
will need to be clarified by staff, including the attorney’s office, and have a limited scope of what staff can determine to
be, “minor and inconsequential changes that still comply with the approved plan”.

— SEWER & WATER -

The camp has a sewer treatment plant as well as an on-site water system.

— ROADS AND ACCESS -

All of the major asphalt roads and alignments remain the same. Some of the internal camp roads which are compacted
road base may change but will be part of the site plan approvals for each camp. The church and County are working
together to improve emergency access through the upper end of the camp out to Lake Creek Road.

— STORM WATER -

Nothing changes with the storm water management on the site. There was an environmental and engineering review
done as part of the sign off for the master plan and density determination amendment.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

The development review committee has approved the proposal to move forward for review by the planning commission
and County Council. The report is attached as an exhibit.
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RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move to forward a Recommendation for Approval to the County Council for item 3 consistent with the findings and
subject to the conditions presented in the staff report.

— FINDINGS -

© N o v kA wN R

The proposal was granted a master plan and density determination in 2001.

The density determination is recorded as entry #235213

Approvals for infrastructure and the first phase of camps were approved in 2001.

The subject property is 5,703 acres in the M (Mountain) zone.

The acreage remains the same.

The approved master plan and density determination allows for 7,609 weekly campers at build out.
The density remains the same with this proposal.

After over 20 years of operation, the church has realized that there needs to be changes to the master plan and
density determination to better suit the realities of the camp.

9. Staff believes these changes comply with the original intent of the master plan.
— CONDITIONS -
1. The proposed language in the development agreement that allows for staff approved changes will need to be
reviewed by the attorney’s office.
2. Allissues raised by the DRC shall be resolved to the satisfaction of the applicable review departments in

accordance with applicable standards.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

The following is a list of possible motions the Planning Commission can take. If the action taken is inconsistent with the
recommended findings listed in the staff report, the Planning Commission should state new findings.

1.

Recommendation for Approval. This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the Master Plan
and density determination amendments are in compliance with Wasatch County Code and all other applicable
laws and that the proposed density is compatible with previous approvals.

Recommendation for Approval with Conditions. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels
comfortable that that any issues can be resolved by conditions as outlined by staff. *This action would be
consistent with the staff analysis. *

Continue. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission needs additional information before rendering a
decision, if there are issues that have not been resolved, or if the application is not complete.

Recommendation for Denial. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposal does
not meet the intent of the established policies, plans, or ordinances or if the application is insufficient to comply
with applicable law.
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NEXT STEPS

Camps will require a final site plan including a constraints analysis and review by the DRC committee for access, roads,
setbacks, septic capacity, fire flow etc. After DRC sign off the planning commission will review the final approval of the
site plan and take action on it. This is required prior to building permits or grading plans for the individual camps.

EXHIBITS
Exhibit A - Vicinity Plan.......ccccooveeiiiiei e 6
Exhibit B - Original overall plan (2002)..........ccceureeerervernnenenn 7
Exhibit C- Updated overall plan.......ccccooeiveveceevenecinineneeene, 8
Exhibit D - Emergency Access Plan.......cccooeveveeceeceieineneenene. 9
Exhibit E - Road Improvements and Types......ccccceeeeverrenene 10
Exhibit F - Existing and amended density........cccceuvvvecvenenne. 11
Exhibit G - Property description and acreage......................12

Exhibit H - Existing development agreement densities......13
Exhibit I- Proposed development agreement
densities.....134

Exhibit J - DRC REPOIt..cccccuiieeeciiiee et 166
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Exhibit A — Vicinity Plan
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Exhibit B— Original Overall Plan (2002)

DENSITY DETERMINATION TABLE
LOWER CAMP
CAMP BUILDING
CAMP § TEE TXBE  _POPULATION

1 DOUBLE STAKE  CABIN/YURT 500

2 SINGLE STAKE CABIN/YURT 250

3 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

4 SINGLE STAKE TENTS 150

5 SINGLE STAKE ~ CABIN/YURTS 250

6 SINGLE STAKE ~ CABIN/YURTS 250

7 SINGLE STAKE ~ CABIN/YURTS 250

8 SINGLE STAKE TENTS 350

9 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

10 SINGLE STAKE TENTS 250

1 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

12 SNGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

13 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

14 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 250

15 SINGLE STAKE TENTS 250

1 SINGLE STAKE  CABIN/YURTS 200

SC-1  SELF-CONTANED  CABIN/YURTS 50

I Sc-2  SELF-CONTANED  CABIN/YURTS 50
i SC- CABIN/YURTS 50
SC-4 CABIN/YURTS 50
sc- TENTS 50
sc-6 TENTS 50
sc-7 CABIN/YURTS 50
sc-8 CABIN/YURTS 50
se- TENTS 50
sc-10 CABIN/YURTS 50
sc-11 CABIN/YURTS 50
se-12 CABIN/YURTS 50
SC-13 CABIN/YURTS 50

] sc-14  SELF-CONTANED TENTS 50
] sc-1s  sewr-contamen TENTS 50
] Sc-16  SELF-CONTANED  CABIN/YURTS 50
- CARETAKER 14
TOTAL LOWER CAMP 5014
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Exhibit C— Updated Overall Plan
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Exhibit D — Emergency Access Plan
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Exhibit E — Road Improvements and Types
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Exhibit F — Existing and Amended Density

PROPOSED AMENDED
DENSITY DETERMINATION
ALLOCATIONS
Use Type Allocated users |Notes
16 super camps 6555
4 day use camps 400
8 rustic camping areas 240
16 caretaker dwellings 64 1
2 RV parks (60 total hookups) 210
40 RV hookups - dispersed 140

Total 7609
CURRENT
DENSITY DETERMINATION
ALLOCATIONS
Use Type Allocated users |Notes
13 super camps 5850
4 day use camps 400
8 rustic camping areas 240
4lodges 1000
4 caretaker dwellings 14
1RV park (30 total hookups) 105 2
0 RV hookups - dispersed 0

Total 7609

1: 4 occupants per caretaker dwelling duplex
2: Occupant factor of 3.5 per RV hookup to provide
estimated equivalent water usage compared

to campers.

4 June 2024
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Exhibit G — Property Description and Acreage
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Exhibit H — Existing development agreement densities

B Density and Unit Sizes: The density of development on the designated development site
for the LDS Family/Youth Camp is limited to the following:

13 super camps {capacity 5.850 people per week) each of which include:
27 cabins
O pavilions
9 bathrooms
9 picnic areas
9 b-b-q areas
9 campfire rings
9 amphitheaters
18 tent pads
4 day use camps (capacity estimated 400 people)

8 rustic camping areas (capacity 240 people)

“playing field areas™

4 lodges for meeting and dining halls (capacity 1000 people)

4 caretaker dwellings for full-time residences(14 people estimated)
1 RV park with 30 hook-ups (105 people estimated)

The camp will have a maximum weekly capacity of 7,609 visitors.
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Exhibit | — Proposed Development Agreement Language

AGREEMENT

A. Amendment to Section ITL.B. Section III.B. of the Order of Density Determination shall be
entirely removed and replaced with the following language:

B. Density and Unit Sizes: The density of development on the designated development
site for the LDS Family / Youth Camp 1s limited to the following:

16 super camps (total of capacity 6,555 people per week). each of which
include the following types of facilities which may vary slightly as phases are
approved and constructed to support approximately 400-480 people per super
camp:

bunk cabins

pavilion with commercial kitchen and staff bunks (250-480 people)

pavilions and eating shelters

bathrooms

campfire rings

amphitheaters

tent pads

plenic areas

b-b-q areas

4 day use camps (capacity estimated 400 people)

8 rustic camping areas (capacity 240 people)

“playing field areas.” including challenge courses

16 caretaker dwellings for full-time residences (64 people estimated)

RV hook-ups:
2 RV parks with up to 30 hook-ups each (210 people estimated)
40 RV hook-ups dispersed near camp areas (140 people estimated)

Maintenance and support structures. including:
Equipment and tool storage
2 laundry facility buildings for volunteer staff
Sewer treatment structures

The camp will have a maximum weekly capacity of 7.609 visitors.

Adjustments to density categories may be proposed by the applicant and approved
by staff administratively for each phase of construction with the following
limitations:
1. Maximum weekly capacity shall be limited to 7.609 people, including semi-
permanent volunteer staff. campers. and adult campers.
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2. Super camp amenities shall conform to the general categories in the
description above but may be in various configurations and numbers of
building types and amenities listed.

3. Super camps and day use camps may also include adjacent RV hook-ups
and/or caretaker dwellings. not to exceed the total number of RV hook-ups
and caretaker dwellings listed above.

B. Amendment to Section ITI.C. Section ITI.C. of the Order of Density Determination shall be
entirely removed and replaced with the following language:

C. M Zone Compliance: Development may occur in accordance with the uses and
densities shown in paragraph #B above. and if the project 1s built in accordance
with the densities, and in conformity with other terms and condition of this Order of
Density Determination. the intent and specific requirements of the Development
Code as 1t pertains to the M Mountain zone will have been satisfied.

Density and Unit Sizes: The density of development on the designated development site
for the LDS Family / Youth Camp 1s limited to the following:

C. Effectiveness. Except as modified hereby, the Order of Density Determination shall remain in
full force and effect. On or after the effective date of this First Amendment, each reference in the
Order of Density Determination to “this Agreement.” “hereunder.” “hereof.” “herein™ or words
of like import shall mean and be a reference to the Order of Density Determination as amended
by this First Amendment.

~ Signature pages follow ~
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Exhibit J — DRC Report

Wasatch County  PROJECTID: DEV-8823
PROJECT NAME: MP - HEBER VALLEY CAMP

DESIGN REVIEW VESTING DATE: 1/16/2024
COMMITTEE (DRC] REVIEW CYCLE #: 5
COMMENTS

REVIEW CYCLE STATUS: READY FOR DECISION

Project comments have been collected from reviewers for the above noted review cycle and compiled for your
reference below. Please review the comments and provide revised plans/documents if necessary. Resubmittals
must include a plan review response letter outlining where requested changes and corrections can be found. Failure
to provide such a letter will result in the project being returned to you.

When uploading revisions please name your documents exactly the same as it was previously uploaded.
Revision numbers and dates are automatically tracked. There is no need to re-upload documents that
aren't being changed. DO NOT DELETE documents and then upload new ones.

Once you have addressed all of your items and successfully uploaded your revisions, be sure to re-submit your
project for review. Resubmittal must be made through the portal in order to receive official review. Projects requiring
Planning Commission approvals or recommendations will not be placed on a planning commission agenda until all
DRC reviewers have recommended the item to move forward.

Manager's office Ready for Decision
Building Department Ready for Decision
County Surveyar Ready for Decision
Weed Department Ready for Decision
Health Department Ready for Decision
GIS Department Ready for Decision
Fire 55D Ready for Decision

Environmental Quality

Ready for Decision

Planning Department

Ready for Decision

Engineering Department

Ready for Decision

Public Works Department

Ready for Decision

Sheriff's Office Ready for Decision
Recorder's Office Ready for Decision
Assessor's Office Mo Action Taken

Approved = Reviewing entity has approved the project under consideration of their applicable codes. Any open comments are considered
conditions of the entities recommendation.

Ready for Decision = Reviewing entity recommends the project move forward to a Planning Commission meeting (if applicable). Any open
comments are considered conditions of the entities recommendation.

Changes Required = Reviewing entity has identified an issueis] that needs to be resohwed before recommending the project mowve forward.
MNo Action = Reviewing entity has not taken any action for the review cycle.

Project ID: DEV-8823 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - June 3, 2024 Page 1 of 4
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OVERALL PROJECT COMMENTS

DRC Project Comments

Comment ID Entity Comment
C-PLN-App-1 PLM - County Condition of approval: | have searched the archived boxes of
Planning Approval items submitted. It appears that a MP was approved and

preliminary and finals were granted but the preliminary and finals
. as far asi can tell, were only review of infrastructure. | cannot
find anything as far as a site plan approval for placement of
buildings in a "super camp"” site or any other development area.

The process moving forward, assuming the master plan
addendum is approved, is a site plan for the expansion of the RV
area and future camps. This would be a final site plan approved
by the planning commission only however constraints, setbacks,
access and all iterns required on the site plan application would
need to be shown and reviewed. This would also apply to future
buildings/camps that would need to be done prior to building
permits.

If there are portions of the master plan that have not had a
preliminary and final for roads and infrastructure that would have
to be done before a site plan could be approved in those areas.
I'm referring to the southwest portion (in pink) of he land use
intensity map.

C-PLN-App-6 PLN - County | have looked through the updated land use intensity map and

Planning Approval understand the proposed areas of development however |

thought one of the biggest needs was the RV camp for
missionaries. | do not see that on the land use intensity map
along with RV pad sites. Are those included in the super-camp

areas?
C-PLN-App-7 PLM - County Condition of approval: There is language in the amended density
Planning Approval determination that gives staff the ability to make administrative

changes to the densities as long as the total density is maintained
and a few other criteria. While | agree with allowing for flexibility
this will need to be reviewed further with the County attorney.
Where the master plan and amended DA is a legislative decision
by the county council the major aspects of the approval should be
maintained and not modified by staff.

C-PLN-App-8 PLN - County Condition of approval: Constraints have not been submitted with
Planning Approval this application. Final site plan will need to address and
constraints at the individual development sites.
DRC-HLT1 DRC - Health Dept Based on the percolation tests and site assessments, it doesn't

appear that the proposed wastewater disposal area will meet
setback requirements to a spring... specifically Zone 2 and Zone 4.

PROJECT DOCUMENT SHEET COMMENTS BY REVIEWING ENTITY

Project 1D: DEV-8823 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - June 3, 2024 Page 2 of 4
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DRC - Engineering Dept

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment
DRC-ENG1 004 Geotechnical Condition of Approval: Upon application for site plan approvals
Reports Heber for new improvements/construction, respond to the
Valley Camp geotechnical review comments from AGEC in their January 22,
2024 letter.
Project I0: DEV-8823 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - June 3, 2024 Page 3of 4
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	Approval of Minutes from May 9, 2024 Meeting
	The Crossings at Lake Creek I, LLC requests a Plat Amendment to The Crossings at Lake Creek Phase No. 1.
	Discussion and possible recommendation of Ordinance 24-04, a request by Rhett Riding for an amendment to Wasatch County Code §16.21.28(C)(3)(2) in order to reduce the setback distance of cellular towers.
	Bradley Gygi, representing the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, requests an amendment to a 2001 Master Plan and Density Determination for the Heber Valley Youth Camp in order to modify the uses and density allocations originally approved.

