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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. 

 

Agenda Item: Approval of Minutes from May 9, 2024 Meeting
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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: 

 

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

B.  To allow for development of the lands which complies with the goals and standards of the plan; 

C.  To preserve and protect the natural beauty of the Jordanelle Basin; 

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

 

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: 

 

1.  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. 

5.  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. 

 

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:  

• Continued plan review with JSSD staff and District Engineer necessary for final approval of construction drawings. 

FIRE SSD comments:  

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

• Verify emergency vehicle turn around prior to permit submission. 

 

PLANNING comments:  

• 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. 

• 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:  

• 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. 

 

Item Page 3 of 6 Packet Page Number:3



 

 

Page 4 of 6 

Wasatch County Planning Commission Minutes – May 9, 2024 

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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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

Item 1 – Crossings Phase 1 Lot C 
Plat Amendment 

 
 
 
 
Project: DEV-8218 | Crossings Phase 1 Lot C  
Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 
Report Date: 3 June 2024 
Report Author: Austin Corry, Assistant Director 
Council Action Required: Yes  
Type of Action: Administrative 

Applicant: Crossings at Lake Creek I, LLC 
Address: 340 S. Lindsay Hill Rd. 
Existing Land Use: Open Space 
Existing Plat: 47 ERUs on 78.98 ac 
Proposed Amendment: Boundary of Lot C 
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. 

 

  

Agenda Item: The Crossings at Lake Creek I, LLC requests a Plat...

Item Page 1 of 17 Packet Page Number:7



3 June 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1 (DEV-8218)  Page | 2 of  17  

 
 

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 I 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 

• Compliance with zoning requirements, including supplementary development standards. 

• 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. All issues 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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EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A – Letter of Request ................................................ 8 
Exhibit B – Existing Subdivision Plat ................................... 13 
Exhibit C – Proposed Amended Plat ................................... 14 
Exhibit D – Site Plan ............................................................ 15 
Exhibit E – DRC Report ....................................................... 16 
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Exhibit A – Letter of Request 
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Exhibit B – Existing Subdivision Plat 
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Exhibit C – Proposed Amended Plat 

 
  

Item Page 14 of 17 Packet Page Number:20



3 June 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1 (DEV-8218)  Page | 15 of  17  

Exhibit D – Site Plan 
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Exhibit E – DRC Report 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

 
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  
Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 
Report Date: 4 June 2024 
Report Author: Doug Smith 

Council Action Required: Yes  
Type of Action: Legislative 
Applicant: Rhett Riding  
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.   
  

Agenda Item: Discussion and possible recommendation of Ordinance...
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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. At the 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; 
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e. To comply 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 

• Is it appropriate to allow cell towers closer than 1,000 feet to a residential property line?  

• 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.  

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

• Is the premise of the code to have a hierarchy of locations and options still appropriate?   

• 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.  

• Can the 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 
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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:  
 

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

2. Deletes redundant definitions. 
3. Adds that small wireless facilities are referred to in a separate code.  
4. Deletes some of the application requirements.  
5. Deletes requirement for a distance of 1,000 feet from a residential or commercial area. 
6. Deletes regulations for monopoles with platforms and without platforms and just refers to monopoles 

and their regulations. 
7. 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), I (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 I 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 
and name 
of code 
section 

Setbacks from 
residential 
zone/area 

Cell tower heights  Separation 
requirements 
from other 
towers  

Co-
location 
requirem
ents?  

Other notes:  

Midway 
City – 
Wireless 
Telecommu
nications  

200’ or 300% 
of tower 
height 
whichever is 
greater. 
Commercial 
zoning 
setbacks apply.  

Up to 40’ without a special use 
permit. Maximum of 60’ 
unless approved to be higher 
by CC.  

Yes. Up to 
2,000 feet 
depending 
on height. 

Yes  All towers must 
do a stealth 
design. Requires 
an inventory of all 
other cell towers 
owned by the 
applicant within a 
1-mile radius.  

Park City – 
Telecommu
nication 
Facilities 

Setbacks of 
underlying 
zone for main 
structures.  

Heights per underlying zone 
except for roof mounted up to 
10’ above flat roof with 
setback =/+ the height of 
antenna.  

No. however, 
a study 
required to 
show other 
sites and the 
inability of 
the applicant 
to use those 
sites whether 
towers or 
buildings. 
Somewhat 
similar to our 
priority of 
sites.   

Encourag
ed  

Conditional use 
permit for all 
facilities but 
limited in some 
zones and historic 
areas. Allows for 
10’ roof mounted 
antennas on flat 
roofs if setback a 
minimum of 10’  

Summit 
County – 
Wireless 
Communic
ations 

115% of tower 
height to 
property line.   

No more than 50’ higher than 
height limits in the zone. 
Requires co-location.  

No. However 
independent 
review is 
intended to 
address this.  

Yes. by 
signed 
agreeme
nt 

Very brief code 
with little 
regulation. 
Requires current 
FCC license. May 
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require 
independent 
review. Same 
language inserted 
in our code.  

Heber City 
– 
Telecommu
nication 
Facilities 

115% of height 
of pole to any 
residential lot 
line.   

35’  Yes. 2000’ Yes  It looks like the 
Wasatch County 
code was used as 
their template 

Wasatch 
County – 
Telecommu
nication  

1,000 feet 
from 
residential 
area.  

60’ but up to 100’ if not visible 
from 
residential/commercial/resort 
areas.  

Yes 2,000 
unless shown 
that closer 
ins necessary 

Yes  Refers throughout 
the code to CMRS 
facilities 
(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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1. The proposed amendment eliminates the conflicts in the code between the different setback requirements for 
monopoles and distances from residential property lines and areas.  

2. The code continues with the intent to establish a hierarchy of location priorities.  

3. The intent of the code is to allow telecommunication facilities to be located as unobtrusively as possible. 

4. The proposed code better clarifies the zones where specific telecommunication sites can be located.     

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

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

7. 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 Report ....................................................... 17 

  

Item Page 7 of 18 Packet Page Number:30



4 June 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 2 (DEV-9172)  Page | 8 of  18  

Exhibit A – Proposed Code Text Amendment 
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Exhibit B – Pictures of antenna structures in the County 
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Exhibit C – DRC Report 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

Item 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 
Meeting Date: 13 June 2024 
Report Date: 4 June 2024 
Report Author: Doug Smith, Planner 
Council Action Required: Yes  
Type of Action: Legislative 

Applicant: LDS Church  
Acreage: 5,703 acres  
Proposed Density: 7,609 weekly camper capacity 
Zoning Designation: M (Mountain)  
Related Applications: Master Plan, Density, preliminary, 
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. 
  

Agenda Item: Bradley Gygi, representing the Church of Jesus Christ of...
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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. I 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 

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

• 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.  

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

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

• 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: 
 

• 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 lodges for meeting and dining halls (1000 capacity) 

• 4 caretaker dwellings (14 people estimated)   

• 4 caretaker dwellings (105 estimated)  
 

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

 

• 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 –  

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

2. The density determination is recorded as entry #235213 

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

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

5. The acreage remains the same.  

6. The approved master plan and density determination allows for 7,609 weekly campers at build out. 

7. The density remains the same with this proposal.  

8. 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. All issues 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. 

2. 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.* 

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 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 ......................................................... 6 
Exhibit B - Original overall plan (2002)……………………………..7 
Exhibit C -  Updated overall plan……………………………………….8 
Exhibit D - Emergency Access Plan…………………………………….9 
Exhibit E - Road Improvements and Types………………………10 
Exhibit F - Existing and amended density………………………..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 Report ....................................................... 166 
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Exhibit A – Vicinity Plan 

 

Tim
b

er Lakes 
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Exhibit B– Original Overall Plan (2002) 
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Exhibit C– Updated Overall Plan 
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Exhibit D – Emergency Access Plan   

 
 
 

Item Page 9 of 18 Packet Page Number:50



 

4 June 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 3 (DEV-8823)  Page | 10 of  18  

Exhibit E – Road Improvements and Types  
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Exhibit F – Existing and Amended Density  
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Exhibit G – Property Description and Acreage 
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Exhibit H – Existing development agreement densities 
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Exhibit I – Proposed Development Agreement Language 
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Exhibit J – DRC Report 
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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.

