MINUTES OF THE
WASATCH COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

OCTOBER 10, 2024
PRESENT: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Doug Grandquis, David Thacker, Kimberly Cook, Daniel Lyman (via
Zoom), Mark Hendricks, Doug Hronek.
EXCUSED Commissioner Scott Brubaker
STAFF: Austin Corry, Assistant Wasatch County Planner; Jon Woodard, Assistant Wasatch County

Attorney; Anders Bake, Assistant Wasatch County Planner,

PRAYER: Commissioner Mark Hendricks
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Led by Commissioner Kimberly Cook and repeated by everyone.

Chair Chuck Zuercher called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. on Thursday, October 10, 2024 and indicated that all the Wasatch
County Planning Commissioners are present except for Scott Brubaker, who is excused. Also, Daniel Lyman is present via
Zoom. The record should show that the Wasatch County Planning Commission is meeting in the Wasatch County Council
Chambers, located in the Wasatch County Administration Building at 25 North Main, Heber City, Utah 84032. Chair Chuck
Zuercher then called the first agenda item.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE SEPTEMBER 12, 2024 MEETING

Motion

Commissioner David Thacker made a motion to approve the minutes from the September 12, 2024 meeting.
Commissioner Doug Grandquis seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, David Thacker, Doug Hronek, Kimberly Cook, Doug Grandquis, Daniel Lyman
NAY: None

ABSTAIN: Commissioner Mark Hendricks (absent)

Chair Chuck Zuercher 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
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ITEM 1 ADDISON SHARP, REPRESENTING DS 23 LIMITED, REQUESTS A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
FOR A 514 SQUARE FOOT GUEST ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT TO BE LOCATED AT 2492
EAST 360 SOUTH IN THE RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURE 1 (RA-1) ZONE. (DEV-9358; ANDERS
BAKE)

Staff

Anders Bake, Assistant Wasatch County Planner, presented a Power Point presentation and then addressed the Wasatch County
Planning Commission and indicated that the subject property lies at the north end of the valley floor off 2400 East. It is a 1.46 acre
lot within a five-lot subdivision of one to two acre lots. A building permit was issued on July 30, 2024 for a single-family
residential house which is currently under construction. The applicant would like to construct an accessory structure on the
property which will include a garage and a guest accessory dwelling unit. Wasatch County Code requires a Conditional Use Permit
for the guest accessory dwelling unit.

Conditional Use Permits require notice to be sent to all property owners within 500 feet. As of the writing of the staff report, one
objection was sent to the Planning Department regarding this application on June 9, 2024. The objection letter is attached to the
staff report.

Anders Bake indicated that the determination issue is whether the application meets the standards required by Wasatch County
Code 16.21.08 and 16.21.46 for a conditional use permit to be granted to allow an accessory building with a Guest Accessory
Dwelling Unit to be located on the subject property. This conditional use permit is an administrative decision made by the
Planning Commission per the authority provisions of WCC 16.01.05.

Anders Bake then presented the key issues to consider:

e  Neighborhood compatibility and impact.
e  Compliance with zoning requirements, including conditional use standards.

Anders Bake indicated that the purpose and intent is:

The subject property is in the RA-1 zone. Accessory buildings are listed as a permitted accessory use and guest accessory dwelling
units, land use 1907, are listed as an allowable conditional use in the zone.

Anders Bake then went through Section 16.08.01 which outlines the purpose and intent.
Anders Bake then went through Section 16.23.07 General Standards and Findings Required
Anders Bake then went through the proposed findings:

1. The staff analysis indicates the proposal complies with all requirements for a Guest ADU found in Section 16.21.46 of the
current Wasatch County Code.

2. The staff analysis indicates the proposal complies with Section 16.23.07 of the current Wasatch County Code related to

Conditional Uses.

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.

5. The Development Review Committee has reviewed the project and has forwarded the item for the Land Use Authority to
render a decision.

oW

Anders Bake then went through the proposed conditions:
1. The applicant shall comply with all technical requirements listed in the DRC report.
2. The Conditional Use Permit is not approved until the “Lindsay Lane Estates Subdivision Plat Lot 4 Amended” has been
recorded with the Wasatch County Recorder’s office.

Anders Bake then went through the DRC report:

Page 2 of 11
Wasatch County Planning Commission Minutes — October 10, 2024



JORDANELLE SSD comments:
e  Provide exhibit or drawing of sewer and water services to barn prior to receiving building permit.

GIS comments:
e Address is 2492 East 360 South, not 360 South 2942 East.

PLANNING comments:

e For your information:
Before the proposed building can receive a certificate of occupancy, this document must be recorded at the County
Recorder’s Office along with the site plan and architectural plans for the Guest ADU.

e Please add the following legal description for the property under condition 11:
LOT 4, LINDSAY LANE ESTATES SUBDIVISION. AREA: 1.46 ACRES

e -The Lindsay Lane Estates Subdivision requires a 30 foot rear setback on this lot. However, the Wasatch County
Administrative Land Use Committee has approved a plat amendment which allows for the proposed barn location.
As 0f 9/19/2024 the planning department is working on getting the plat signed before it can be recorded.
-Condition of Approval: The conditional use permit is not approved until the “Lindsay Lane Estates Subdivision
Plat Lot 4 Amended” has been recorded with the Wasatch County Recorder’s Office.

Anders Bake 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 stated.

Applicant

Chair Chuck Zuercher then asked if the applicant is present, and he was not present.
Public Comment

Chair Chuck Zuercher then opened the meeting up for public comment.

Doug Murdock, the person who wrote the objection letter to the Planning Staff and owns Lot 3 which is just east of the proposed
lot. I purchased my piece of property for $500,000.00 with the understanding that there was a 30 foot setback which meant my
view would not be blocked, but unfortunately since then a plat amendment was done in which the setback was changed to 10 feet,
because that 30 foot setback had been an error. I was out of town when that notification letter was sent out and by the time I got
back and read the letter, it was too late to file any opposition to the setback change. Based on the topography of their ground, I
see the guest house being raised up to be level with their home which would block my view of Timp completely. If they choose to
build a guest house 32 feet tall the mountains will be blocked completely. A proposed guest house is set to be built which will
block the view I paid for. Doug Murdock indicated that he was out of town when the plat amendment came through, but they
bought the lot because the plat had a 30 foot setback requirement and then for some reason that setback got changed. I am
concerned that the building will not only be 26 feet high because they are manipulating the grade and adding fill.

Commissioner Doug Hronek asked if Mr. Murdock could go and talk to the people that are asking for this conditional use permit
and tell them about your concerns. Doug Murdock indicated that he has not done that. Commissioner Mark Hendricks indicated

that the Commission has received all of the attachments including the photographs submitted.

Commission Comments

Commissioner Mark Hendricks replied that he has been on this Commission for more than five years now. The hardest thing is to
have a neighbor who says this is going to block my view, because it happens all the time. I liked this when this was a pasture to my
house, and everybody is building houses or traffic problems or whatever. For the Planning Commission, our job unfortunately,
can’t stop somebody from exercising their rights in compliance with the law. In this case there are a couple of things going on
here. I don’t understand how the setback was changed. I wasn’t part of the process. I don’t know how this Commission was. I
don’t know how that setback got changed. That is odd to me you know because it does change what you thought and any real
estate agent, like our chairman, will tell you to read your CC&R’s, look at the plot map so you know what you are buying because
somebody could build next to you some day. If they moved the goal post with a change to setbacks, I don’t understand that.
Unfortunately, those are the facts, and it is a fact that we are presented with tonight. Moreover, it is not directly the County’s job to
enforce CC&R’s. All we have in the record in the application is a letter from the architectural review committee of the HOA that
says this is okay. This complies. Yes, I think this will impact the view, but from my perspective I don’t see that we can justify
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denial of the conditional use permit because the applicant has apparently played by the rules and somehow succeeded in getting a
setback change. I agree with my fellow Commissioner Doug Hronek that a discussion would be good, and I don’t know if it will
do anything because if there are already utilities in the ground and all that. T am kind of surprised if they have stuff done without
a permit, but that is a different problem. The height is twenty-five feet from grade so they can’t necessarily push it up above grade.
There is a legal definition of what grade is, and the plan says twenty-five feet and that is in compliance. I am in further agreement
with my fellow Commissioner that I think what it is going to force someone to do, whether it is you or someone that buys your lot,
is to do their best to reposition and perhaps elevate in order to regain some of those views. My view is I just don’t see that we can
deny this so I would tend to vote in favor of the application.

Motion

Commissioner Mark Hendricks made a motion that we approve Item No. 1, with some regrets, the Peterson Barn,
Guest ADU conditional use permit in light of the findings and subject to the conditions that are outlined in the
staff report.

Commissioner Doug Hronek seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, Douglas Grandquis, Doug Hronek. Mark Hendricks, David
Thacker, Daniel Lyman.

NAY: None.

ITEM 2 TODD CATES, REPRESENTING BFR INVESTMENT COMPANY LTD, REQUESTS PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION APPROVAL FOR MAYBERRY FARMS, A PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL
SUBDIVISION CONSISTING OF 14 LOTS ON 20 ACRES LOCATED AT 2140 S 2400 E IN THE
RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURE 1 (RA-1) ZONE. (DEV-8675; ANDERS BAKE)

Staff

Anders Bake, Assistant Wasatch County Planner, presented a Power Point presentation and then addressed the Wasatch County
Planning Commission and indicated that the determination issue is whether or not the application meets the applicable laws
governing the use and development of land in Wasatch County for a proposed 13 lot subdivision on 20 acres in the Residential
Agriculture (RA-1) zone. This determination is an administrative decision to be made by the Wasatch County Planning
Commission.

The background information is that the subject property lies at the southeastern portion of the valley near Center Creek and 2400
East. The property is in the RA-1 zone and consists of 20.016 acres. The applicant is seeking to develop the property into a
residential subdivision of 13 residential lots and a 0.370-acre Common Space.

Anders Bake then indicated the key issues to consider:

e  Compliance with zoning requirements, including supplementary development standards.
e  Road and trail connectivity with adjacent undeveloped lands.
e  Compatibility with the General Plan.

Anders Bake then went through the staff analysis as listed in the Planning Staff report.
Anders Bake then went through the DRC comments:

Jordanelle SSD comments:
e Continue plan review for sewer infrastructure and connectivity with TCSSD staff and engineer.

ENGINEERING comments:
e Does Mayberry Lane line up with proposed development across 2400 East at the Ranches of Farm Meadows
development?
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e  Will need to check drainage on frontage to 2400 East.
e Final plan will have to include profile information on 2400 East to verify there will be no drainage problems.

PLANNING comments:

e For your information: The development agreement has been sent to the County Attorney for review.

e Include all homeowner’s association ownership of open space requirements in WCC 16.21.06.B.1. a-h to the
Development Agreement.

e For your information: The final plans will need post office approval for the proposed mailbox and turnout.

e  The owner’s dedication will be reviewed by the County Attorney’s office in more detail as part of the final plat
approval.

e For your information: WCC 16.21.10 requires one shrub per 500 square feet of landscape area. 33 shrubs will be
required for the open space area. It looks like the area is short by 3 shrubs. Please add 3 shrubs and correct the table
on the Final Site Plan application.

e  For your information: The final subdivision application will need to provide more detail on the street right-of-way.
WCC 16.21.10 requires one tree planted along the roadway for each 50 feet of frontage along any road. These trees
will need to be shown in the park strip in front of the open space area.

Anders Bake then went through the proposed findings:

1. The subject property is 20.016 acres per the applicant’s survey.

2. The subject property is in the Residential Agriculture 1 (RA-1) zone.

3.  The RA-1 zone is a 5-acre minimum lot size zone, but allows a greater density of 1.3 acres per unit if certain criteria
outlined in 16.08.04(C) of the Wasatch County Code are met.

4.  The application includes connections to public sewer and public water through Center Creek SSD and Twin Creeks SSD.

5. The proposed subdivision includes 13 lots with a density of 1.540 acres per unit.

6.  The public trails in the project are required to be maintained by the HOA.

7. The proposed subdivision connects to 2400 East and provides a connection for potential development to the property to
the south.

8. The proposal includes a common space area that will include a pickle ball court and landscaping.

9.  Wasatch County Code 16.21.06 requires specific ownership and maintenance responsibilities for open space parcels.

10. Additional information will be required at final to refine the plans to comply with applicable laws, including Wasatch
County Code.

11. Preliminary approval does not grant a variance from County Code standards as a project proceeds with further stages in
the approval process.

12. 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.

Anders Bake then went through the proposed conditions:

1. Improvements to 2400 East will meet all engineering requirements and include an eight-foot asphalt trail.
The commitments made by the developer in the submittal documents shall be considered part of the approval.

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

Anders Bake indicated that, based on the analysis in the staff report, it appears that the proposal can be compliant with applicable
laws subject to revisions that are not anticipated to constitute a materially substantive change. Therefore, it is recommended that
the Planning Commission approve the proposed preliminary plan based on the findings and subject to the conditions included in
the staff report.

Commission Comments

Commissioner David Thacker indicated, with respect to commitments by the developer, if they are tied directly to when the trail
may be paved and completed and the pickle ball court and those amenities that go along with this, if they are tied to some type of
an occupancy requirement or an approval requirement specific to this. As far as the trails and amenities, I am not aware of
anything that has been discussed or determined about the timing of those. Austin Corry, assistant planner, indicated that with
respect to the timing of improvements, it is typically taken care of through one of two options such as creating a draft development
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agreement and they would just spell that out through text or their phasing plan should indicate timing. It has become more difficult
to take care of this. The option is still there and don’t know if that was utilized in this one or not since I haven’t been involved in
these reviews.

Commissioner Mark Hendricks indicated that with regard to the connectivity of the roads I have a concern. Anders Bake
indicated that if it never gets connected it is code compliant. Commissioner Mark Hendricks indicated I have no concern if it is
code compliant.

Applicant

Todd Cates, the applicant, addressed the Wasatch County Planning Commission and indicated that our intention was to build the
trails at the same time that the roads and utilities were put in, so it will be done at the beginning of the project. With regard to the
pickle ball court, we have got some push back to that. We just need to have the open space; we are meeting code and everything.
Anders Bake explained everything in great detail and I have nothing further.

Commissioner Doug Hronek asked about the turn-around. Todd Cates indicated that also staff required that we put a temporary
cul-de-sac in so that in case it never gets developed out the adjacent property that there is a turn-around for fire and people to use.

Public Comment

Chair Chuck Zuercher then opened the hearing up for public comment and there was none, so the public comment period was
closed.

Motion

Commissioner David Thacker made a motion to approve Item 2 consistent with the findings and subject to the
conditions presented in the staff report.

Commissioner Kimberly Cook seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, Douglas Grandquis, Doug Hronek, Mark Hendricks, David
Thacker, Daniel Lyman

NAY: None.

ITEM 3 RHETT RIDING REQUESTS FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL TO CONSTRUCT A RECREATION
POND IN THE OPEN SPACE OF THE DANCING SUN PHASE OF THE TUHAYE MASTER
DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT 2069 ADVENTURE COURT IN THE JORDANELLE BASIN
OVERLAY ZONE (JBOZ). (DEV-9372; 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 earlier this year, in May, Storied Deer Valley, the developer of Tuhaye, received approval
to construct an amenity building known as the Adventure Barn (DEV-8920) for the private use of residents and guests of the
Tuhaye community. The facility includes offices, bicycle workspaces, storage, restrooms and an outdoor climbing wall.
Throughout that approval process, it was indicated that the developer intended to eventually convert a detention pond south of the
Adventure Barn into a recreation pond where patrons could kayak, swim, etc. This application requests the necessary site plan
approval for that, which also includes a tubing hill and pump track areas throughout the common areas in the Dancing Sun phase
of the development. The property is in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ) with a Neighborhood Commercial land use
district. This is the same land use as the main clubhouse complex in the facility.

Austin Corry then went through the staff analysis.
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Austin Corry then indicated that the proposal has been reviewed by the various members of the Development Review Committee
(DRC) for compliance with the respective guidelines, policies, standards, and codes. The Committee has forwarded the item for
the Land Use Authority to render a decision. The DRC comments are below:

ENGINEERING comments:
e  -Please provide Utah state dam safety permit, as discussed in applicant-requested 8/21/24 meeting
-Update 9/10/24: provide approved dam safety permit once available.
e Provide signed copy of Geotechnical Report once available. Confirm geotechnical recommendations are incorporated
into final plans.

PLANNING comments:
e Applicant response has indicated that this submittal item is n/a and no lighting is being proposed under the scope of
this application.
e  The trail planner will need to be involved with flagging and confirming alignment of the trail prior to construction.

Austin Corry then went through the proposed findings:

1. The proposal is for a recreation pond, tubing hill, and pump track construction for the Talisker Club as an amenity of the
Tuhaye master development.

2. The proposal is an extension of a recent approval for an amenity building known as the Adventure Barn.

3. The Planning Commission hereby incorporates and adopts the findings of the staff analysis and the outcome of the
Development Review Committee process as a basis for this decision.

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

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

Austin Corry then went through the proposed conditions:

1. A dam safety permit must be obtained and a copy of the permit provided with the engineering construction permit.
A signed copy of the Geotech report must be provided with the final plans submitted for the engineering construction
permit.

3. The trail planner shall be involved with flagging and approving the realignment of the existing trail prior to construction.

Austin Corry then indicated that, based on the analysis in the staff report, the 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 in
the staff report.

Commissioner Comments

Commissioner Doug Grandquis asked about the water, the water flow and issues about quality and quantity over time because you
can’t have just a standing body of water without having egress or ingress built into the system. Also, the size of the area. Austin
Corry replied that with the water rights and the water use that was analyzed so the evaporation that comes from that is all tied in to
their water rights and they have worked that through with JSSD.

Applicant

Rhett Riding, the applicant, addressed the Wasatch County Planning Commission and indicated the total area of the pond a
hundred year storm all the way to the top is 15,321.54 square feet. It is 12 foot deep. There will be five bubblers in the big body of
water and two bubblers on the smaller body of water. We are going to do water jets, and my concern would be that kids using
paddle boards and stuff out to it and possibly could get hurt. The pond will have a liner and twelve inches of washed sand. We
have approval for the water from the water board.

Public Comment

Chair Chuck Zuercher then opened the matter up for public comment and there was none, so the public comment period was
closed. Question by Jon Woodard, Assistant Wasatch County Attorney, indicated that the condition on the trail plan and making
sure there are flags and want to make sure that if it is a public trail and don’t know whether it is or not but if it is a public trail that
the route be dedicated. Rhett Riding replied that all of our trails we deem to be public trails, and we have a trail head parking lot
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and people can get onto the trail system there and we have thirty-three miles of trails when we are all done. We just can’t put up a
sign that says keep out. People can come to the front gate and indicate that they are here to ride our trails. It is a very nice trail
system. Austin Corry indicated that, with regard to Jon Woodard’s question, it is in the development agreement for Tuhaye there is
a north/south connection and an east/west connection that is required to have a public access easement on it. The plat has
designated that public access easement. I am ninety-nine point nine percent sure that this is not that trail and believe that is in the
right-of-way to the east of this if I remember right. It is a publicly accessible trail because Tuhaye is allowing them to use it, but it
is not one that currently has an easement or any requirement.

Motion

Commissioner Doug Grandquis made a motion to approve Item No. 3, Tuhaye Adventure Park Final Site Plan, in
light of the findings and subject to the conditions.

Commissioner Mark Hendricks seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, Mark Hendricks, David Thacker, Doug Grandquis, Doug
Hronek.

NAY: None.

The record should reflect that Daniel Lyman was not present via Zoom, so he did not hear this agenda item.

ITEM 4 ALLISON AAFEDT, REPRESENTING SKYRIDGE DEVELOPMENT, LLC, REQUESTS A CODE
TEXT AMENDMENT TO WASATCH COUNTY CODE 16.41.06 AND TO THE JRA DESIGN
HANDBOOK SECTION 3.15, GARAGE ENTRANCES AND DOORS, TO PERMIT THE USE OF
DOUBLE BAY GARAGE DOORS UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES. *IF FORWARDED, THE
RECOMMENDATION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE JSPA PLANNING COMMITTEE
ON THIS ITEM WILL BE CONSIDERED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL AS THE LEGISLATIVE BODY,
AT A PUBLIC HEARING ON NOVEMBER 6, 2024. (DEV-9636; AUSTIN CORRY)

Austin Corry, Assistant Wasatch County Planner, presented a Power Point presentation and addressed the Wasatch County
Planning Commission. He then indicated that Chapter 16.41 of the Wasatch County Code regulates the Jordanelle Specially
Planned Area (JSPA) overlay zone. This zone was created to establish a high-end resort near the Jordanelle Reservoir. With the
significant density bonuses allowed through the JSPA, also comes requirements for trails, pedestrian activity, plazas, and higher
architectural standards. Also in the zone has been the requirement to establish a design handbook that would further guide and
regulate the higher architectural standards to achieve the purpose of the JSPA. The handbook was adopted as the Jordanelle
Recreation Area (JRA) Design Handbook. In some instances, both the code and the handbook speak to similar standards and
requirements. Through time, amendments to one or the other have resulted in conflicts or lack of clarity. The applicant is
proposing to amend the WCC 16.41 to remove any regulations as they relate to garage doors in order to reduce this potential
conflict. In addition, the applicant is also seeking the County to entertain a change to the regulations for garage doors. Currently,
the JSPA does not allow two-bay garage doors to face a street for detached single-family housing. However, attached single-
family housing has allowance with certain additional mitigating measures. The proposal is to treat all single-family housing the
same, regardless of being attached or detached, and to follow the standards which allow two-bay doors to face the street.

Austin Corry indicated that the 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.” Austin then went through the stated purpose and
intent of the JRA Design Handbook.

Austin Corry then went through the staff’s analysis.

Austin Corry also indicated that the 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 is indicated below.

The committee has forwarded the item for the Legislative Body to render a decision.

PLANNING comments:
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e  The Planning Commission and JSPA PC will need to opine on the substance of the proposal, but the language, as
written, appears ready for their consideration. Staff is comfortable with the policy makers having sufficient
information to render a decision.

Austin Corry then went through the proposed findings:

1.  The proposed amendment strikes all garage door regulations from Chapter 16.41 of the Wasatch County Code and instead
references the JRA Design Handbook to reduce conflicting provisions.

2. The proposed amendment maintains the current mitigating factors for when a two-bay garage door faces the street such as

limits to the height and width of the doors, inclusion of a minimum four foot eave, and further restrictions on the width of

the door for narrow units.

The proposed amendment precludes multi-family and commercial uses from having any garage doors facing the street.

4.  The proposed amendment increases the regulation on curb cuts from twelve feet to twenty feet to align with fire code and

allow better vehicular maneuverability into the private garages.

The proposed amendment modifies the material options available for garage doors.

6. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose and objectives outlined in Section 16.41 and the JRA Design
Handbook.

7.  Positive impacts of the proposed changes are accommodating larger vehicles and recreational equipment, and a wider
variety of material uses.

8. Negative impacts of the proposed changes are potential decreases to the pedestrian and public experience.

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

W

hd

As far as Conditions, Austin Corry indicated that staff recommends that the Planning Commission and JSPA Planning Committee
consider the language and make a recommendation to the Council. If modifications to the language are necessary for the
Commission or Committee to feel comfortable with the proposal, the respective body should include the specific modified
language in their recommendation.

Austin Corry then went through the recommendation of the Planning Staff. Based on the analysis and findings in the staff report,
Planning Staff is of the opinion that the proposed amendment language is ready for consideration by the respective public bodies.
The Planning Commission, JSPA Planning Committee, and the County Council should analyze the proposed language and
consider whether the proposed changes are in the best interest of the public and if they further the purpose of the JSPA overlay
zone. If the Planning Commission finds that the proposed language is acceptable, it is recommended that the Planning Commission
forward a positive recommendation of the proposed code text amendment based on the findings included in the staff report. If
additional adjustments are needed, it is recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation with
modifications and include any modifications the Commission sees fit in their recommendation.

Applicant

Allison Aafedt, the applicant, presented a Power Point presentation and then addressed the Wasatch County Planning Commission
and indicated that currently in our process we are being held up because that doesn’t comply with the JRA Handbook. Regarding
the RV garages we understand and support the JSPA completely and their design handbook. We don’t want to see in our
community, much less the whole JSPA, being a RV garage community where the garages become a big prominent part of the
house and we believe keeping a strong architecture integrity will keep the vision of the JSPA strong.

Commission Comments

Commissioner Mark Hendricks asked, is there an architectural review committee for these plans? Allison replied that there is.
There has been a lot of thought and input.

Commissioner Doug Hronek asked for the clarification on the requirement that when a two-bay garage door faces the street. Care
should be taken with the language, or it would be difficult for Planning Staff to enforce.

Commissioner Mark Hendricks indicated that we could simply delete the sentence that Commissioner Doug Hronek brought up
earlier is we could just take out the whole “care should be taken” thing, so in that second sentence it could say “when a two-bay
garage door faces the street it should be more prominent than the garage door”. You understand the intent and it is in your own
best interest to continue to enforce that. Delete “care should be taken to further ensure” and Austin Corry indicated, I was
thinking the front door of the unit portion can say “the front door of the unit shall be more prominent”. The Commission then
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recommended a change to the language when a two-bay garage door faces the street, ensure that the front door of the unit is more
prominent than the garage door.

Austin Corry indicated that on a code amendment you have options in your recommendations, you can recommend for approval
with modifications and state what your modifications are and then what you recommend is what gets presented to the County
Council. That is what occurred with the minor code amendment and how we did the solar panel thing.

Commissioner Mark Hendricks indicated that we should move it forward with the recommendation to approve with that
modification that has been discussed, which is starting at line 100 on number four it should state that when a two-bay garage door
faces the street ensure that the front door of the unit is more prominent than the garage door.

Austin Corry indicated that the five foot six recess comes from this code that has an eighteen inch recess requirement and then if
you are going to face the street, there is a four foot eave, so it is the combination of the two of those. Commissioner Mark
Hendricks indicated that SkyRidge enforces that and it is in there. Austin Corry replied that this is the JRA Handbook, so this
applies to more than just SkyRidge. I will say that SkyRidge is doing a great job. I have seen a number of those, and they are
doing outstanding, but they are not all of the JSPA.

Commissioner Doug Hronek indicated that that does leave the definition of prominence wide open. Commissioner Mark
Hendricks replied that in this process there has been a lot of thought and who knows if we have landed in the right place to both
create some parameters and then allow flexibility. All of us tonight might have one opinion on what is a good looking palate and
with time things go in and out of fashion, so we have tried to leave some flexibility there. Personally, I would probably not lean
towards, and I guess if you said not less than five/seven you could do that but beyond that I don’t know that I feel strongly that it
needs to be in there. I don’t know. Austin Corry replied that keep in mind you are looking at a garage door section of an entire
handbook that has other things and there is a section about how you treat the front entry of the home.

Public Comment
Chair Chuck Zuercher then opened the hearing up for public comment.

Saralee Atencio, a registered architect in the State of Utah, addressed the issue and indicated that if we make the garage footprint
smaller, we not only save the space, but we also keep the integrity of the side. In SkyRidge we don’t allow the garage door to be
five feet six recessed from the door. Concerned with the definition of prominence. This proposal makes a more practical vision
and environmentally friendly

Chair Chuck Zuercher then closed the public comment period.
Motion

Commissioner Mark Hendricks made a motion to forward the item with the recommendation to approve with the

modification that has been discussed which is starting at line 100 on number four it should state that “when a two-
bay garage door faces the street, ensure that the front door of the unit is more prominent than the garage door”, in
light of the findings and subject to the conditions and accept the staff report.

Commissioner Doug Hronek seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, Doug Grandquis, Doug Hronek, Mark Hendricks, David
Thacker.

NAY: None.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion

Chair Chuck Zuercher made a motion to adjourn.
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Commissioner Kimberly Cook seconded the motion.

The motion carries with the following vote:

AYE: Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, David Thacker, Doug Grandquis, Doug Hronek, Mark
Hendricks.

NAY: None.

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

CHUCK ZUERCHER/CHAIRMAN

Page 11 of 11
Wasatch County Planning Commission Minutes — October 10, 2024



Agenda Item: Approval of the 2025 Planning Commission meeting schedule.

ltem Page 1 of 1

Wasatch County
Planning Commission
Proposed 2025 Meeting Dates

(2" Thursday of each month - 6:00 p.m.)

January 9, 2025
February 13, 2025
March 13, 2025
April 10, 2025
May 8, 2025
June 12,2025
July 10, 2025
August 14, 2025
September 11, 2025
October 9, 2025
November 13, 2025

December 11, 2025
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Agenda Item: Joshua Call, representing Jeff Marendi, rgquests a Plat...
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COUNTY MANAGER COUNTY COUNCIL
Dustin A. Grabau Kendall Crittenden
Steve Farrell

COUNTY PLANNERS T I I Karl McMillan
Doug G. Smith, Director WA A Mark Nelson

Austin Corry, Assistant Director Spencer Park
Y COUNTY — P
Anders Bake, Planner Erik Rowland
Nathan Rosvall, Planning Tech. PLANNING Luke Searle

MEMORANDUM

To: Wasatch County Planning Commission
From: Anders Bake
Date: 7 November 2024

Re: Item #2 — Tuhaye Dancing Sun Phase 3 Lot 63 plat amendment recordation extension

Commissioners,

Joshua Call, representing Jeff Marenti, is requesting an extension of the requirement to record a plat within 1
year of the final approval. The extension request is for the Tuhaye Dancing Sun Phase 3 Lot 63 Subdivision Plat
Amendment which requested a modification to the lot’s building envelope according to a more accurate slope
study. The Plat Amendment Application was granted final approval by the Planning Commission on September
14, 2023. The applicant was unable to record the plat prior to the September 14, 2024 deadline but submitted
the extension request application prior to the expiration date in conformity with County Code. This extension
would require that the plat be recorded by December 13, 2024. The mylar is currently being circulated for
County internal signatures and it is anticipated that it will be recorded before December 13, 2024. Please see
the letter below from the applicant requesting the extension.

Per Wasatch County Code 16.01.16:

F.  Final Development Approvals: Except as provided in Subsection G of this Section, final
approval of development shall expire if the plat is not recorded within one year from the date
of receipt of final approval by the planning commission.

G. Upon written request of an applicant, the expiration date of an application or its approval, as
the case may be, may be extended for ninety (90) days beyond the expiration date provided
that:

1. an application for an extension of time is submitted prior to the expiration date; and
2. the Planning Commission or its designee finds, based on substantial evidence placed
in the record:

a. Substantial progress is being made toward obtaining approval of the
application, or the exercise of development rights authorized by an approved
application, as the case may be;

b. In the case of an unapproved application, no changes to this Title have
occurred or are being considered that may affect the application, and

35S 500 East | Heber City, UT 84032 | 435.657.3205 | wasatch.utah.gov/planning
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c. In the case of an approved application, any conditions of approval are still
viable based on currently applicable requirements of the Wasatch County
Code.
3. In no case shall the time period be extended for more than twelve (12) months from
the original expiration.

R .. RIMROCHK
E a ENGINEERING &
o DEVELOPMENT

Friday, September 13, 2024

Tuhaye Dancing Sun Lot 63 Plat Amendment Application-Extension

Dear Plannming Department,

Jeff and Amy Marentic (owners) are seeking a plat amendment extension in Tuhaye, Utah. They are the
owners of of parcel 00-0021-6480, also known as lot 63 in the recorded Tuhaye Dancing Sun Phase 3
subdivision. This subdivision was recorded 1n 2021.

Due to some other obligations, the owners were not able to sign the mylar i tume and are requesting an
extension to allow them the time to get the mylar signed and returned to the County.

Please contact me with any questions er concerns.

Respectfully,

//)Wg/,«é'i c_

Josh Call

jcall@re-n-d.com
801-815-3010
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Agenda Item: Consideration of a proposed amendment to Wasatch...
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WASATCH

C O UNTY

Item 3 - Variable Lot Size Developments
Code Text Amendment

Project: DEV-n/a | Variable Lot Size Developments Council Action Required: Yes

Meeting Date: 14 November 2024 Type of Action: Legislative

Report Date: 6 November 2024 Applicant: Wasatch County Planning
Report Author: Austin Corry, Assistant Director Affected Code Section(s): 16.08, 16.27

DETERMINATION ISSUE

Whether or not code sections 16.08 (Residential Agriculture 1) and 16.27.04 (Types of Development) should be
amended to modify the bonus density eligibility requirements in the RA-1 zone and to require open space when using
the variable lot size development option. This determination is a legislative decision to be made by the Wasatch County
Council after receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis and findings in this staff report, Planning Staff is of the opinion that the proposed amendments
could further promote the county’s open space preservation goals, provide a development type more consistent with
the intent of the General Plan, and would clarify the density requirements of the RA-1 zone. Therefore, it is
recommended that the Planning Commission forward a POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION of the proposed code text
amendment based on the findings included in the staff report. The Planning Commission should make any additional
modifications to the proposed ordinance, if necessary, prior to making the recommendation.

Planning Commiission Staff Report
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BACKGROUND

The use and development of land in unincorporated areas of Wasatch County are regulated through Title 16 of the
Wasatch County Code. This Title establishes the regulations, categorized into zones, for a number of things such as
minimum lot sizes, uses allowed on a property, maximum sizes of structures, limits on development disturbances, and
many others. The intent of these ordinances are to protect the general health, safety, and welfare of the public and to
promote the purposes of the Wasatch County General Plan.

One development option currently allowed in Wasatch County Code (WCC) is referred to as Variable Lot Size
Developments. The premise of this development type is to allow flexibility of lot sizes where smaller lots are used closer
to more urban areas and lots get larger as development moves toward the unincorporated areas. Earlier this year, a

variable lot size development proposal was processed and taken through the standard procedures that have been

occurring for quite some time. However, this particular development proposal brought to light for the County Council a
concern that the regulations currently existing in the code were not meeting the actual intent. That is, that the Council
believed the intent of the lot size reduction was not only to modify lot sizes in proximity to incorporated areas, but ALSO
to allow larger areas of open space and clustering of the lots so that the smaller lots would have more usable open space
features inherent in the development.

The development proposal was approved since it complied with the code, but the County Council asked planning staff to
look for options to promote open space and better align the code with the intent of the General Plan. The proposed
amendment is the first step in addressing that concern. While a more comprehensive approach is needed, including
consideration of clarifying intent and direction given in the General Plan, this proposal helps to adjust the course of the
current ordinance in the meantime.

6 November 2024
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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.” The Land Use and Development Code purpose is stated:

16.01.01: PURPOSE

This title and the regulations and restrictions contained herein are adopted and enacted for the purpose of

promoting the health, safety, welfare, prosperity, improved morals, peace, good order, comfort, convenience

and aesthetics of the present and future inhabitants of the county and to:

A. Guide the future growth and development of Wasatch County, in accordance with the Wasatch

County general plan;

B. Provide for adequate open space, light, air, air quality, privacy, safety from fire, flood, landslides
and other geologic hazards, and other dangers and to try to prevent overcrowding of the land, and to
lessen traffic congestion;

Protect and conserve the character and stability of Wasatch County, and to encourage the orderly

development of the land;

Protect and conserve the Wasatch County property values and minimize conflicts among uses of the

land and structures;

Establish public and private policy that encourages action to provide adequate and efficient

transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks, playgrounds, recreation and other public facilities,

Establish reasonable standards of design and procedures for development;

Create an atmosphere attractive to visitors and residents;

Fully exercise all of the powers granted to the county by the provisions of Utah Code Annotated

section 17-27a-101 et seq., the county land use, development and management act, and all other

powers granted by statute or by common law for the regulation of land uses and improvements;

Protect and enhance the quality of life in general for Wasatch County residents.

Allow development in a manner that encourages the preservation of scenic values, historic

structures, agricultural uses and minimizes the impact on natural resources in Wasatch County;,

K. Provide for well planned commercial and residential centers, efficient traffic circulation, and
efficient use of county services;

L. Regulate development that may add to existing geologic hazards, erosion, flooding or other
conditions that create potential dangers to life and safety in the community or detract from the
quality of life in the community,

M. Require new development to be fiscally responsible by providing all required improvements and
adequately mitigating any impacts to the county;

N. Establish zone districts within which the legislative body may regulate and restrict the erection,
construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair or use of buildings and structures and the uses of
land; and

O. Provide methods of administration and enforcement of this title and provide penalties for the
violation thereof.

Tam =D N0

<~

STAFF ANALYSIS
— GENERAL PLAN —

The first consideration in determining whether a code text amendment should be approved or denied is the
language contained in the General Plan. The General Plan provides the guidance that is made more specific as
part of the zoning ordinance or zoning map. The General Plan has language for all areas in the County’s
geographic area. The specific areas are broken into analysis of existing settings and constraints and then a land
use plan.
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Review of Chapter three of the General Plan specific highlights goals and policies intended to guide and direct
decisions for the future growth in the County. Below are policies that staff believes directly apply to the decision
at hand and include a brief analysis to positive and/or negative impacts the proposed amendment could have on
the implementation of the stated policies. (Staff analysis responses are provided in bold):

Goal 4 — The lot sizes of permitted development shall increase as the distance from population centers
increase.

Objective 4.1 — Develop land use policies that allow smaller lots for developments adjacent to
municipalities.

Policy 4.1.1 — The Development Code shall provide for development options next to centers
of population that would allow for smaller lot sizes with open space as compared to the more
rural parts of the County.

Staff Response: It is clear from the established policy that variable lot sizes were intended to be an option
available for producing different development characteristics near municipalities as opposed to the farther
outreaches of the county. This is a typical planning policy that helps to encourage appropriate price points and
lifestyles near the city centers where access to transportation and jobs are higher. This helps to reduce travel
demands and infrastructure costs in the long run and aids in the protection of rural agricultural lands from
development encroachment. However, it appears that the original development of the RA-1 zone, or at the very
least, the resulting zone after years of piecemeal amendments, has failed to specifically address the call for open
space as stated in Policy 4.1.1. Staff recommends that a minimum open space requirement be added to ensure
the code is representative of the established policy.

Review of Chapter four of the General Plan, specifically the section related to Open Space and Sensitive Lands
highlights similar goals representative of the land use policies set forth in Chapter three. (Staff analysis
responses are provided in bold):

Goal 4 — Develop land use policies that preserve open space as real estate development occurs.

Policy 4.1 — Clustering, or conservation subdivision design, which encourages conservation while
respecting current base density standards by accommodating flexible lot sizes, should become the
standard design process employed when developing in the county’s RA-1, RA-5, and Transition
Overlay zones. These areas should have at least 30% open space requirement and be viewed as
creating the “edge” of urban development...

Staff Response: Similar to the analysis provided for Chapter three, these policies encourage the use of clustering
development. It is important to note, the specific intent in clustering is for reacting to the context of adjacent
urban development and providing open space. Given that the General Plan specifically seeks 30% open space,
that number has been utilized in the proposed amendment. Staff recommends that continued efforts be made
to reanalyze these policies since there is no Transition Overlay zones and the development contexts of “edge of
urban development” identified 23 years ago is likely different than the context of today’s reality. A General Plan
discussion could identify whether the priorities of the General Plan are still reflective of the community values.
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— LARGE SCALE VS. SMALL SCALE -

In drafting the proposed amendment, staff was unsure of the county’s position or reasoning in having separate
density and lot size options for large-scale and small-scale subdivision types. As written, the proposal maintains
the status quo of the current approach in that small-scale subdivisions have a slightly higher density allowance
than large-scale subdivisions do. Considering the complexity of variable lot size developments, and the open
space requirements, the use of the development type for small-scale subdivisions did not seem practical. As
such, the proposed text currently limits the use of the variable lot size developments to large-scale only. There
were no identified justifications for this in any known policy documents. The staff can easily accommodate some
adaptations to the text if the county desires to consolidate some of the distinctive differences in how small- and
large-scale development regulations are being approached.

— OPEN SPACE INTENT -

Recent development proposals have raised the question of whether the county should facilitate allowing open
space areas to be utilized for other civic purposes. As proposed, the regulation would intiatially require open
space areas to meet the definition of open space as outlined in WCC 16.04 as follows:

OPEN SPACE: Land which has an open space easement or deed restriction which states the land shall not
be covered by dwellings, structures, or by pavement or other impervious material, except for trails and
minimal improvements which facilitate recreational use without compromising the open, undeveloped nature
of the land, and only as approved by the land use authority.

By this strict definition, any parcels created for the purpose of variable lot size development would have to
remain unobstructed and primarily for recreational use. However, the General Plan also includes policies to
encourage the securing of sites for civic uses in areas where those uses could further promote the general
welfare. (General Plan Policy 16.5.1). Under this premise, staff is proposing language that allows the County
Council the discretion to allow the open areas to be used for civic facilities. This would enable the County
Council to debate the merits of a proposal, on a case-by-case basis, that may be proposing the addition of a
facility such as a school, government offices, or public services function that is well suited for a particular
location. If the county is not interested in suggesting the option at all, the last line of the proposed
16.08.04(C)(4) could be stricken from the proposal without compromising any of the rest of the proposed
language or its consistency with the rest of Title 16.

— BONUS DENSITY APPROACH —

Current text of the RA-1 zone has fairly limited eligibility criteria for granting a bonus density that would allow
development at a density higher than 5 units per acre. Considering the significant amount of content in the
General Plan related to the areas zoned RA-1, it seemed prudent to have higher density subdivisions analyzed
more closely to those policies. Staff has provided language for the simplest approach, though it would be the
least predictable for an applicant. The text, as proposed, would place any subdivisions requesting the bonus
density to be approved by the County Council and to have the subdivision reviewed for “compliance with the
policies established by the General Plan.”

The county may be interested in exploring a more predictable approach, though it would come at the cost of
requiring a more thorough analysis being prepared by applicants. One idea could be to approach the density and
lot size allowed in a subdivision based on the rate of change it would create for the adjacent context. For
example, developments next to higher density areas of the city would naturally, through the analysis, produce a
higher density, whereas developments adjacent to the lower density Mountain (M) zone with 20 acre minimum

6 November 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — ITEM 3 (DEV-n/a) Page | 5of 8



lot sizes would naturally have lower density. To take this approach, the county, instead of dictating minimum lot
sizes and density numbers, would instead dictate the rate, or percentage of difference, that the development
can be at a prescribed buffer surrounding the development. This would be a novel approach but would
accommodate a zone that became more flexible without needing to re-write or reconsider the policies as the
context of the area changed. Instead, the regulation would automatically adapt to the changing conditions as
time progressed.

- IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED CHANGE -

It is impossible to anticipate every possible impact a change could have. Certainly, the county should consider
the preferred development options in the context of the desired outcome. Variable lot sizes with open space
provide a transitional lot size that is likely more reflective of adjacent municipalities while, at the same time,
keeping densities at a level that can also align with larger lots in the more rural areas of the unincorporated
county. However, the inclusion of an open space requirement may simply result in developers opting to develop
standard subdivisions with no open space and traditional minimum lot sizes.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

While this proposal was not processed through the traditional DRC review, staff has coordinated draft versions and had
conversation with other departments throughout the process. The proposal is a result of the input of numerous
departments.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move to forward a Recommendation for Approval to the County Council for ltem 3 consistent with the findings
presented in the staff report.

— FINDINGS -

1. The proposed amendment is in the interest of the public, and is consistent with the goals and policies of the
Wasatch County General Plan as follows:

a. Goal 4, Objective 4.1, and Policy 4.1.1 of Chapter three seek to have “development options next to
centers of population that would allow for smaller lot sizes with open space as compared to the more
rural parts of the County.”

b. Goal 4, and Policy 4.1 of Chapter four mandates that “flexible lots sizes, should become the standard
design process employed when developing in the county’s RA-1...zone,” and that “these areas should
have at least 30% open space requirement...”

c. Other land use policies limit densities in these valley floor to five acres per unit for the purpose of
protecting pristine water quality. Densities below this shall have public sewer and water connections.

2. The proposed amendment promotes the purpose of the land use and development code as stated in WCC
16.01.01.

3. Positive impacts of the proposed changes are alignment with the development code and the established policies
of the General Plan, clear standards for density bonuses that continue to protect water quality, and providing
development options that protect the areas identified as valuable assets to the community.

4. Negative impacts of the proposed changes could be that the 30% open space requirement may deter the use of
the development option compared to standard lot sizes.
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The county intends to engage in a more comprehensive policy discussion in the future to ensure that the
community values and established policies are reflective of the current context of the county.

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

The analysis, findings, and conclusions outlined in the staff report are hereby adopted as part of this action.

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 General Plan
and proposed amendments are consistent and compatible. *This action would be consistent with the staff
analysis. *

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.

EXHIBITS
Exhibit A — Proposed Code Ordinance 24-16....................... 8
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Exhibit A — Proposed Code Ordinance 24-16
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ORDINANCE NO. 24-16

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING WASATCH COUNTY CODE CHAPTER 16.08 TO UPDATE
THE RA-1 ZONE TO COMPORT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE STATED
PURPOSES OF THE VARIABLE LOT SIZE DEVELOPMENT.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the County has adopted General Plan policies to encourage the creation of permanently
protected open spaces; and

WHEREAS, the County has adopted General Plan policies to facilitate transitional lot sizes from near the
incorporated cities to the more rural parts of the county; and

WHEREAS, the County Legislative Body has considered the established policies, intent, and the
standards currently established in the land use and development code; and

WHEREAS, the County Legislative Body has also considered criteria such as property rights,
community benefits, good planning principles, and costs of service; and

WHEREAS, the County Legislative Body has determined that the variable lot size standards in the RA-1
zone should be amended to require a higher level of public benefit than currently established by
encouraging or clearly requiring more open space with smaller lot developments; and

WHEREAS, Utah Code 17-27a-502 requires Wasatch County to give notice of public hearing as
provided in Utah Code 17-27a-205(1)(a), and to hold a public hearing; and

WHEREAS, Wasatch County gave notice of all public meetings and public hearings related to this
ordinance as required, and the planning commission held a public hearing as required; and

WHEREAS, the County Legislative Body, having considered all of the evidence provided to be in the
best interest of the health, general welfare, and safety of the inhabitants of Wasatch County;

NOW THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Wasatch County ordains that the Wasatch County
Zoning Map and Land Use and Development Code be amended as follows:

SECTION I: Enactment. The following amendments, additions, and deletions to Title 16, the Land Use
and Development Code, are hereby enacted: See attached Exhibit A.

SECTION II: Repealer. If any provisions of the County Code heretofore adopted are wholly
inconsistent with this ordinance, they are hereby repealed.

SECTION III: Amendment of Conflicting Ordinances. To the extent that any ordinances,
resolutions, or policies of Wasatch County partially conflict with this ordinance, they are hereby amended
to comply with the provisions hereof.

SECTION IV: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon execution by
the Chair of the County Council and the completion of public notice requirements imposed by state
statute.



SECTION V: Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this ordinance is
declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be severed and
such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this ordinance.

SECTION VI: Public Notice. The Wasatch County Clerk, and ex officio Clerk of the Wasatch County
Council, is hereby ordered, in accordance with the requirements of Section 17-53-208, Utah Code
Annotated, 1953, as amended, to do as follows:

a. Enter at length this ordinance in the ordinance book;

b. Deposit a copy of this ordinance in the office of the County Clerk;

c. Publish a short summary of this ordinance, together with a statement that a complete
copy of the ordinance is available at the County Clerk’s office and with the name of the
members voting for and against the ordinance, for at least one publication in a newspaper
published in and having general circulation in the county; or post a complete copy of this
ordinance in nine (9) public places within the County.

APPROVED and PASSED this day of ,2024.
Attest: WASATCH COUNTY COUNCIL:
Joey Granger Spencer Park, Chair
Wasatch County Clerk / Auditor Wasatch County Council
VOTE

Spencer Park, Chairman
Karl McMillan, Vice-Chair
Luke Searle

Steve Farrell

Erik Rowland

Kendall Crittenden

Mark Nelson



ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF UTAH )
): ss.
COUNTY OF WASATCH )

I, the undersigned, the duly qualified and acting County Clerk of Wasatch County, Utah, and ex
officio Clerk of the Wasatch County Council do hereby further certify, according to the records of said
Council in my official possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, that I have fulfilled the
requirements of Section 17-53-208, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, by:

[ ] (a) Causing this ordinance to be entered at length in the ordinance book;
[ 1 (b) Causing three (3) copies of this ordinance to be deposited in the office of the County Clerk;

[ 1 (c) Causing a short summary of this ordinance, together with a statement that a complete copy of
the ordinance is available at the County Clerk’s office and with the name of the members voting for and
against the ordinance to be published for at least one publication in The Wasatch Wave, a newspaper of
general circulation within the geographical jurisdiction of Wasatch County; or posting a complete copy of
this ordinance in nine (9) public places within the County.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature and impressed
hereon the official seal of the County Council of Wasatch County, Utah, this day of
,2024.

Joey Granger
Wasatch County Clerk / Auditor

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to me, a Notary Public, this day of
,2024.

Notary Public
Residing in:
My commission expires:



EXHIBIT A — PROPOSED AMENDMENT

1 Chapter 16.08: RESIDENTIAL-AGRICULTURAL ZONE (RA-1)

2 16.08.01: PURPOSE

3

4 B A

5 he-site g essed=The r651dent1a1 agrlcultural
6 zone (RA 1) 1S estabhshed to preserve the hlgh quahty of 11fe for the citizens of Wasatch County
7 by allowing residential development near the incorporated areas, while maintaining the rural

8 atmosphere of Wasatch County. The intent of the eedezone is to increase lot sizes as development
9 moves away from incorporated areas as a means of facilitating a transitional development area

10 and to maintain, as much as possible, the rural character of the County.

11 B. The speeifie-intentin-establishingthis-development options provided in the residential-

12 agricultural zone (RA-1) is-are to promote the protection of natural resource areas, prominent
13 features of the site, farmland and other large areas of open land, while permitting residential
14 development at low—m%al—densmes approprlate for the context of the area. m
15 : : ; ]

16

17 1. Provide a place in the county where residential dwellings may be constructed as a

18 transition from population centers to more rural agricultural uses.

19 2. Facilitate the provision of essential services needed by the residents within urbanizing
20 areas of the county, particularly sewage and culinary water service, through the

21 instrumentality of a special service district.

22 3. Provide services to residential development for street maintenance, fire and police

23 protection, and health and sanitation services, and other available services.

24 4. Provide a zone where residents can have farm animals in reasonable numbers and

25 conduct agricultural activities with provisions that protect the rights of farmers and

26 ranchers from complaints regarding noise, odors, length of working hours and general
27 operation from surrounding non-agricultural neighbors.

28 5. To maintain and protect Wasatch County's rural character by previding-eptionste

29 preserve-providing development options that can preserve important lardseape-elements,
30 including those areas contalnlng unique and env1ronmentally sens1t1ve natural features
31 h =

32 N N o th

33 de51gn shouléshall preserve natural or promment features of the site ﬁrst and laylng out
34 the lots after the portions of the site worth preserving are addressed.

35

36

37 7:6.To provide the option in specified areas for the development of varied lot sizes in

38 clustered, single-family, low density residential uses, allowing the-petential-for large
39 areas of permanently protected open space _for active or passive use by residents of the
40 development or by the public.
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41
42

43
44

45

46
47

48
49

50 16.08.04: LOT AREA AND MAXIMUM DENSITY

51 A. Lot Area: Each lot or parcel must be a minimum of five (5) acres and shall have no more than one
52 (1) unit per five (5) acres except that lots may be reduced to one (1) acre in size and developed at
53 a higher density in subdivisions where a bonus density is granted as described herein.
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67 &B. Bonus Density Eligibility Requirements: All developments in the RA-1 zone must meet
68 the following criteria in order to be eligible for development in the RA-1 zone at a density higher
69 than one (1) unit per five (5) acres:
70 ry-Pre decelommenhe oo b ath oo Benble vee o o Dl lenel
71 Ceunty-Ceode: The bonus density granted shall be approved or denied by the County
72 legislative body after review for compliance with the policies established by the General
73 Plan, but in no case shall the density exceed one (1) unit for every 1.3 net developable
74 acres for large scale subdivisions and one unit for every one (1) net developable acre for
75 small scale subdivisions.
76 All lots in Fthe proposed development must connect to a centralized sewer system,
77 owned and operated by a county, incorporated municipality, improvement district, taxing
78 district or other political subdivision of the state of Utah.

| 79 All lots in tFhe proposed development must connect to an approved water system, owned
80 and operated by a county, incorporated municipality, improvement district, taxing district
81 or other political subdivision of the state of Utah. Lots of four (4) acres or larger in a

ltem Page 13 of 17
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82
83

84
85
86

87
88

89
90
91
92

94

95
96
97

98
99
100

101 C.

small scale subdivision may be allowed to use a private well to satisfy the above
requirements if the following conditions are met:

a. The property owner enters into a voluntarily agreement prepared by the County,
agreeing that the property will not be further subdivided or reduced in size in the
future.

b. The water board reviews the proposal and recommends approval of the project if
in compliance with their stated requirements.

c. The proposed subdivision is not located within the boundary of an improvement
district, taxing district or other political subdivision of the state of Utah. &-
FHowever, the water board may approve lots #n-smal-seale-subdivisions-within
taxing districts to remain on pre-existing wells if all lots provide a water line
stubbed to the property line for future connection in accordance with service
district requirements.

d. Due to a lack of fire flow with homes on wells, the fire district may require
additional fire mitigation requirements as required in the international fire code
as adopted by the State of Utah and Wasatch County.

e. The properties have allowed easements for installation of sewer lines by an
improvement district, taxing district, or other political subdivision of the state of
Utah which provides sewer service.

Variable Lot Size Development: Variable lot size developments are a permissible development

102
103
104

105

106
107

108
109

110
111
112

113
114

115
116
117

118
119
120
121
122

123
124

ltem Page 14 of 17

type in the RA-1 zone to provide flexibility for creative developments to incorporate usable open
space in a development. If the variable lot size option is used, the following additional criteria

will apply:

1. The variable lot size option shall be limited to large scale developments only.

2. The overall density of the development shall be limited to the density permitted by the
zone, including bonus densities, if applicable.

3. Lot size minimums (not density) may be adjusted in a way that does not violate the
followingasfeHews:

a. Developments on the east end of the valley between ineerperated-areas-efHeber
SityMill Road and 2400 East may have lots as small as 1/3 acre (14,520 square

feet).

b. Developments between 2400 East and 3600 East may have lots a minimum of
1/2 acre (21,780 square feet).

c. Developments between3600-East-to-the-eastend-of the-valley-floorin all other
areas of the RA-1 zone shall have minimum lot sizes of 1 acre (43,560 square

feet).

4. The development shall include a large, undivided open space parcel totaling a minimum
of five acres or 30% of the overall acreage of the development, whichever is greater, and
in compliance with the requirements of 16.21.06. Alternatively, the open space parcel
may be allowed, at the discretion of the County legislative body, for donation as a civic
or institutional facility if in compliance with the General Plan.

5. Ifalarge scale development is proposing clustering with variable lot sizes and open
space, the county encourages the developer to have some of the open space along the
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125
126

127
128
129
130
131
132
133

134

135

136

137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144

145
146
147
148

149
150
151
152

153
154
155
156

157
158
159
160

161
162

163
164
165

166
167

existinecountycollector roads to enhance the rural feel and provide a buffer for residents
along the larger county roads.

D. Further Development: Any subdivision or development, which uses clustering, variable lot sizes
or other development procedures, that creates common area parcels; or open space parcels-er

which-ereates-buildinglotsgreaterthan-ene-aere, must include notes on the plat, conservation
easements, ard-or any other appropriate land use controls deemed necessary by the planning

eemm+ss+eﬁ—aﬂd—ee&nt¥ee&ﬂeﬂLand Use Authorlty to proh1b1t further development of any lot or
parcel within the subdivision. See

srmmenhiseuiesnsne s

16.08.08: SETBACK REQUIREMENTS

The setback requirements for this zone shall be as follows:

A. Front Setback: Each lot or parcel in the residential-agricultural zone (RA-1) shall have a front
yard setback of not less than sixty feet (60") from the center of the road, or thirty feet (30') from

the edge of the r1ght of Way, whlchever is greater {—ﬁthepfepeﬁy—ts—leeated—&}eﬂg—a—st&teef

B. Side Setbacks: All structures netintended-to-house-animals-shall be set back from the side
property line a minimum of ten feet (10) The sum of the two (2) 51de setbacks shall be at least
twenty four feet (24) Stele 8 ., RN

C. Corner Lots: For corner lots, the side setback on the street side shall be the same setback as that
required for the front.

D. Rear Setbacks: Structures notintended-to-heuse-animals-shall be set back from the rear property
line a minimum of thlrty feet (30) Bu#élﬂgﬁ—tl%&t—wm—heﬂseanmals—m&sklm%a—reapsetbaeleef

E. Other Setbacks: See section 16.21.07 for other setback requirements that may apply.
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168  16.08.10: BISTANCE BETWEENBUH-DINGSRESERVED

169
170

171

172 16.08.14: OTHER REQUIREMENTS

173 A. Signs: In addition to the regulations found in chapter 16.26 of this title, the following regulations
174 apply to this zone:

175 1. Signs or nameplates not exceeding two (2) square feet in area and displaying only the
176 name and address of the occupant.

177 2. Home occupation signs not exceeding two (2) square feet in area.

178 E—andbessines Doe eetien L6 O L L0 o thie ele

179 el Deeseion LoD L L0 o DU Ll

180 B-B. WallsAndFeneesRight to Farm: Developments shall-provide-afencing planthatinelades
181 adequatefenecing-to-separate-agricultural usesfromresidentialusesbordering active agricultural
182 uses shall provide an agrlcultural 1mpact analysis and fencing plan in compllance with 16.21.14.
183 heo an o 1M1 h | e n nee an

184

185

186

187

188

189

190 EC. Sewer and Water Requirements: See section 16.27.11 of this title.

191 ED. Compliance With Land Use Restrictions Not Guarantee Of Building Permit: All

192 applicable requirements for issuance of a building permit from all county departments and other
193 Special Service Districts with authority over the property must be met before a permit may be
194 issued.

195 GE. Additional Regulations: See also chapters 16.21, "Supplementary Development

196 Standards" and 16.27, "Development Standards", of this title for additional regulations that apply
197 to this zone. In the event of a conflict between that chapter and the regulations contained in this
198 chapter, the regulations of this chapter would control.

199 HF. Roads, sidewalks and trail improvements along established roads must be stubbed into
200 adjacent properties. Street layouts must be designed to allow connection with existing or future
201 adjacent developments in accordance with this chapter. Prepesed-developments-shall-comply-with
202 B

203 Lo Beeldpesfeseetion Lo2 0o it

204

205 16.27.04: TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT

206  The following are types of developments that are considered by this title:
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207 A. Small Scale Development: A development consisting of no more than five (5) lots, units or

208 equivalent residential units, which is processed through the planning staff without the necessity of
209 having a meeting before the planning commission. Further division of any small scale

210 development, any lots resulting from a small scale development, or any parcels resulting from a
211 bona fide division or partition of agricultural land for agricultural purposes which have previously
212 been created after August 11, 1965 without approval of a land use application, must be processed
213 as a large scale development.

214 B. Farm Preservation Development: A development consisting of not more than five (5) lots - and
215 including a deed restricted Farm Preservation Parcel. Farm preservation developments shall

216 follow the same process as a small scale development.

217 C. Rural Preservation Development: A development consisting of not more than five (5) lots, all of
218 which are six (6) acres or greater and include a deed restriction to remain land in agricultural use.
219 Rural preservation developments shall follow the same process as a small scale development.

220 D. Large Scale Development: A development consisting of more than five (5) lots, units or

221 equivalent residential units, which must be processed by staff and brought before the Planning
222 Commission in a public hearing.

223 E. Variable Lot Size Development: Variable Lot Size developments are allowed in specified areas of
224 the RA-1 zoning district; as a means of protecting agricultural operations, open spaces, ae

225 unique features, or environmentally sensitive areas; as long as the overall density does not exceed
226 the mintmumletsizes-and-densities specified in the zone. Sensitive areas and areas worth

227 preserving sheuld-shall be incorporated into open space.

228
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MEMORANDUM

To: Wasatch County Planning Commission
From: Austin Corry, Assistant Planning Director
Date: 6 November 2024

Re: Item # 4 — 2025 General Plan Update

Commissioners,

Utah Code 17-27a-401 requires the county to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-range general
plan to address the present and future needs of the county, growth and development, and as a basis for
communicating and coordinating with the federal government on land and resource management issues.
The first comprehensive plan for Wasatch County was completed in September 1973. The plan was
prepared with a twenty-year outlook built in. Twenty-eight years later a comprehensive update to the
General Plan was undertaken with significant community participation, including a committee of 100
residents serving to advise on matters of transportation, land use, economic development, and public
services. It has guided Wasatch County well over the past twenty-four years with minor updates to the
plan being made through the years.

While state code requires the adoption of a plan, it does not require the plan to be updated regularly nor
does the plan have to be used as a regulatory document. For some communities, they adopt a plan and
rarely reference the plan again. For other communities, the plan has been used regularly as the primary
guidepost to ensure that implementation measures are consistently moving toward common goals.
Wasatch County, in 2001, adopted language in the General Plan to make the plan “mandatory” or, in
other words, to require all zoning codes, all development proposals, and all county policies to follow the
plan. With the importance of the plan made prominent, it would seem imperative that county resources
should be allocated to regular evaluation and consistent referencing of the plan.

It is time for Wasatch County to celebrate the successes of the 2001 General Plan and now to make an
effort to initiate a comprehensive evaluation of this roadmap for the future.

It is hereby requested that the Wasatch County Planning Commission make a motion to initiate a
comprehensive update to the Wasatch County General Plan under the powers and duties granted the
Commission by Utah Code and Wasatch County Code. As part of this request, staff proposes the
following outline of a potential update process.

35 $500 East | Heber City, UT 84032 | 435.657.3205 | wasatch.utah.gov/planning



Phase One: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

- Reorganize and prepare existing plan in outline format
- Gather and Update initial data points

- Review and provide initial minor cleanup of existing policies

Phase Two: COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT

> Initiate Resident Attitude Survey (solicit focus group interest)
- Conduct public open house (solicit focus group interest)

- Compile survey results and open house feedback

> Assemble focus groups (PC Member to chair each group?)

- Identify additional data points

Phase Three: PLAN FORUMULATION

- Conduct focus group meetings to analyze and refine plan
- Generate First Draft
- Planning Commission work meeting

- Reconvene focus groups (if needed)

Phase Four: ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

- Final Drafting

- Planning Commission Public Hearing

- Council Public Hearing

- Compile adopted plans, update webpages and links

- Regularly reference document during land use decisions
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