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WASATCH COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
JULY 10, 2025 

 
 
MEETING TIME: 6:00 P.M. 
MEETING PLACE:  Wasatch County Administration Bldg., 25 North Main, Heber City, Utah 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chair Chuck Zuercher, Kimberly Cook, Mark Hendricks, Doug Hronek, Scott Brubaker, 

Daniel Lyman, David Thacker 
EXCUSED: None  
STAFF PRESENT:  Doug Smith, Wasatch County Planner; Austin Corry, Assistant Wasatch County 

Planner; Jon Woodard, Assistant Wasatch County Attorney    
PRAYER:  Commissioner Mark Hendricks 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:   Led by Commissioner Kimberly Cook and repeated by everyone 

BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
 
❖ APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE MAY 8, 2025 MEETING 
 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Hendricks made a motion to approve the minutes of the May 8, 2025 meeting as written. 
Commissioner Cook seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE  ( 7  TO  0 ) 
  
Charles Zuercher AYE NAY ABSTAIN  Scott Brubaker  AYE NAY ABSTAIN  
Mark Hendricks AYE NAY ABSTAIN   Doug Hronek  AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Kimberly Cook  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   David Thacker   AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Daniel Lyman  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   
 
 

 
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 

 
ITEM #1 Ordinance 25-10, allowing certain land uses on nonconforming lots and an amendment to 16.27.35 

gravel pit and mining regulations. 

Agenda Item: Approval of Minutes of July 10, 2025 Meeting
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STAFF PRESENTATION - The Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides details of the facts of the case and 
the Staff's analysis, conclusions, and recommendations. 
  
APPLICANT AND PUBLIC COMMENT - Any comments received prior to completion of the Staff Report are 
addressed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission. Key issues raised in written comments received 
subsequent to the Staff Report or public comment during the public hearing included the following: 

• Todd Cusick noted that the County pays a 16-20% premium for the cost of aggregate and concrete because of 
the limit of one source in the area. There are also traffic impacts. 

• Mr. Cusick is concerned about the language about being required to be 2,000 feet from the nearest non-
commercial/industrial permanent habitable structure. They have other pits closer than that to neighbors and 
they work just fine. 

  
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION - Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 

• The Commission discussed the viability of the specifics of the new proposed mining regulations. Commissioner 
Brubaker suggested treating it more like setbacks. Jon Woodard noted the Commission should be aware of 
State codes ability to expand mines regardless of local regulations. Mr. Cusick spoke to the difference between 
vested mine rights and critical infrastructure rights. 

• The Commission suggested staff research criteria that can be used that have a specific reason why the 
numbers are being chosen. 

  
MOTION 
Commissioner Brubaker made a motion to continue the item to the August meeting to research further the 
setbacks, state law vested rights, and mining industry. 
Commissioner Thacker seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE  ( 7  TO  0 ) 
  
Charles Zuercher AYE NAY ABSTAIN  Scott Brubaker  AYE NAY ABSTAIN  
Mark Hendricks AYE NAY ABSTAIN   Doug Hronek  AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Kimberly Cook  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   David Thacker   AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Daniel Lyman  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   
 
   
FINDINGS / BASIS OF PLANNING COMMISSION DETERMINATION 
 

• The Commission needs more information to identify the right regulations. 
 
 
ITEM #2 Ordinance 25-11, Approving a gate on West Strawberry Road .66 miles south of the intersection of 

Highway 40 and West Strawberry Road. 
 
 
STAFF PRESENTATION - The Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides details of the facts of the case and 
the Staff's analysis, conclusions, and recommendations. 

• Doug Smith shared a Power Point with the staff report. 
• Jon Woodard gave a background of a court ruling stating that a traffic control device would need to go through 

a CLUDMA process. Because of that past ruling, this is why this item is in front of Planning Commission as 
opposed to the highway authority (which is the County Council). 
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• Mr. Woodard stated the intent is not to shut down a public road or stop recreation in the area. This is about 
enforcing permit requirements. 

  
APPLICANT AND PUBLIC COMMENT - Any comments received prior to completion of the Staff Report are 
addressed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission. Key issues raised in written comments received 
subsequent to the Staff Report or public comment during the public hearing included the following: 

• Alan Ward, Utah DWR strawberry manager, gave a history about the DNR practices to try and accommodate 
access and recreation activities around Strawberry. In his opinion, it appears the Forest Service transferred the 
road to the County as a measure of cutting the Forest Service’s costs. 

• Mr. Ward stated about 250 to 300k fishing hours (62,000 fishing trips) occur per year on Strawberry, which is 
significantly higher than any other body of water in the State of Utah. Closing the road would shut off 62% of the 
parking available in the area. 

• Kent Strong is opposed to the closing of the road and the spending of the funds to put in a gate. Mr. strong 
raised concerned with emergency vehicle access. 

• Paul Phillips, Strawberry Bay Marina, noted what is available at the marina. His concern is that the County permit 
requires a permit holder to be there at all times. He stated that in December 2024 they went to the County 
Council and were approved to plow the road. Mr. Phillips stated he did not get a permit because he does not 
agree with the language in the permit form. The permit does not have a standard. 

• Mike Wimmer is supportive of fishing at the reservoir and family activities. He is concerned about safety. 
• Jeff Salt, Utah Anglers Coalition, spoke to amend the written comment sent in by the organization to oppose the 

gate. He is concerned about no clarity on what would trigger closure of the gate. 
• Kevin Pritchet, financial partner of the Marina, is concerned about the financial obligation the Marina takes on by 

plowing it under the permit language. 
• Clyde Bellows is concerned about an August 1 deadline. 

  
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION - Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 

• Commissioner Hendricks asked if there could be clarity to three questions: 1) If there were a permit issued, would 
there really be a need for a gate? 2) Cost of the gate a reasonable expense? and 3) what’s the enforcement if 
the lock is cut or gate traversed? 

• Commissioner Thacker asked if the bond offered to be paid by restaurant taxes has been rescinded or if it is still 
on the table. Mr. Smith replied he believes it is still available. 

• Commissioner Thacker asked if anyone knew how long the road has been open and plowed historically. Mr. 
Ward replied that the road has been plowed in some form or another since around 1985 when the reservoir was 
opened up for ice fishing. Mr. Phillips responded the Marina’s first permit from the Forest Service was in 1988. 

• The Commission, with Alan Ward, discussed currently existing cross-jurisdiction contracts that exist. 
• Commissioner Hendricks noted it will be difficult to make a recommendation without knowledge about the 

spectrum of solutions that could be used to solve the issue. 
• Commissioner Hronek asked if there were damages that occurred in the past with the Forest Service that would 

have to repair the road. Mr. Wall replied he is not aware of anything significantly, but the road was also never 
originally designed for year round use so there is deterioration just from that. 

• Commissioner Brubaker asked if anything had been done in the year the County Council said to figure out a 
solution. Mr. Phillips said he is not aware of any progress being made because he is only one of the parties. 

• The Commission discussed trying to figure out what the background and history is to why the gate has become 
the process and if it should be continued to search other solutions. 

  
MOTION 
Commissioner Hendricks made a motion to forward to the County Council with no recommendation for or 
against, but that they continue the item for the parties to convene and resolve the issue. 
Commissioner Brubaker seconded the motion. 
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Commissioner Hendricks withdrew the motion before a vote and stated a new motion. 
 
Commissioner Hendricks made a motion to continue the item unless and until the County Council wants it 
reviewed again in order to allow the parties a chance to work out a resolution. 
Commissioner Cook seconded the motion. 
 
 
VOTE  ( 7  TO  0 ) 
  
Charles Zuercher AYE NAY ABSTAIN  Scott Brubaker  AYE NAY ABSTAIN  
Mark Hendricks AYE NAY ABSTAIN   Doug Hronek  AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Kimberly Cook  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   David Thacker   AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Daniel Lyman  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   
   
   
FINDINGS / BASIS OF PLANNING COMMISSION DETERMINATION 
 

• There appears to be other options that multiple parties need to discuss that can avoid the need for a gate. 
 
 
ITEM #3 Discussion and guidance on the vision statements, introduction, background, and values identified thus 

far in the General Plan public engagement processes.   
 
 
Austin Corry introduced this discussion item regarding the Introduction and Background portions of the General 
Plan update, indicating that this is primarily to start talking about the initial stages of the draft that is starting to 
be put together. 
 
Austin Corry updated the Planning Commission on where we are in the General Plan update process: 
 
The last time the Planning Commission met was a joint meeting with the County Council at which there was 
discussion regarding visioning statements for each element of the General Plan. That was a few months ago.  
Since then, the online public survey has been closed and we have analyzed the results.  We have also assembled 
a 12 member advisory committee, consisting of residents from different areas of the County, with different 
backgrounds and expertise.  We are currently meeting with that committee to discuss how to refine and take 
these visions and get them to where we are starting to formulate what the plan might really be. 
 
There will be additional public engagement opportunities where the plan will go out for review.  On the Wasatch 
County website, if you go to the Planning Department section, there is a link to the General Plan.  At the top of that 
page is another link that takes you to a page devoted solely to this update process.  The whole intent of that is to 
get people engaged and aware of what is going on, and so they want to participate.   
 
Austin then explained how Richard Breitenbeker, with the Wasatch County Manager’s office, was brought in to be 
a member of the team for this update.  He indicated that Richard has recently done a lot of research involving the 
history of Wasatch County and so he has a lot of great information.  He indicated that the existing General Plan, 
put together in 2001, has a background section that has a lot of very technical information.  However, Richard’s 
approach has been to tell the story of what Wasatch County is and the values that are inherent in the community, 
so that when we say things like “we want to protect our rural character”, or “we want to protect our heritage”, we 
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can know what that actually means, and Richard has done an excellent job writing this initial draft.  That does not 
mean that we will take out the technical aspects that are critically important knowledge to have to formulate the 
plan. Those will be interspersed through the elements as they go.   
 
Richard then presented the rough draft of the Background section of the General Plan to the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Austin Corry then mentioned that there were two questions, in the memo sent to the Planning Commission with 
this written draft, to think about: 

1. What one-word descriptors would you use to describe what these Wasatch valleys (Heber Valley, Round 
Valley, Strawberry Valley, Jordanelle Basin) have been in the past? 

2. What one-word descriptors would you hope would be used to describe them in the future? 
 
The Planning Commission then had a discussion focused on what is needed as far as these questions, with 
suggestions such as we could send our thoughts in via email and possibly asking the public, maybe posting the 
questions on social media to see what kind of response we get;  Also, it was discussed that the views of the 
general population of Wasatch County seem to be, that when talking about Wasatch County, they tend to be 
talking about the municipalities.  There was also discussion on the population of unincorporated Wasatch County 
versus that of the municipalities within it, noting that unincorporated Wasatch County makes up almost half of 
the entire County population.  It was also indicated that this draft is a great document for our purposes. 
 
Austin Corry then indicated that this is a discussion item only. So now we will take your feedback and involve the 
advisory committee as we work through some of this. They will also give feedback, but largely we will use it to try 
to inform the rest of things. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
MOTION 
Commissioner Lyman made a motion to adjourn. 
Commissioner Cook seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE  (   TO   ) 
  
Charles Zuercher AYE NAY ABSTAIN  Scott Brubaker  AYE NAY ABSTAIN  
Mark Hendricks AYE NAY ABSTAIN   Doug Hronek  AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Kimberly Cook  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   David Thacker   AYE NAY ABSTAIN 
Daniel Lyman  AYE NAY ABSTAIN   
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m. 
 
 
 
CHARLES ZUERCHER/CHAIRMAN 
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Planning Commission Staff Report

Ordinance 25-10, allowing certain land uses on 
nonconforming lots and an amendment to 16.27.35 

gravel pit and mining regulations. 

Project: DEV-0000 | Ordinance allowing additional land 
uses on nonconforming lots and updates to the mining 
section of the code.   
Meeting Date: 14 August 2025 
Report Date: 6 August 2025 

Report Author: Doug Smith 
Council Action Required: Yes  
Type of Action: Legislative 
Applicant: County   
Affected Code Section(s): 16.22.09 and 16.27.35 

DETERMINATION ISSUE 

Whether or not to recommend approval of Ordinance 25-10 which allows mining uses on nonconforming lots and 
updates the section of the code regarding gravel pit and mining operations.  

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis and findings in this staff report, the Planning Staff is of the opinion that the proposed ordinance 
should be recommended by the planning commission to be approved by the County Council based on the findings 
included in the staff report. 

Agenda Item: Consideration of Ordinance 25-10 allowing certain land...
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BACKGROUND 

 
This item was continued from the July planning commission meeting with the following motion: 
 

 
 
Also see the report of action attached as exhibit B of this report for a synopsis of the planning commission discussion.  
 
Since the July meeting staff has talked to Summit County and Park City as well as researched other communities. Park 
City only has ordinances for reclamation of old mines. Summit County regulates proposed mines with a conditional use 
permit and with some setback regulations from water bodies. 
 
As requested by the planning commission there has also been research regarding vested rights of mining operations 
which, as per the state code, are considered “critical infrastructure material”. Typically, a use becomes non-conforming 
when ordinances are adopted that regulate or outlaw specific uses. With mining or “critical Infrastructure materials” if 
considered vested they can continue in perpetuity and expand in size and scope. More regarding vested rights is 
contained in the body of this report.  
 
Staff is hopeful that the proposed code has appropriate language and what gets debated in the planning commission 
meeting are the setback distance numbers which, staff believes, are fairly balanced and appropriate. Out of all the 
communities that we surveyed Wasatch has the largest acreage requirement at 120-aces. The proposed acreage should 
allow a mining operation to meet the setback requirements as proposed.       
 
The County has two types of legal lots that allow building rights. One type is a platted lot within a subdivision which 
allows all the uses for that zoning district listed in the land use section of the code. The other is a nonconforming lot of 
record of grandfathered lot. A nonconforming lot either existed prior to zoning or was created in compliance with 
previous codes but does not meet the current requirements of the code. These “nonconforming lots” have a building 
right but not the full menu of allowed and conditional land uses because a nonconforming lot, in most cases, does not 
meet the minimum acreage or frontage requirements for the zone. As an example, a nonconforming lot in the P-160 
zone (which requires 160 acres) could be any acreage including less than 1-acre therefore, under current code, only 
single-family homes, residential uses accessory to a home (garages, sheds), farming, ranching, grazing and utility uses 
would be allowed on the non-conforming lot.   
 
In 2019 the County adopted an amendment to 16.22.09 that further clarified and limited the uses allowed on 
nonconforming lots.  
 

B. Uses Granted for Nonconforming Lots of Record: Lots that are determined to be nonconforming lots of record 
may be granted a building right for a single-family dwelling, accessory dwelling units only if allowed in section 
16.21.46, and accessory uses as outlined in the underlying zone. So long as all other standards applicable to that 
use are complied with and so long as the use is permitted in the zone, nonconforming lots of record may also be 
permitted utility uses under use code 4800 (utilities) and agricultural uses under use code 8000 and 8500. The uses 
outlined in this paragraph and no others are granted for nonconforming lots of record. (2019)  
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Prior to 2019 uses like gravel quarries and mining operations were allowed as long as the underlying zone allowed them 
as a conditional use regardless of whether the proposal was on a nonconforming lot or not. With the above code now in 
place we either need to require that they go through the subdivision process, which could require construction of a full 
county road, and any other requirements of a subdivision plat or amend the code to allow what is being proposed. 
Requiring a subdivision approval may be an onerous process for a use like a mining operation. A subdivision process 
could include; requiring water, fire flow, road dedication, road construction, sidewalks/trails, correcting previously 
created illegal lots etc.    
 

WHAT THIS ORDINANCE DOES:  
 

• Allows mining operations as identified in the P-160 section of the code to be approved on non-conforming lots 
of record.  

• Mining operations would be processed as a conditional use with the stipulations listed in addition to the 
requirements of a conditional use permit.  

• Updates to section 16.27.35 regarding gravel pit and mining operations. 

• Defines what is included within a Limits of Disturbance (LOD) area.  

• Allows for mining operations to be on leased land and not just owned land.     

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.  
 
There are no specific citations regarding gravel pits or mining and non-conforming lots in the General Plan. However, it is 
clear that water quality, as a general rule, is an important topic in the General Plan as well as maintaining a pleasing 
entry into the valley from major roads. These issues are addressed as part of the two code sections being amended as 
well as part of the conditional use process.  

 
Chapter three of the General Plan has specific goals, policies and objectives intended to guide and direct decisions for 
the future growth in the County. The goals, policies and objectives become more specific in the zoning ordinance. Below 
are listed any Goals, Policies and Objectives of the General Plan that may be applicable to the proposed code 
amendment:   
 
GOAL: The US 189 and 40 corridors into Heber Valley shall provide a pleasing entry to Heber City.  
 
16.1.6 POLICY: Storm water runoff from each new development shall be controlled and limited to the discharge rate that 
occurred during the pre-developed condition. Wasatch County and the Cities and Towns of Heber Valley should develop 
a joint storm drainage system to replace the irrigation ditch system that has been eliminated due to the installation of 
pressured irrigation systems.  
 
16.1.7 POLICY: Erosion control plans shall be required for all development. Development with disturbed areas larger than 
five acres shall obtain a permit from the Utah State Division of Water Quality. 
 
Storm water runoff is a major factor in the high concentrations of the nutrient phosphorus. The streams in Heber Valley 
are exceeding the indicator standards that have been set to maintain healthy water quality in Deer Creek Reservoir. The 
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majority of the phosphorus level occurs during storm runoff from the valley floor. Drainage patterns in the Heber Valley 
are complex because of the irrigation canals that cross natural drainage channels. (Ch. 4 General Plan, Pg. 103) 
 
Below are regulations from other communities: 
 

    

VESTING 

At the July meeting the planning commission was concerned about the vested rights for mining operations. Vesting for 
mining operations is covered in a number of Utah code sections. A mining operation is considered critical infrastructure. 
The state code sections are lengthy. Verbatim text would take many pages in this staff report. In short vesting of mining 
uses includes the following:  
 

• A critical infrastructure materials use is presumed to be a vested critical infrastructure materials use if the 
critical infrastructure materials use meets the definition of vested critical infrastructure materials use as 
defined in section 17.27a.1002(a). 

• Definitions of “Critical Infrastructure materials” means sand, gravel, or rock aggregate 17.27a.1001(3).  

• “Critical Infrastructure materials use” means the extraction, excavation, processing, or reprocessing of or 
critical infrastructure materials 17.27a.1001(4). 
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• A mining use is conclusively presumed to be a vested mining use if the mining use existed or was conducted or 
otherwise engaged in before a political subdivision prohibits, restricts, or otherwise limits the mining use 
17.41.5019(1a).   

• Notwithstanding a political subdivision’s prohibition, restriction, or other limitation on a critical infrastructure 
materials use adopted after the establishment of the critical infrastructure materials use, the rights of a critical 
infrastructure materials operator with a vested critical infrastructure materials use include with respect to that 
existing legal use the right to (17.27a.1003): 

o Progress, extend, enlarge, grow, or expand the vested critical infrastructure materials use to any 
contiguous land that the critical infrastructure materials use to any contiguous land that the critical 
infrastructure materials operator owns or controls before May 7, 2025; 

o expand the vested critical infrastructure materials use to new land that is contiguous land to the 
surface or subsurface land on which the critical infrastructure materials operator has a vested critical 
infrastructure materials use, including the surface or subsurface land under Subsection (1)(a); 

(c) use, operate, construct, reconstruct, restore, extend, expand, maintain, repair, alter, 
substitute, modernize, upgrade, and replace equipment, processes, facilities, and buildings, on 
any surface or subsurface land that the critical infrastructure materials operator owns or 
controls before May 7, 2025; 
(d) on any surface or subsurface land that the critical infrastructure materials operator 

owns or controls before May 7, 2025: 
(i) increase production or volume; 
(ii) alter the method of extracting or processing, including with respect to the vested use, 
the right to stockpile or hold in reserve critical infrastructure materials, to recycle, and to 
batch and mix concrete and asphalt; and 
(iii) extract or process a different or additional critical infrastructure material than 
previously extracted or processed on the surface or subsurface land; an 

o A critical infrastructure materials operator with a vested critical infrastructure materials use is 
presumed to have a right to expand the vested critical infrastructure materials use to new land. 

• expand the vested mining use to any new land that 17.41.502(1, b): 
(i) is contiguous and related in mineralization to surface or subsurface land or a mineral estate that 
the mine operator already owns or controls; 
(ii) contains minerals that are part of the same mineral trend as the minerals that the mine 
operator already owns or controls; or 
(iii) is a geologic offshoot to surface or subsurface land or a mineral estate that the mine operator 
already owns or controls; 

Synopsis on vested rights of mining operations - The state code is clear that a mining operation is vested regardless of 
adoption of any subsequent codes regulating, restricting or eliminating mining. Non-conforming stipulations that 
typically apply to non-conforming uses do not apply to a vested mining use. A vested mine can expand to adjacent 
properties, can increase volume on the existing site, can build new buildings even if considered non-conforming. 
Typically, non-conforming uses, other than mining, cannot expand in size or scope beyond what they were originally 
approved for.    

RECOMMENDED MOTION 

Move to Recommend approval the proposal with Conditions consistent with the findings, recommendations and 
modifications (if any) presented in the staff report. 
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– FINDINGS –  

• County code requires that uses outside of those specifically listed as residential, agricultural and utility are not 
allowed on lots of record. 

• Mining uses are only allowed in the P-160 zone which would require 160 acres or greater.   

• Minning uses are not currently allowed on a nonconforming lot. 

• Current code would require a mining proposal to plat a lot through the subdivision process which would require 
infrastructure improvements typically required for residential developments. 

• The County realizes for mining uses; there is value to the public to allow certain types of mining in the valley to 
decrease the need for importing these items from outside the County. 

• The code regarding gravel pit and mining operations was updated in 2020. 

• Mining operations can be visually obtrusive and create water and air quality issues if not managed properly.  

• Gravel pit and mining operations can have an impact on neighboring residents if not managed properly. 

• The proposed and existing codes address water quality as well as visual impacts of gravel pit and mining 
operations.    

• The planning commission has held a public hearing on this ordinance and forwarded it to the County Legislative 
Body for the approval. 

• The County has properly noticed public hearings before the County Legislative Body and has fulfilled all 
requirements of Wasatch County Code 3.03.01 for the enactment of an ordinance, including conducting a first 
and second reading, and making this ordinance available to the public on the County Website.  

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 
ordinance is consistent and compatible with the existing code. 

2. Recommendation for Approval with Conditions.  This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels 
comfortable that and 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. 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 Ordinance .................................................. 7 
Exhibit B - Report of Action………………………………………………….…13 
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Exhibit A – Proposed Ordinance 
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Exhibit B – July PC meeting Report of Action 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
 

Item 2 – Knockeart Retaining Wall 
Conditional Use Permit 

 
 
 
 
Project: DEV-11079 | Knockeart Retaining Wall  
Meeting Date: 14 August 2025 
Report Date: 7 August 2025 
Report Author: Anna Anglin, Planner 
Council Action Required: No 
Type of Action: Administrative 

Applicant: Keith Knockeart 
Address: 9459 N Sunset View Dr. 
Parcel No: 00-0021-6802 
Acreage: 1.05 acres 
Zoning Designation: JBOZ 
Land Use Number(s): 1111 

 

DETERMINATION ISSUE 

Whether the application meets the standards required by Wasatch County Code 16.23 for a conditional use permit to be 
granted to allow a retaining wall with a cumulative height of up to 12 feet at its tallest point using materials permitted 
under WCC16.27.20. This conditional use permit is an administrative decision made by the Planning Commission. During 
the ten-day notice timeframe, a property owner within 500 feet of the subject property requested this be brought to a 
public meeting for a final decision. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis in this staff report, Planning Staff recommends that the Planning Commission Approve the 
Conditional Use Permit based on the findings included in the staff report. 

  

Agenda Item: Keith Knockeart requests a Conditional Use Permit for...
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BACKGROUND 

The subject property lies on a 1.05-acre lot located at 9459 N Sunset View Drive in the Tuhaye Dancing Sun Phase 4 
subdivision. The applicant is in the process of constructing a home on the property and requires the retaining wall to 
stabilize the outdoor patio area off the master suite. The subject retaining wall is proposed to have two tiers with a 
maximum wall height of six feet each. In addition, the exposed wall will not have a combined total greater than twelve 
feet at any point. The length of the proposed retaining walls combined for the project will be approximately 248 feet 
and the applicant is proposing to use boulders for materials. The retaining wall will be located on the southern property 
line and will be retaining the downhill slope of the lot, which will decrease the visibility of the wall from the street (see 
Exhibit B).  
 
Section 16.01.05(B)(h) of the Wasatch County Code gives staff the authority to approve retaining walls up to 30 feet tall 
if each wall is no taller than ten feet through the conditional use process. Conditional Use Permits require notice to be 
sent to all property owners within 500 feet. One objection was received related to this request for a retaining wall. 
Section 16.01.05(A)(1) of the Wasatch County Code requires any conditional use that receives opposition during the ten-
day noticing period is required to go to Planning Commission for approval. Any objections or concerns received 
regarding this request have been attached in Exhibit D.  

KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER 

• Neighborhood compatibility and impact. 

• Compliance with zoning requirements, including conditional use standards. 

 

 

Subject Property 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 

– COMPATABILITY OF PROPOSED USE – 

Wasatch County Code 16.27.20 provides standards for retaining walls within the County. There are various 
categories of walls, primarily focused on the overall height and the materials used. Walls over 10 feet in 
cumulative height or over 800 feet in length are required to obtain a conditional use permit. If the wall exceeds 
30 feet in height, or the 800 feet in length, code requires those walls to be approved by the Council. 
Furthermore, the walls between 10-30 feet or less than 800 feet in length are allowed to be approved by staff so 
long as they are stacked rock or poured concrete faced with stone.  

 
– CONDITIONAL USE PROCEDURE – 

Wasatch County Code 16.23.07(F) outlines the findings that are required in order for the Land Use Authority to 
approve a conditional use permit. The required findings are as follows (Applicant and Staff analysis responses 
are provided in bold): 

 
16.23.07 GENERAL STANDARDS AND FINDINGS REQUIRED 

These standards shall be in addition to any standards set forth in this land use ordinance for the zoning district 

wherein the proposed conditional use will be established. If there is a conflict between these standards and those 

set forth for the appropriate zoning district, the more specific standard control. The county shall not issue a 

conditional use permit unless the issuing department or commission finds: 

 

A. The application complies with all requirements of this title; 

Applicant Response: Yes 
 
Staff Response: Review by the DRC indicates compliance with Title 16. 
  

B. The business shall maintain a business license, if required; 

Applicant Response: N/A.  
 
Staff Response: The retaining wall is for the construction of a single-family home. No business license is 
required. 
 

C. The use will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, location, scale, mass, design and 

circulation; 

Applicant Response: Yes, (Residential) Proposal approved through the HOA.  
 
Staff Response: The project is compatible with surrounding structures in use, location, scale, mass, and 
design. It does not create any adverse impacts on circulation or other private or public improvements 
nearby. Tuhaye is in a mountainous terrain area and retaining walls are commonly used throughout the 
development. 
 

D. The visual or safety impacts caused by the proposed use can be adequately mitigated with conditions; 

Applicant Response: Yes, 6ft tall tiers and landscaping buffer 
 
Staff Response: The visual or safety impacts caused by the proposed use are adequately mitigated. The 
applicant is placing the retaining wall in the downward sloped area so it is less visible, and the retaining 
walls will be screened by landscaping. 
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E. The use is consistent with the Wasatch County general plan; 

Applicant Response: Yes, residential. 
 
Staff Response: Staff is unable to find any direct policies regarding retaining walls. 
 

F. The effects of any future expansion in use or scale can be and will be mitigated through conditions; 

Applicant Response: Yes, any revision or expansion would require permitting. 
 
Staff Response: Any expansion of the use will be required to apply for a new conditional use permit. 
 

G. All issues of lighting, parking, the location and nature of the proposed use, the character of the 

surrounding development, the traffic capacities of adjacent and collector streets, the environmental 

factors such as drainage, erosion, soil stability, wildlife impacts, dust, odor, noise and vibrations have 

been adequately mitigated through conditions; 

Applicant Response: Yes, these conditions are met through the building and retaining wall permitting 
process.  
 
Staff Response: Staff does not have the expertise to verify whether soil stability is improved using 
retaining walls vs. other methods, but the application does include geotechnical studies that verify the 
stability of the design as proposed.  
 

H. The use will not place an unreasonable financial burden on the county or place significant impacts on the 

county or surrounding properties, without adequate mitigation of those impacts; 

Applicant Response: Yes, the financial burden is shouldered by the homeowner.  
 
Staff Response: All improvements will be privately owned and maintained so that this use will not place 
any financial burden or significant impacts on the county or surrounding properties. 
 

I. The use will not adversely affect the health, safety or welfare of the residents and visitors of Wasatch 

County; and 

Applicant Response: No response.  
 
Staff Response: The applicant has demonstrated a reasonable approach to mitigating the visual impacts 
of the wall and disturbance to the site. It does not appear that there are health, safety, or welfare 
concerns related to the proposal. 
 

J. Any land uses requiring a building permit shall conform to the international uniform building code 

standard.  

Applicant Response: Yes, the retaining walls design, geotechnical study, and slope analysis was 
performed by a registered engineer conforming to building code standards. 
 
Staff Response: The building permit for the retaining walls (Permit #25-353) along with the residential 
structure (Permit #24-260) will conform to the international uniform building code standards. 

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 the Planning Commission to render a decision. 
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RECOMMENDED MOTION 

Move to Recommend Approval of item 2 consistent with the findings presented in the staff report. 
 
– FINDINGS –  

1. The staff analysis indicates the proposal complies with Section 16.27.20 of the current Wasatch County Code 
relating to retaining walls. 

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

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

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

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. Recommend Approval.  This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the Conditional Use 
request is compliant as proposed with Wasatch County Code and all other applicable laws. *This action would 
be consistent with the staff analysis.* 

2. Recommend Approval with Conditions.  This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels that impacts 
of the Conditional Use request can be mitigated through conditions to be compliant with applicable laws. 

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. Recommend Denial.  This action can only be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposal does not 
meet the ordinance and that impacts of the proposal cannot be reasonably mitigated. 

NEXT STEPS 

If the requested conditional use permit is approved, the applicant will be required to comply with the conditions of 
approval and could proceed with any building permits necessary. Failure to adhere to the conditions of approval will 
subject the conditional use permit to revocation under the provisions of WCC 16.23.06. 
 
If the requested conditional use permit is denied, the applicant would not be allowed to construct the retaining walls as 
designed and would need to pursue other options available under the code. 
 
Any person adversely affected by a final decision made by the County Council may be appealed to the district court in 
accordance with appeal procedures. 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A – Applicant Request .............................................. 6 
Exhibit B – Site Plan .............................................................. 7 
Exhibit C – Proposed Wall and Location............................... 8 
Exhibit D – Letter of Objection ......................................... 100 

         Exhibit E - DRC Report…………..…………….…………………....……12 
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Exhibit A – Applicant Request 
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Exhibit B – Site Plan 

  
 
       
  

Close up of retaining 
walls that are more 
than 10 Cumulative 
Feet in height. 
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Exhibit C – Proposed Wall and Location 

   
  

Retaining 
Wall 

Retaining 
Wall 

Each wall will be approximately six feet in height from finished grade to top of wall at most. 
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Exhibit D – Letter of Objection 
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Exhibit E – DRC Report 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

 

Item 3 – Tuhaye Final Site Plan Approval for 
Maintenance Building Addition 

 
Project: DEV-10467| Tuhaye Maintenance Building 
Addition Final Site Plan 
Meeting Date: 14 August 2025 
Report Date: 7 August 2025 
Report Author: Anna Anglin, Planner 
Council Action Required: No  
Land Use Authority: Planning Commission 
Applicant: Rhett Riding  

Acreage: 3.22 Acres  
Location of Project: 9213 N Wakara 
Zoning Designation: JBOZ (Jordanelle Basin Overlay 
Zone) 
Related Applications: Master Plan Amended 
(10/24/2017), Plat Amendment Recorded (3/3/2006) to 
allow existing maintenance Building 

BACKGROUND 

The Tuhaye Master Development is a private community located at the northeast of the Jordanelle Reservoir. The 
community was approved as a private development. The existing main entrance is accessed from Highway 248 a short 
distance east of the Hideout town border. A second access exists at the eastern edge of the development on Tuhaye 
Hollow Drive near the Summit County border. The application is to add a second, smaller maintenance building and cart 
wash on the same property as the existing maintenance building which is close to the access at the eastern edge of the 
development. The proposed additional HOA Maintenance building contains an office, break room, restrooms and garage 
bay areas. The use is considered ancillary to the overall development, and all improvements are kept within the platted 
parcel created through the third plat amendment of Tuhaye Phase 1. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis in this staff report, it is recommended that the Planning Commission APPROVE the maintenance 
building based on the findings included in the staff report. 
 

Agenda Item: Rhett Riding, representing Storied Deer Valley, LLC,...
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PURPOSE AND INTENT 

MAINTENANCE BUILDING SITE PLAN REVIEW- 
The subject property is in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ Community/Civic Facilities are allowed in the 
Jordanelle Basin Overlay (JBOZ) zone as the needs arise, making an additional maintenance building allowed as a 
permitted use. The use is considered ancillary to the overall Tuhaye development for maintenance needs. A permitted 
use is required to go through a final site plan review to ensure that the proposed use and all the necessary ancillary 
issues, i.e., parking, landscaping, lighting, architecture etc., have been considered and comply with code. The purpose 
outlined in the JBOZ Zone is quoted (in part) below: 
 

16.15.01: PURPOSE 
The Jordanelle Basin overlay zone (JBOZ) is to implement the goals and standards established by the 
previously adopted Jordanelle Basin land use plan and map and accomplish the following purposes: 

 
1. The lands comprising the overlay zone include all the Jordanelle Basin; 
2. To allow for development of the lands which complies with the goals and standards of the plan; 
3. To preserve and protect the natural beauty of the Jordanelle Basin; 
4. To establish regulations by which development may take place in the JBOZ. 

Subject Property 
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KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER 

• Does the proposal meet zoning requirements, including supplementary development standards? 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

–LAND USE AND DENSITY– 
Tuhaye Phase 1 Subdivision was recorded on March 4, 2004, to allow for maintenance buildings at this location by 
creating parcel 6, which is a Maintenance Facility Parcel. The Maintenance facility is surrounded by a common area 
approved for a golf course and open space. The maintenance facility is homebase for the employees who perform 
maintenance and repair throughout the development. The reason for the new structure is to accommodate employees 
by providing an office area, break room, restrooms and garage bay areas. In addition, the proposed site plan includes 
improving the existing cart wash at the same location with better equipment.  
 
–SETBACKS–  
Setbacks for non-residential uses in the JBOZ shall be as follows: 

1. Front: Ten (10) feet minimum. 

2. Side, Interior: Ten (10) feet minimum. 

3. Rear: Thirty (30) feet minimum. 

4. Setback from adjacent residential property line: Thirty (30) feet minimum. 

 
The setbacks for the proposed building will meet minimum requirements. There are no residential uses adjacent to the 
subject property. 
 
-ROADS, ACCESS AND TRAFFIC-  
The access to the maintenance building is off Wakara Drive which has one access point. The property is accessed by an 
easement over open space that has been in place since 2006. It is the only means of access for the property and is only 
used by the employees of Tuhaye. Currently the number of employees that work at this location is 12. The new building 
will allow an additional five employees once it is built. In total there will be seventeen employees. 
 
–PARKING–  
The most similar use listed in section 16.33.13 (Parking Computation) to the maintenance facility is Laboratory research, 
industrial, manufacturing, wholesale establishments. The parking required is one space per employee on the highest 
shift. The applicant states the maximum number of employees at this location on any shift will be 17.  The parking lot 
currently has a total of 20 parking spaces, and the applicant is proposing to add an additional 19 spaces in total of 39 
spaces, which is more than the minimum parking required.  
 
Section 16.33.12: Parking Lot Improvement Requirements require a minimum of an 8’X8” landscaped island per every 
sixteen stalls to break up the linear appearance of the parking lot. The total required parking lot landscaping for 39 stalls 
is 2.4 islands. Rounding it down, the landscaping parking island requirement for this project is two islands. The applicant 
is proposing an 8’ by 8’ landscape island where the fire hydrant is currently located to bring the existing parking lot into 
compliance with this section of ordinance. The applicant is also proposing to incorporate a landscaping island into the 
new parking area to break up the proposed parking to satisfy this requirement as well. (Exhibit B) 
 
 –LANDSCAPING –  
Section 16.21.10(E) requires 35% of the front and side yards to be covered with live vegetation. In addition, 16.21.10(F) 
requires one tree per 50 feet of street frontage and 1 tree per every 1,000 square feet of required landscaped area. The 
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lot frontage facing Wakara Drive is approximately 260 feet and the lot frontage on Tuhaye Hollow is 350 feet. The total 
number of required street trees is 12. The required landscape area is approximately 3,300 square feet. The total number 
of landscaping trees required is 10 and total number of landscaping shrubs is 20. The total square footage of the lot is 
140,250.44 square feet. The Landscaping Plan states the Maintenance building parcel site has 77,895 square feet of 
landscape area. Making the landscaped area 55% of the total lot area. Most of the landscaping being used towards the 
landscaping requirements are existing native species. The existing vegetation exceeds landscaping requirements of this 
parcel. In addition, any areas that are disturbed during the construction of the building and parking area will be 
hydroseeded with a seed mix with native species of grasses. (Exhibit C) 
 
– BUILDING HEIGHT –  
JBOZ does not list a height limit in the ordinance. The proposed height of the building is approximately 30 feet.  
(Exhibit E) 
 
-LIGHTING –  
Section 16.21.16 Exterior Lighting Regulations states lighting outside of required lighting by the IBC and recommended 
lighting for parking areas by the IES is limited to 25,000 lumens per improved acre. The site lighting for the maintenance 
buildings is a total of 12,658 lumens per improved acre, which is within the ordinance requirements.  In addition, the 
lighting chapter requires any existing lighting on an approved property to come into compliance with the current dark 
sky ordinance as to fixtures, lumens, and color. The applicant is proposing to upgrade all existing lighting with this parcel. 
(Exhibit D) 
 
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 accepted the item for Planning Commission to render a decision.  
 
POTENTIAL MOTION 
 
Move to Approve the new Maintenance Building Addition consistent with the findings presented in the staff report. 
– FINDINGS –  

1. On March 3, 2006, Tuhaye Phase 1 Third Amendment was recorded with the County. 
2. The original Tuhaye Phase 1 Recorded Plat allowed a maintenance facility at this location. 
3. The proposed building is ancillary to the Tuhaye development. 
4. The proposed building meets setback requirements. 
5. The proposed project has an existing access point through a recorded easement.   
6. The proposal is located in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ) and is in the common area of 

development.  
7. The proposed project will have adequate parking.    
8. The proposed project will meet landscaping requirements found in 16.21.10 of the Wasatch County Code.   
9. The proposed height does not violate the Wasatch County Code.   
10. The proposed project meets the Dark Sky requirements found in section 16.21.16 of the Wasatch County 

Code and will bring all lighting on the lot into compliance with current standards   
 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
 
The following is a list of possible motions the Planning Commission can take. If the action taken is inconsistent with the 
potential findings listed in this staff report, the Planning Commission should state new findings. 
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1. Approve. This action may be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the Final Site Plan is compliant as 
proposed with Wasatch County Code and all other applicable ordinances. *This action would be consistent 
with staff analysis* 
 

2. Approve with Conditions. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission feels comfortable that 
remaining issues can be resolved subject to the conditions noted.  
 

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. Deny. This action can be taken if the Planning Commission finds that the proposal does not meet applicable 

codes and/or ordinances. 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A – Vicinity Plan ........................................................ 6 
Exhibit B – Site Plan with Parking Calculations .................... 7 
Exhibit C – Landscaping Plan ................................................ 9 
Exhibit D – Lighting Plan ..................................................... 10 
Exhibit E – Architectural Plans............................................ 11 
Exhibit F – DRC Report ....................................................... 13 
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Exhibit A – Vicinity Plan 
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Exhibit B – Site Plan with Parking Calculations 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Item Page 7 of 14 Packet Page Number:38



 

7 August 2025  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 3 (DEV-10467)  Page | 8 of  14  

 

Item Page 8 of 14 Packet Page Number:39



 

7 August 2025  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 3 (DEV-10467)  Page | 9 of  14  

Exhibit C – Landscaping Plan 
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Exhibit D- Lighting Plan  

 
 
 

Item Page 10 of 14 Packet Page Number:41



 

7 August 2025  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 3 (DEV-10467)  Page | 11 of  14  

Exhibit E- Architectural Plans  
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Exhibit F – DRC Report 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Wasatch County Planning Commission 

From: Austin Corry, Assistant Planning Director 

Date: 6 August 2025 

Re: Item # 4 – Goals and Policies for Public Services, Environmental and Resource Management, 
and Economic Development elements of the General Plan 

 

Commissioners, 
 
As progress continues on the General Plan, the Advisory Committee has established concepts to address 
in the plan and begun the process of drafting goals and policies. Staff has taken those concepts and 
prepared draft goals and policies for your consideration and feedback as the Advisory Committee 
continues to work on refining the recommendations. 
 
It is requested that the Planning Commission review the draft goals for the three elements under 
discussion at this time and provide feedback for staff and the advisory committee. Key questions to 
consider are: 
 

1. Do the drafted goals accurately support the Vision as established through community input? 
2. Are there goals or policies included in the list that contradict the community Vision? 
3. Are there issues not being addressed by the drafted goals and policies? 
4. Is the level of specificity of the goals and policies in line with the intended objectives of the 

General Plan rewrite process as directed by the Planning Commission and Council? 
 
  

Agenda Item: Discussion regarding the Goals and Policies for the Public...
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 
• Describe scope of Plan (unincorporated county only, not incorporated municipalities or master 

plan for various SSDs, not school district, etc. but to facilitate coordination) 

• Describe planning process and community engagement efforts 

Chapter 2 - Background 

Historical Context 

• Defined Values 

o Pragmatism 

o Frugality 

o Simplicity 

o Cooperation 

• Framework for Plan (objectives of plan) 

o Preserving our Character 

o Enhancing Quality of Life 

o Fostering Community Engagement 

o Sharing Our Values 

Goals and Policies 

Vision: Wasatch County stands as a community where rural heritage and natural wonders 

endure as we deliberately guide our future. 

 

GOAL 2.1: Enhance the quality of life in Wasatch County through comprehensive planning and 
effective resource allocation. 

POLICY 2.1.1: Develop an Annual Indicator Report to review the General Plan policies 
against quantitative indicators and triggers, ensuring the community is on 
the right path and adjust as necessary. 

POLICY 2.1.2: Review completed work and annual indicators, and prioritize strategies for 
implementation as part of the budget process. 

POLICY 2.1.3: Systematically respond to changing conditions by reviewing Plan amendment 
proposals annually in coordination with the Annual Indicator Report and 
budgeting process. 

POLICY 2.1.4: Seek partnerships with public and private organizations to secure funding or 
other resources that support the goals of the Plan. 

GOAL 2.2: Promote broad-based and informed decision-making process through citizen 
participation at all levels of community governance. 

POLICY 2.2.1: Identify key elements affecting quality of life in Wasatch County using 
community surveys, open houses, and various technological means. 
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POLICY 2.2.2: Continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in the County’s 
decision-making process through the Planning Commission and other boards 
or committees. 

POLICY 2.2.3: Educate the public on the public input process and available avenues for 
discussion and comment. 

POLICY 2.2.4: Publish the results of Wasatch County initiatives, studies, designs, and 
budgets in multiple formats, both electronic and print, and in multiple 
locations. 

POLICY 2.2.5: Establish clearly defined methods for responding to community input on 
planning and zoning matters and monitor these methods to ensure their 
effectiveness. 

GOAL 2.3: Improve collaboration between the county, municipalities, special service districts, 
the school district, and other public and private entities where shared values can be 
discussed and coordinated to maximize public benefit. 

POLICY 2.3.1: Be a driving force to coordinate with public and private groups to address 
quality of life issues related to cultural, social, and educational opportunities 
on a regional scale. 

POLICY 2.3.2: Meet regularly with outside agencies or boards to improve review processes, 
align shared values, and ensure timely and accurate information sharing. 

POLICY 2.3.3: Partner with Wasatch County School District to incorporate school planning 
into the process of community planning and zoning. 

 

 

Chapter 6 – Environment and Resource Management 
• Identify key environmental constraints 

o Air quality 

o Water quality – note the water quality study 

o Wildlife corridors 

• Wildland Urban Interface, timber harvesting, grazing 

• Noise 

• Light Pollution 

• Ridgelines/Viewshed 

• Address coordination for management of Public Lands (CRMP) 
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Goals and Policies 

Vision: As stewards of the important natural resources that bring both aesthetic and life-

sustaining value, Wasatch County will strive to create a lasting balance between human 

interaction and environmental preservation. 

 

GOAL 6.1: Ensure the County’s air quality exceeds National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

POLICY 6.1.1: Support the implementation of air quality monitoring throughout the County 
to provide objective, data-driven policy decisions. 

POLICY 6.1.2: Assess the impacts of proposed development on air quality and implement 
measures to eliminate or mitigate negative impacts before approval of a 
development or change of use. 

POLICY 6.1.3: Discourage extensive use of wood-burning stoves in large-scale master-
planned developments. 

POLICY 6.1.4: Consider air quality standards and objective data when reviewing any land 
use or transportation policy. 

GOAL 6.2: Maintain the pristine designation of underground water and ensure surface streams 
meet their water quality classifications. 

POLICY 6.2.1: Prohibit the use of septic tank drainfields in all areas where ground water 
periodically rises within four (4) feet of the ground surface, unless the design 
of the individual waste water disposal system is approved by the State and 
County for use in high ground water condition. 

POLICY 6.2.2: Restrict septic drainfields in developments with a density greater than one 
(1) unit per five (5) acres, except for non-conforming lots of record. 

POLICY 6.2.3: Require new dwellings or commercial uses within three hundred (300) feet of 
a sewer collection system to connect to the sewer system as part of the 
development or building permit approval. 

POLICY 6.2.4: Require all development proposals to include an erosion control plan and 
comply with all necessary local and state permits.  

GOAL 6.3: Protect sources of culinary water from pollution. 

POLICY 6.3.1: The Wasatch County Health Department should establish and maintain 
standards for culinary water  that meet or exceed the Utah State Division of 
Drinking Water regulations. 

POLICY 6.3.2: Develop land use regulations that assist in the protection of identified 
culinary water source protection zones. 
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POLICY 6.3.3: Coordinate with the Division of Environmental Quality and the Division of 
Natural Resources to track water quality, identify threats, and update county 
regulations as required. 

GOAL 6.4: Protect wildlife habitat and scenic views important to Wasatch County’s identity 

POLICY 6.4.1: Preserve views and ridgelines from development as viewed from prominent 
locations by prohibiting structures from encroaching above the ridgeline. 

POLICY 6.4.2: Protect the views of the night sky and reduce the health impacts of artificial 
light by requiring dark sky compliant lighting for all developments. 

POLICY 6.4.3: Limit land disturbance that would remove significant clusters of native 
vegetation or be highly visible on hillsides and steep slopes. 

POLICY 6.4.4: Protect against catastrophic events in the Wildland Urban Interface area by 
prohibiting incompatible land uses and by implementing cost-effective fuel 
management strategies such as grazing and timber harvesting where 
appropriate. 

POLICY 6.4.5: Require development proposals in identified wildlife corridors to mitigate 
impacts in a way that preserves critical habitat and allows safe wildlife 
migration. 

POLICY 6.4.6: Coordinate with responsible agencies and stakeholders to implement 
measures that limit wildlife-vehicle collision. 

POLICY 6.4.7: Preserve agricultural zoning in the North Fields and Round Valley areas for 
their cultural significance, open space qualities, and positive contributions to 
water quality and resources. Oppose any development that could harm the 
area’s character or hinder farmers’ ability to operate and maintain their land. 

GOAL 6.5: Support the wise use, conservation, and protection of public lands and resources 
through well-planned management prescriptions. 

POLICY 6.5.1: Utilize a Public Lands Committee to regularly meet and coordinate with State 
and Federal land managers regarding public land policies. 

POLICY 6.5.2: Maintain a County Resource Management Plan to coordinate with public 
lands managers regarding County policies. 

 

Chapter 8 – Public Services 
• Relationship of boundaries of SSDs to land use and growth management 

• Rural area limitations / lack of services / costs of sprawl 
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Goals and Policies 

Vision: Wasatch County will proactively coordinate with the various entities providing utilities, 

emergency services, and public infrastructure to ensure necessary facilities and services are 

provided to the community in a fiscally responsible way. Through prudent policy guidance, we 

will promote systems that endure and serve the community. 

 

GOAL 8.1: Prioritize development near existing municipalities and service providers to avoid 
sprawl, reduce infrastructure costs, and preserve the County’s open and agricultural 
lands. 

POLICY 8.1.1: Boundaries or services of special service districts should not be expanded 
except where in alignment with the future land use map. 

POLICY 8.1.2: Establish mechanisms to regularly review the capacities of utility providers 
and their alignment with the General Plan. 

POLICY 8.1.3: Limit the change of use from agricultural (irrigation or stock watering) to 
residential (domestic water) except within areas served by a culinary water 
provider or where water rights already allow for the use. 

POLICY 8.1.4: Clearly communicate to residents, developers, and other stakeholders 
regarding the limitations of services in unincorporated area as part of the 
rural character. 

GOAL 8.2: Support the development of cost-effective infrastructure that meets the needs of 
unincorporated areas of the County.  

POLICY 8.2.1: Prepare and maintain a Capital Improvement Plan, reviewed yearly during 
the budget process, and make it available to the public. 

POLICY 8.2.2: Require all developments to be connected to an existing approved culinary 
water system or be operated by a certified operator of an approved system, 
unless in compliance with added restrictions in the land use code.  

POLICY 8.2.3: The primary method of sewer disposal shall be through a public sewer 
collection system.   

POLICY 8.2.4: Ensure new developments pay for Tthe extension or expansion of roads, 
water infrastructure, and sewer collection systems shall be paid for by new 
developments.   

POLICY 8.2.5: Storm water runoff from each new development shall be controlled and 
limited to the discharge rate that occurred during the pre-developed 
condition.  

POLICY 8.2.6: Wasatch County and the Cities and Towns of Heber Valley should dDevelop a 
joint storm drainage system with the Cities and Towns of Heber Valley to 
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replace the irrigation ditch system that has been eliminated due to the 
installation ofby pressured irrigation systems.  

POLICY 8.2.7: Collaborate with other entities on projects to reduce resource use necessary 
to complete projects and to limit the disturbance duration of public facilities 
or access. 

GOAL 8.3: Ensure adequate water sources for all new developments or changes in use. 

POLICY 8.3.1: Before giving final approval, require new developments or changes in use to 
demonstrate that adequate water rights and sources of water are available 
that have been approved by the Divisions of Water Rights and Drinking 
Water. 

POLICY 8.3.2: Regulary identify wet water supply concerns with each SSD or water 
provider. 

POLICY 8.3.3: Engage special service districts or other public water providers in 
development review when applicable. 

GOAL 8.4: Maintain the existing green agricultural look appearance of the land without relying 
on treated culinary water.   

POLICY 8.4.1: Where irrigation has been provided in the past, require developments to 
provide adequate irrigation water rights shall be provided for each lot 
located within a development to provide the irrigation of for one hundred 
percent (100%) of the lot not occupied by buildings, driveways, walks, patios 
etc.. 

POLICY 8.4.2: Where irrigation has not been provided in the past, prioritize water-wise 
landscape practices and limited development densities.  

POLICY 8.4.3: Require new developments to provide pressurized irrigation systems instead 
of using culinary sources for outdoor watering. 

POLICY 8.4.4: Protect the Heber Valley Special Service District’s wastewater treatment 
facility.   

GOAL 8.5: Conserve water throughout the County. 

POLICY 8.5.1: Partner with municipalities and special service districts to enforce 
conservation measures like secondary water metering, expanding secondary 
water connections, and watering schedules. 

POLICY 8.5.2: Consider a code amendment to include operation limits that restrict the 
hours for irrigation for residential, commercial, industrial, or institutional 
uses. 

POLICY 8.5.3: Encourage sustainable landscape design by prioritizing water-wise practices 
that reduce reliance on turf grass and overhead spray irrigation. 
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POLICY 8.5.4: Discourage the use of turfgrass in non-functional areas such as narrow strips 
or ornamental zones except where turf serves a recreational or playfield 
purpose. 

POLICY 8.5.5: Educate residents on water rebates and services available through the 
Central Utah Water Conservancy District and other local programs, 
recommended watering schedules, drought information and relevant 
drought response. 

POLICY 8.5.6: Coordinate with County departments and special service districts to identify 
gaps in water efficiency or waste in parks and public service buildings and 
properties. 

POLICY 8.5.7: Support agricultural irrigation efficiency projects, similar to the Wasatch 
County Water Efficiency Project to reduce waste in agricultural lands. 

 

 

Chapter 9 - Economic Development 
• Incorporate Jordanelle Area Plan and focus of recreation/commercial tax base focus. 

• Address local business needs 

o Little desire to accommodate large corporate entities 

o Acknowledge higher prices and less convenience 

o Workforce availability constraints 

• The need for industrial sites to reduce local costs of materials 

• Impacts of tourism on residential community character 

• The positive impacts on tourism in the community (employment and recreation) 

• Address the value that the community places on preserving agriculture 

• Address the desire to improve and support the existing businesses rather than encouraging new 

development. New development also creates additional nuisances and reduces open space 

Goals and Policies 

Vision: Economic activity in Wasatch County will primarily occur in the incorporated 

municipalities and the Jordanelle Basin. Commercial activity in identified centers will provide 

employment opportunities for local residents, reduce residential property tax burdens, and 

respect and augment existing agricultural activities. 

GOAL 9.1: Support the tourism economy through the development of recreational 
opportunities in key locations. 

POLICY 9.1.1: Utilize the countywide trails system to support the tourism industry and 
connect to commercial centers, open spaces and other areas of interest.  

POLICY 9.1.2: Promote recreational opportunities that increase the length of time visitors 
spend in the county. 
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POLICY 9.1.3: Approval of resorts or short-term housing that provide overnight 
accommodations should be limited to areas that are associated with 
destination recreation activity. 

POLICY 9.1.4: Support existing tourism businesses and explore additional tourism 
opportunities in the Provo Canyon area. 

GOAL 9.2: Promote the development of strategic commercial centers in the Jordanelle Basin 
and incorporated municipalities to meet the needs of residents, provide 
employment opportunities, and reduce residential property tax burdens. 

POLICY 9.2.1: Implement strict development standards in the Jordanelle Basin to create 
walkable shopping districts and ensure a comprehensive resort theme. 

POLICY 9.2.2: Utilize resort development in the Jordanelle Basin to provide a sustainable 
tax base and alleviate residential property tax increases. 

POLICY 9.2.3: Incentivize the development of commercial businesses in the Jordanelle Basin 
that will provide services such as grocery stores to the local population. 

POLICY 9.2.4: Promote the development and improvement of main streets in cities by 
discouraging the development of new commercial and industrial areas in 
unincorporated Wasatch County outside of the Jordanelle Basin. 

POLICY 9.2.5: Foster intergovernmental cooperation between local government entities, 
including the local school district, colleges, and the business community, to 
meet economic development objectives and to ensure that appropriate 
locations and services are available. 

GOAL 9.3: Promote economic development opportunities that support long-term residency.  

POLICY 9.3.1: Expand the opportunities for small home-based businesses or clean cottage-
type industries while ensuring they do not adversely impact the community. 

POLICY 9.3.2: Support businesses that provide local workforce opportunities without the 
need to commute. 

GOAL 9.4: Support industrial opportunities that directly benefit local needs, such as reducing 
supply chain costs for local businesses or facilitating reduced housing construction 
costs. 

POLICY 9.4.1: Maintain the existing industrial zoning between 300 south in Midway and the 
Heber Valley Special Service District’s wastewater treatment facility, south of 
Heber City’s existing industrial park, and between Heber City Airport and 
Daniel Road. 

POLICY 9.4.2: Identify appropriate locations for gravel mining and concrete batch plants 
without impacting the scenic values, air quality, or general peace and quiet of 
the community. 
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GOAL 9.5: Ensure that new commercial and industrial development does not create adverse 
impacts in residential areas, natural areas, recreational areas, or scenic byways. 

POLICY 9.5.1: Limit commercial development along SR 113, US 189, US 40 and River Road in 
the unincorporated area. 

POLICY 9.5.2: Evaluate regulations for home occupations to ensure that they do not create 
nuisances such as noise, smell, parking, and traffic. 

POLICY 9.5.3: Identify strategies to reduce the amount of land occupied by commercial uses 
such as considering adjustments to shared parking regulations and clustering 
commercially zoned areas. 

POLICY 9.5.4: Prohibit industrial or manufacturing activities that would require the 
development of a pretreatment program by a Special Service District or 
create adverse impacts of air, ground water, surface water, or background 
noise. 

POLICY 9.5.5: Ensure that in-holdings within the state park and their uses are not changed 
to allow uses that are detrimental to the park. 

GOAL 9.6: Recognize the existing agricultural operations as playing an important role in the 
rural character of Wasatch County.  

POLICY 9.6.1: Create an Agricultural Protection Program in the Development Code, 
consistent with State Law, to protect agricultural lands and practices from 
impacts and complaints associated with non-agricultural growth and 
development on nearby properties. 

POLICY 9.6.2: Establish an Agricultural Protection Area Advisory Board, as required by State 
Law, to recommend appropriate areas to the County legislative body and to 
assist in identifying and promoting bonafide active agricultural operations in 
Wasatch County. 

POLICY 9.6.3: Utilize the tourism economy to support agricultural operations through 
mechanisms such as the Value-Added Agriculture program. 

POLICY 9.6.4: Encourage commercial and industrial uses that provide local equipment and 
supplies for the agriculture industry in order to reduce supply-chain expenses 
and increase the potential for successful local agricultural operations. 
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	Approval of Minutes of July 10, 2025 Meeting
	Consideration of Ordinance 25-10 allowing certain land uses on nonconforming lots of record with specific limitations and requirements and amendments to 16.27.35 Gravel Pit and Mining Regulations.
	Keith Knockeart requests a Conditional Use Permit for retaining wall exceeding 10ft in cumulative height.
	Rhett Riding, representing Storied Deer Valley, LLC, requests Final Site Plan approval for a HOA Maintenance building.
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