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Zoning Designation: JBOZ 
Land Use Number(s): 4712 

 

DETERMINATION ISSUE 

Whether the application meets the standards required by Wasatch County Code 16.23 for a conditional use permit in 
order to grant a “Wireless Telecommunication Facility” that would allow a monopole to be built that is proposed to be 
approximately 60 feet tall. Per section 16.01.05(A)(1) of the Wasatch County Code, Planning Commission is the decision-
making body for a “Wireless Telecommunication Facility” in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone. 
 
Based on the analysis in this staff report, Planning Staff recommends that the Planning Commission Approve with 
Conditions the Conditional Use Permit based on the findings and conditions included in the staff report. 

  

Agenda Item: ARX Wireless Infrastructure LLC, representing Storied Deer...
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BACKGROUND 

The proposed project is located on Open Space Lot 2 within the Tuhaye Twin Peaks Phase C Subdivision Plat, part of the 
Tuhaye Master Planned Development. The parcel comprises approximately 63.74 acres, situated on a ridgeline within 
the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone, specifically designated as Open Space District. The applicant proposes the 
construction of a stealth monopole wireless communication facility designed to resemble a pine tree. Key project 
features include: 

• Monopole Height: Approximately 60 feet. 
• Stealth Design (Tree Canopy): Simulated pine tree with a height of 65 feet with a 69-foot radius at the base of 

the "branches". 
• Pole Diameter: Approximately 5 feet wide. 
• Associated Infrastructure: A fenced equipment platform and ground-mounted support equipment (see Exhibit A 

for site plan). 

The applicant asserts that the facility is needed to address a significant gap in cellular service coverage, particularly for 
Tuhaye and the southern area of the Jordanelle Reservoir. The justification emphasizes public safety concerns, citing the 
current lack of reliable mobile connectivity in the area for residents, visitors, and emergency services. 

Section 16.01.05(A)(1) of the Wasatch County Code requires Planning Commission approval for this type of conditional 
use because it is not on the administrative approval list. Conditional Use Permits require notice to be sent to all property 
owners within 500 feet. The Planning Department has not received any objections to the proposal as of the writing of this 
report.  

The definition of a monopole is: MONOPOLE: A single, self-supporting, cylindrical pole, constructed without guy wires or 
ground anchors, that acts as the support structure for antennas. 

Proposed Location 
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PURPOSE AND INTENT 

Tuhaye Cell Tower Conditional Use Approval- 
The subject property is in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ) in an Open Space District. 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. 

KEY ISSUES TO CONSIDER 

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

• Are there additional conditions necessary to mitigate any negative effects of the proposal? 

• Does the monopole meet the intent of the JBOZ and preserve and protect the natural beauty of the Jordanelle 
Basin as stated in the purpose and intent section of the JBOZ?  

• Do the benefits of a cell tower that increases service to the citizens and visitors of the county outweigh any 
negative effects of the proposal?  

STAFF ANALYSIS 
 
–LAND USE AND DENSITY– 
 
The subject property is located within the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ) and specifically falls under the Open 
Space District designation within that zone. 

Under current zoning regulations, monopoles and stealth antennas are prohibited in the Open Space District of the 
JBOZ. However, this application is being submitted in conjunction with a County-initiated proposed text amendment to 
the Table of Permitted and Conditional Uses (of the JBOZ) Section 16.15.03 of the Wasatch County Code. 

The proposed amendment will allow monopoles in the Open Space District if they meet the criteria outlined in Section 
16.21.28(D)(3) of the Code. This proposal follows an applicant-initiated amendment to the Wireless Telecommunications 
Facilities ordinance, which has already been approved. Before a permit for the proposed monopole can be issued, or this 
application approved, the pending text amendment must first receive formal approval by the County Council. 

The proposed monopole is situated on a prominent ridgeline and will be visible from multiple designated viewing 
platforms. These platforms are located at distances ranging from approximately 1.67 miles (8,819 feet) to 2.91 miles 
(15,389 feet) from the site. Please refer to Exhibit C for the detailed viewshed analysis. 

Additionally, Section 16.21.28 Wireless Telecommunications Facilities outlines specific criteria for the placement of 
monopoles on ridgelines. These criteria may also apply to monopoles located on open space lots, as contemplated in the 
proposed text amendment if approved. When positioned on a ridgeline, applicants are required to incorporate 
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mitigation measures—such as stealth design techniques, color treatment, and the use of vegetation—to reduce the 
visual impact of the monopole on the surrounding landscape. 
 
–SETBACKS–  
 
Setbacks for non-residential uses in the JBOZ shall be as follows: 

1. Front: Twenty (20) 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. 

In addition to the standard setback requirements outlined in the JBOZ, monopoles are subject to additional setback 
regulations found in the Wireless Telecommunication Facility chapter. Specifically, Section 16.21.28(D)(3)(b) requires 
that monopoles be set back a minimum distance of one hundred fifteen percent (115%) of the monopole’s height from 
any residential lot line. This distance is to be measured from the base of the monopole to the nearest residential lot line. 

The proposed stealth monopole has a height of 60 feet, which results in a required setback of approximately 70 feet (60 
ft × 1.15). According to the submitted site plan, the monopole is to be located on a lot that is adjacent to a residential 
lot, with a proposed setback of 141.5 feet from the nearest residential lot line. Therefore, the proposed installation 
exceeds the minimum setback requirement and is in compliance with Section 16.21.28(D)(3)(b). See Exhibit A for site 
plan. 
 
-ROADS, ACCESS AND TRAFFIC-  
 
Section 16.33.12 of the Wasatch County code outlines the regulations for the access driveway. The minimum driveway 
width should be at least 20 feet, but no more than 35 feet measured from face to face of curb radii. The plan shows the 
monopole will have access through an existing easement over two adjacent parcels that are in the Utility and open 
space districts. The Driveway access is 35 feet in width and will be within the range of the parking ordinance 
requirements.  
 
–LANDSCAPING –  
 
Section 16.21.10(E) requires 35% of the front and side yards to be covered with live vegetation. The monopole will be 
located on an open space parcel, which is required to be maintained in its natural landscaping. As part of the approval 
process for the overall development, all open space areas already have a maintenance agreement in place that 
designates maintenance responsibilities. The placement of the monopole should not affect any prior open space 
landscaping agreements.  

One of the methods listed in mitigating visual effects of monopoles on ridgelines section 16.21.28(D) is the addition of 
trees and landscaping to soften their appearance. However, in this case, the applicant is not proposing any additional 
landscaping. The cell tower company has explained that introducing trees taller than 20 feet in the vicinity of the 
proposed 60-foot monopole would interfere with the signal transmission. 

It is noted that cell towers of 100 feet or greater in height typically include landscaping around the mechanical 
compound to reduce visual impacts. However, due to the relatively lower height of the proposed 60-foot tower, and the 
presence of existing native Gambel Oak surrounding the site, the applicant believes that additional landscaping is 
unnecessary and may be counterproductive to the tower’s functionality. 
 
-LIGHTING –  
 
There have not been any lighting plans submitted. If there is any proposed lighting, then this requirement will be met 
through the building permit review process.   
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– 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: The Applicant acknowledges this requirement and asserts that the proposal 
complies with all of the requirements of the Code.  
 
Staff Response: Review by the DRC indicates compliance with Title 16 with conditions of approval. 
  

B. The business shall maintain a business license, if required; 
 
Applicant Response: The Applicant is authorized to transact business and is registered under the laws of 
the State of Utah, as evidenced by the Certificate of Existence dated February 7, 2025.  
 
Staff Response: Planning staff finds the business certificate submitted with the application satisfies this 
requirement. 
 

C. The use will be compatible with surrounding structures in use, location, scale, mass, design and 
circulation; 
 
Applicant Response: The Facility’s proposed use is compatible with the surrounding structures in each 
of these ways. It will provide much needed wireless communications service, including the ability to 
reliably make 911 calls, to the residents and businesses of this area. It will also be designed as a 
monopine, taking advantage of the natural vegetation in the area.  
 
Staff Response: The project will be situated in a location with no surrounding structures, allowing its 
scale, massing, and architectural design to stand out prominently. Despite its visual prominence, the 
project fulfills a critical need that is in high demand within the area. The proposed stealth monopole 
design will implement strategies to lessen the visual impact and will meet requirements found in 
16.21.28 of the Wasatch County Code. It does not pose any adverse impacts on pedestrian circulation or 
interfere with existing public or private infrastructure nearby. 
 

D. The visual or safety impacts caused by the proposed use can be adequately mitigated with conditions; 
 
Applicant Response: The Facility, as proposed, is a sixty (60) foot stealth monopine. Please see the 
detailed drawing... There are no safety impacts as a result of this Facility.  
 
Staff Response: The visual and safety impacts associated with the proposed use have been adequately 
mitigated. According to the Wireless Telecommunication Facility section of the municipal ordinance, 
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monopoles may be permitted on ridgelines, if specific conditions are met. In particular, such facilities are 
allowable if visual impacts are reduced through stealth design techniques or if the distance from public 
viewpoints is sufficient to ensure the facility is not visually conspicuous. 
 

E. The use is consistent with the Wasatch County general plan; 
 
Applicant Response: The proposed Facility is consistent with the Wasatch County General Plan’s stated 
goals of preserving the County’s character and protecting the public health and safety (Plan Section 1). 
The proposed stealth monopine Facility is designed to appear as a natural element of its surroundings, 
where its visibility from the surrounding area is minimal. The Facility will not have an adverse impact on 
air quality, ground water or surface water quality, not will the Facility have an adverse impact on the 
level of background noise. (Plan Sections 13.1.2 and 13.1.3). The Proposed Facility will enhance 
community safety by enabling Verizon Wireless (and three future wireless carriers) to provide reliable 
wireless communications service in the area, which is increasingly relied on by the community in times 
of crisis, natural disaster, inclement weather, and similar circumstances. It also provides a convenience 
to residents and is an attractive feature to local businesses.  
 
Staff Response: Staff has not identified any specific policies within the General Plan that explicitly 
address monopoles or telecommunications infrastructure. However, General Plan Policy 1.1.2 
emphasizes the importance of view preservation, stating: 
"Promote preservation of views and ridgelines from development as viewed from prominent locations by 
prohibiting structures from encroaching above the ridgeline." 
 
The proposed monopole would result in a visual impact on the ridgeline and the surrounding open 
space, which could be seen as inconsistent with the intent of Policy 1.1.2. Nevertheless, staff 
acknowledges the significant and increasing need for reliable wireless communication infrastructure, 
particularly in support of public safety, emergency response, and general connectivity. While there is an 
inherent tension between preserving scenic views and meeting the demands for wireless infrastructure, 
the applicable ordinance provides discretionary flexibility. This allows the reviewing body to consider 
such facilities when appropriate mitigation measures are demonstrated to minimize visual and 
environmental impacts. 
 

F. The effects of any future expansion in use or scale can be and will be mitigated through conditions; 
 
Applicant Response: Not applicable; no response required.  
 
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: The Facility is a passive use that will be unoccupied, with no employees or 
customers on-site, and will create virtually no traffic. The Facility will require only approximately two to 
four vehicle trips per month per carrier by a standard passenger vehicle or light truck during normal 
business hours for routine maintenance. It also requires no water or sewer service, emits no light, odor, 
dust, or glare and generates no unusual noise or other adverse impacts. The Facility will not be lit.  
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Staff Response: The applicant has indicated that the monopole will not have lighting, will not generate 
any traffic, and will only be accessed for routine maintenance. Its location is essential to provide optimal 
wireless service coverage. Placing the monopole elsewhere could necessitate a taller structure to 
achieve the same coverage. To mitigate visual impacts, the monopole will use a stealth designed to 
resemble a pine tree and painted neutral colors to be as less noticeable as possible. 
 

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: The proposed Facility will not place any financial burden on the county or result in 
significant impacts on the county or surrounding properties. To the contrary, the Facility will provide 
much needed 911 coverage to this area, which coverage is currently either limited or unavailable. The 
Facility will generate real property and personal property taxes and provide colocation opportunities for 
all of the FCC licensed carriers in the county.  
 
Staff Response: The monopole structure will be privately owned and maintained, ensuring that it will 
not impose any financial burden or significant impact on the County or surrounding properties. 
Additionally, it will provide a much-needed service to the area. 
 

I. The use will not adversely affect the health, safety or welfare of the residents and visitors of Wasatch 
County; and 
 
Applicant Response: The Facility will not be detrimental or injurious to the health, safety or welfare of 
Wasatch County residents or visitors. To the contrary, the Facility will provide much needed 911 
coverage to this area, which coverage is currently either limited or unavailable. The Facility is a passive 
use that will be unoccupied, with no employees or customers on-site, and will create virtually no traffic 
demand. The Facility will require only approximately two to four vehicle trips per month per carrier by a 
standard passenger vehicle or light truck during normal business hours for routine maintenance. It also 
requires no water or sewer service, emits no light, odor, dust, or glare and generates no unusual noise 
or other adverse impacts.  
 
Staff Response: The applicant has demonstrated a reasonable approach to mitigating the visual impacts 
of the monopole 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: The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.  
 
Staff Response: Any building permits for the monopole will be reviewed to ensure compliance with all 
applicable zoning regulations, any conditions imposed through the conditional use approval, and the 
standards of the International Building Code. 
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– WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION STANDARDS – 

16.21.28: WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES 
The Wireless Telecommunications Facilities section of the County Ordinance includes several sections that apply 
to antenna approval. 
 

B. Application Requirements: Any person desiring to develop, construct or establish a wireless 
telecommunications facility shall submit an application for a Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan in 
compliance with Section 16.23.04. In addition to the Conditional Use Permit application requirements, an 
application for wireless telecommunication services shall also include the following: 

1. A map showing the site and all wireless telecommunications facility sites, with detailed description of 
those facilities, within a two (2) mile radius of the proposed site, whether they belong to the applicant 
or to another; 

2. Copies of all licenses and permits required by other agencies and governments with jurisdiction over 
the design, construction, location and operation of the antenna;. 

3. A detailed explanation of how the applicant will comply with applicable requirements of subsection C 
below regarding Priority Of Antenna Site Locations; subsection D below regarding Types of Antennas 
And Standards; and subsection F below regarding Site Requirements. The County may, require the 
applicant to submit an impact study from a qualified, third-party radio frequency engineer or the 
County may hire a third-party engineer, to ensure that the proposed telecommunications facility 
accomplishes the required, "order of priority" of location requirements as stated in this title. 

 
Staff Response: All submittal requirements have been submitted by the applicant and have been met. 

 
C. Priority of Antenna Site Locations: Wireless telecommunication facilities shall be located as unobtrusively as is 

reasonably possible. Any new wireless telecommunication facility, or addition or alteration to an existing 
facility shall locate antennas on sites in the following order of priority: 

1. Co-locate on the same facility where another lawfully existing wireless telecommunication facility is 
already located; or 

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

a. Located in the P-160 (preservation) zone not including dwellings; or 
b. Located in the M (mountain) zone not including dwellings; or 
c. Located in an Industrial, Highway Services zones, or 
d. Located on existing accessory structures, not including dwellings, on lots of five (5) acres or larger 

in a residential zone; or 
e. Located on multifamily housing and hotels in compliance with this section; or 
f. Water tanks and other public infrastructures in residential zones 

3. Monopoles proposed on public or private property in the Preservation (P-160), Mountain (M) zone, Highway 
Services (HS) zone or the Industrial (I) zone. 

Staff Response: The applicant's project description indicates that three separate wireless telecommunication providers 
will co-locate antennas on the proposed monopole. This arrangement satisfies the requirements of this section of the 
ordinance, which prioritizes the shared use of wireless infrastructure to reduce the proliferation of individual towers. 
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D. Types of Antennas and Standards: There are four (4) general types of antenna structures allowed by this 
section. The minimum standards are as follows: 
 

3. Monopoles: 

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

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

c. Monopoles, antennas and related support structures may be required to be painted a neutral color 
or a color to match the background against which they are most commonly seen. 

d. Facilities shall be designed to allow for collocation where practicable. Any conditional use permit 
for any facility may have a condition to allow collocation of other provider's facilities on such terms 
as are common in the industry. 

e. Monopoles and towers shall be located at least two thousand feet (2,000') from each other, except 
upon a showing of necessity by the applicant, or upon a finding by the county that a closer distance 
would adequately protect the health, safety and welfare of the community and/or the shorter 
distance will be more visibly screened in a particular instance. 

f. Monopoles shall not be allowed on ridgelines unless it can be shown that the impacts of the 
proposal can be mitigated through either a stealth proposal or showing that the distance to the 
antenna structure is such that it will not be visible conspicuous.  

Staff Response: The submitted plans demonstrate that the proposed monopole meets all setback and height 
requirements. The monopole, including its stealth elements, will reach a height of 65 feet. While the monopole will be 
visible from certain residential areas, the applicant has made efforts to mitigate its visual impact. Specifically, the design 
incorporates a "monopine" (a monopole disguised as a pine tree) and the antennas and structure will be painted brown 
to try to blend in with the natural terrain. 

The proposed facility is intended for use by multiple telecommunications providers. There are currently no other 
monopoles or towers in the immediate vicinity—the nearest being approximately 3.5 miles away—. However, to ensure 
that the intent of shared use is fulfilled, staff recommends including a condition of approval requiring the monopole to 
support co-location by multiple providers. 

The site is located on a ridgeline within an open space parcel. While the ordinance was amended last year (Ordinance 
24-04) to allow monopoles on ridgelines and in open space areas, the amendment did not revise the JBOZ overlay zone 
use table accordingly. Under current regulations, the JBOZ Open Space District does not permit Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities. 

To align with the original intent of Ordinance 24-04, Planning staff has initiated a text amendment (Ordinance 25-14) 
that will clarify monopoles being allowed in open space and explicitly allow monopoles within the JBOZ Open Space 
District. As a condition of approval for this project, adoption of Ordinance 25-14 by County Council will be required. 
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E. Additional Considerations: The planning commission shall also consider the following: 
1. Height, mass and design of buildings and structures in the vicinity of the facility; 
2. Whether the facility is located relative to existing vegetation, topography and structures in a manner that 

optimizes the visual screening; 
3. The willingness of the applicant to collocate its facility on the facility of another, or to allow others to 

collocate on applicant's facility on such terms and conditions as are common in the industry. 

Staff Response: As part of the conditional use approval process for the proposed monopole, the Planning Commission has 
been provided with the applicant’s submitted materials for review. While staff has conducted an analysis and provided 
justification supporting the applicant’s request, it remains within the Planning Commission’s authority to impose 
additional requirements, as necessary, to ensure compliance with this section of the ordinance.   

F. Safety: 

1. Regulations: All operators of CMRS facilities shall comply with the rules and regulations of the federal 
communications commission (FCC) and the federal aviation administration (FAA) regulations at all times. 
Failure to comply with the applicable regulations shall be grounds for revoking the conditional use permit 
approval. 

2. Licenses And Permits: Applicant will submit copies of all licenses and permits required by other agencies 
and shall maintain such licenses and permits in good standing and shall provide evidence of renewal 
thereof upon request by the county. 

3. All facilities shall be protected against unauthorized climbing by removing the climbing pegs from the 
lower twenty feet (20') of the facility. 

4. All facilities shall be fenced in accordance with the condition outlined in the conditional use permit, unless 
such requirement is determined to be unnecessary in a particular instance. 

5. Monopoles and towers shall comply with the airport overlay zone requirements and the FAA requirements 
for height and lighting. If security lighting is used, it shall not be allowed to trespass into any residential 
areas. 

Staff Response: All requirements of this section have been acknowledged by the applicant in their submittal titled Location 
Priority Report, thereby satisfying the applicable safety requirements. (see Exhibit B)  

G. Abandonment: The county may require the removal of all facilities if the facility has been inoperative or out of 
service for more than twelve (12) consecutive months. 

1. Notice: Notice to remove shall be given in writing by certified mail addressed to the operator's last known 
address, or by personal service. 

2. Failure to remove the facilities after proper notice has been given is a violation of the terms of this section. 
The county may initiate criminal and/or civil legal proceedings and may seek a civil injunction requiring 
the removal of any structures. If the owner does not remove the facilities with the time period allowed in 
the notice, the county may remove the facilities and the owner shall be responsible for the costs thereof, 
and failure to remove the facilities after receiving notice to do so automatically transfers ownership of the 
facilities on the site to the county. 

Staff Response: While there are currently no plans to abandon the monopole, if it is ever abandoned in the future, the 
County will enforce the applicable provisions of this section of the code. 

H. Site Requirements: 

1. No outside storage or solid waste receptacles shall be permitted on the site. 
2. All electronic and other related equipment and appurtenances necessary for the operation of any CMRS 

facility shall, whenever practicable, be located within or on a lawfully preexisting structure. When a new 
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structure is required, the structure will be harmonious with and blend with the natural features and 
buildings surrounding such structure. 

3. The county requires a minimum of one parking space for facilities to allow for service of the facility. 
4. The CMRS facilities shall be maintained in a safe, neat and attractive manner. 
5. All sites with a CMRS facility shall be landscaped in accordance with zone requirements where the facility 

is located.  

Staff Response: The applicant has submitted a site plan for a proposed monopole facility designed to resemble a natural 
pine tree (“monopine”) to reduce visual impacts and maintain compatibility with the surrounding landscape. The plans 
do not identify any areas designated for outdoor storage or solid waste disposal. As such, staff finds no anticipated 
violations of applicable ordinance sections governing such uses. 

The site plan includes the provision of one parking stall to serve the facility. The monopole is proposed within a 
designated open space area, and a landscaping maintenance agreement currently in effect will continue to govern the 
upkeep of existing landscaping elements. Staff finds the proposal generally consistent with applicable zoning and 
development standards and supportive of minimizing visual and environmental impacts. 

– RIDGELINE/ VIEWSHED REGULATIONS – 

16.27.22: RIDGELINE/VIEWSHED REGULATIONS 

The definition of a ridgeline found in 16.04 of the Wasatch County Code is as follows: 
RIDGELINE: A ridge location that is visible from a private or public road that is seen as a distinct edge against a backdrop 
of sky or land. The ridgeline shall be from existing natural grade not including vegetation or manmade alterations to the 
existing ridgeline. 
 
The Wasatch County Ridgeline Ordinance gives us guidance on whether a ridgeline is significant or not and if it is a primary 
or secondary ridgeline. The definition of a primary ridgeline is as follows: 
 
Definitions: "Significant ridgelines" are defined as those ridgelines that surround or visually dominate the valley landscape 
either through their size in relation to the hillside or mountain terrain of which they are a part as viewed from a viewing 
platform; their visual dominance as characterized by a silhouetting appearance against the sky as viewed from a viewing 
platform; as a significant natural backdrop feature or separation of communities from a viewing platform; through visual 
dominance due to proximity and view from a viewing platform; or as an area of significant ecological, historical or cultural 
importance, such as those which connect park or trail systems. If a ridgeline meets any combination of these criteria, it 
shall qualify as subject to regulation under this section. 
 

It further states that a ridgeline is primary when it is characterized by a combination of criteria listed in the significant 
ridgeline definition. The ridgeline on which the proposed monopole is to be located is considered a significant and 
primary ridgeline. This designation is based on several critical factors: 

• Visual Dominance: The ridgeline exhibits a strong silhouette effect against the sky, making any vertical structures 
highly visible from surrounding areas. 

• Community Separation: The ridgeline serves as a defining natural backdrop and a physical and visual boundary 
between distinct communities. 

Given its significance and prominence in the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ), Section 16.27.22(E)(10) requires that 
any proposed development—including monopoles—undergo a visual assessment from specific, designated viewing 
platforms. As Discussed previously, section 16.21.28(D) allows monopoles on ridgelines when appropriate and 
mitigation measures are demonstrated to minimize visual and environmental impacts. As previously mentioned in the 
report, the visual assessment model is attached to Exhibit C. 
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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. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION 

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

1. The project is located in the Open Space District of the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ). 

2. The Wasatch County Ordinance will require a text amendment approval to allow for the monopole to be located 
in the Open Space District of the Jordanelle Basin Overlay Zone (JBOZ). 

3. The proposal is located on a significant ridgeline in the JBOZ.  

4. Staff analysis indicates the proposal complies with Section 16.23.07 of the current Wasatch County Code related 
to Conditional Uses if the requirements found in 16.21.28(D) are implemented as proposed by the applicant. 

5. The proposal includes the monopole to allow co-location for multiple providers. 

6. According to the applicant, the project fulfills a critical health safety welfare need that is in high demand within 
the area by providing service to the south portion of the Jordanelle reservoir and the Tuhaye development. 

7. The proposal does not pose any adverse impacts on traffic circulation or interfere with existing public or private 
infrastructure nearby. 

8. The proposal will allow for a 60-foot-tall stealth monopole to be constructed on a ridgeline and in an open space 
district. 

9. The proposal has made efforts to implement strategies to mitigate its visual and environmental impact. 

10. Staff finds the proposal generally consistent with applicable zoning and development standards and supportive 
of minimizing visual and environmental impacts. 

11. The proposed stealth monopole will not have any lighting.  

12. Staff analysis indicates the project will comply with Title 16 if the conditions of approval are met. 

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

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

 

– CONDITIONS – 

1. The monopole will allow co-location for multiple providers. 
2. County Council must approve Ordinance 25-14 allowing monopoles in open space districts within the JBOZ 
3. Landscaping as proposed must be maintained.   

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. 
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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.  

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. *This 
action would be consistent with the staff analysis.* 

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

4. 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 then proceed with the necessary building permits. 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 monopole as 
designed and would need to pursue other options available under the code. 
 
Any person adversely affected by a final decision made by the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Appeals 
Hearing Officer in accordance with appeal procedures. 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A – Site Plan & Elevation ........................................ 14 
Exhibit B – Location Priority Report ................................... 17 
Exhibit C – Viewing Platforms ............................................ 19 
Exhibit D – Existing Cell Towers .......................................... 23 
Exhibit E – DRC Report ..…………………….…………………....…….25  
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Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations 
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Exhibit B – Location Priority Report 
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Exhibit C – Viewing Platform 

 

 

 

       
  

From the Mayflower interchange or from the visitor's center 
at Hailstone State Park; 

2.8 Miles Away 
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From the viewpoint along the road to Kamas (SR 248) located on the northeast side of 
the Jordanelle Reservoir 

From the viewpoint overlooking the dam along the road to Francis (SR-32) located on 
the south side of the Jordanelle Reservoir 

2.91 Miles Away 

1.67 Miles Away 
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1.8 Miles Away 

From the viewpoints at Highway 32; mile markers 5 and 6 

1.65 Miles Away 
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From the viewpoint at 7487 East. 

 

From the water near the middle of the north arm of the Jordanelle Reservoir 

 

1.71 Miles Away 

2.89 Miles Away 
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Exhibit D – Submittal Requirements  
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Exhibit E – DRC Report 
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EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A – Proposed Code Text Amendment .............................. 5 
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